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Abstract: While extensive studies have been conducted to understand the 
factors that influence individual intentions to share knowledge, a review of the 
literature shows that these studies did not consider the effect of the individual 
sentiment of the knowledge sharer in the act of sharing knowledge. Individuals 
coming from different tribes might have sentiments against each other, which 
could influence their communication and social interaction and thus affect 
knowledge sharing. This study collected data from lecturers in ten polytechnic 
institutions in Ghana using a questionnaire and analyzed the data using the 
structural equation modelling (SEM) technique. The findings show that 
attitude, subjective norm, equal status, cooperativeness, identification, top 
management, and immediate superior have a significant influence on 
individuals’ intention to share knowledge with people from other tribes. 
Contrastingly, common goal, institutional support, and friendliness do not 
influence individuals’ attitude to share knowledge with people from other 
tribes. 
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1. Introduction 

Ghana is seen to be one of the countries in Africa that has rich cultures with almost about 
thirty-two ethnic-tribal lines. Diversity is considered to a strength for development but in 
the case of Ghana, it is seen as a detriment. The citizens in the country have been divided 
based on ethnic and tribal lines. It is believed that individuals who are polarized on ethnic 
grounds would also extend the polarization to their workplaces where knowledge, 
experiences and other ideas would be exchanged based on tribe and ethnic sentiments. To 
this regard, Ghanaian organisations could face challenges to foster knowledge sharing in 
the organisations if they are unable to address these ethnicity and tribalism issues. 
Therefore, it is crucial to identify, understand and reduce ethnic and tribal sentiments for 
employees to share knowledge with other employees regardless of their differences in 
/the tribal background. 

Knowledge management has four important processes i.e., knowledge discovery, 
knowledge capture, knowledge sharing and knowledge application (Becerra-Fernandez et 
al., 2004; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). Essentially, knowledge sharing as discussed is one 
of the core blocks of knowledge management. Perhaps it is the most important aspect of 
knowledge management (Bock & Kim, 2002). Knowledge sharing is defined as a 
deliberate act that makes knowledge reusable by other people through transfer (Lee & Ai-
Hawamdeh, 2002). According to Hislop (2003), knowledge sharing is a process of 
exchanging ideas to create new knowledge. Van Den Hooff and de Ridder (2004) denote 
knowledge sharing as a give and take affair. From a business perspective, Tsui et al. 
(2006) defined knowledge sharing as a process of exchanging ideas, technical know-how 
and experience among employees, researchers, managers and other decision-makers in 
the organisation. This definition covers all the stakeholders of an organization. 
Knowledge sharing is the process through which one unit is affected by the other through 
knowledge (Argote et al., 2000). Ipe (2003) defined knowledge sharing as the action of 
releasing knowledge to others within the organization. According to Gupta and 
Govindarajan (2000), the act of identifying, transmission and the inflow of knowledge 
from one person to another person, group or an organisation is termed as knowledge 
sharing. Bartol and Srivistava (2002) further classified knowledge sharing as the 
exchange of insight, ideas, and experience between employees in an organisation to 
improve performance. 

Knowledge sharing consists of procedures and techniques used to get the most 
from tacit and explicit knowledge in the organisation (Teece, 2003; Punniyamoorthy & 

Asumptha, 2019; Rafique et al., 2017). The study of knowledge sharing, which is how an 

organization obtains access to its own and other organizations’ knowledge, has emerged 
as a key research area from a broad and deep field of study on technology transfer and 
innovation, and more recently from the field of strategic management. Increasingly, 
knowledge-sharing research has moved to an organizational learning perspective (Li et 
al., 2016). Experience and research suggest that successful knowledge sharing involves 
extended learning processes rather than simple communication processes, as ideas related 
to development need to be made locally applicable with the adaptation being done by the 
incumbent firms (Nguyen, Dinh, & Tuan, 2019; Probst et al., 2000; Zhang et al., 2016). 
According to Libowitz and Chen (2001), knowledge sharing is an edge to create 
knowledge, which increased employees’ organizational development. More specifically, 
the intention to share knowledge can be defined as the degree to one’s perception of his 
or her willingness to share knowledge (Bock et al., 2005). Individual intention to share 
knowledge measure the actual willingness of a person to engage in knowledge sharing 
with others in the future. This is akin to the main branch “knowledge sharing behaviour” 
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of an individual. Therefore, this study would investigate individuals’ intention to share 
knowledge in multi-tribal settings. 

Developed countries have experienced tremendous change through knowledge of 
intensive investments. According to Noor and Salim (2011), the growth of a country’s 
wealth depends on the effective acquisition, sharing and the application of knowledge to 
create value. 

At the organizational level, companies would enjoy enormous benefits when 
employees are encouraged to share their knowledge. Cabrera and Cabrera (2002) in their 
study posited that knowledge sharing may provide a lot of benefits to the organization 
when the organizations decide to engage in it. According to Riege (2005), knowledge is 
the bedrock of every organization, thus an organization may fail if knowledge is not 
managed. In a study conducted by KPMG (2003) reports’ that, about 80 per cent of firms 
in Europe utilize knowledge sharing as a competitive advantage. In support of this report, 
Holmstrom (2014) depicted that the degree to which a firm may be able to create quality 
goods and services faster than its competitors is normally based on the knowledge 
sharing culture in the organization. In another view, knowledge sharing was denoted as a 
strategy to provide a competitive advantage through organizational teams. This is the 
ability of the teams to perform productively through interactions among team members. 
Team members engaging in knowledge sharing practices can create a unique knowledge 
resource that would be difficult for competitors to imitate. Therefore, the sharing of 
knowledge among team members enhances organizational performance (Srivastava et al., 
2006). 

Scholars (e.g., Rosendaal, 2009) have expressed that ethnic diversity could be 
akin to a two-sided sword i.e., it provides advantages as much as disadvantages to 
organizations. On the aspect of the advantages, Bodenhausen (2009) argued that diverse 
ethnic group are better than the homogenous groups. Also, Bogenrieder and Noteboom 
(2004) consider ethnic diverse groups to be creative, interactive and provide low attrition 
rate that culminates to higher productivity than the homogenous groups. On the aspect of 
the disadvantages, Rosendaal (2009) posits that diverse groups may have a variant 
cognitive understanding, which could lead to difficulty in solving group problems, which 
can result in conflict. Scholars have argued that diverse group mostly suffer in decision 
making since members may have different views due to their different cultural 
background (Rosendaal, 2009; Bogenrieder & Noteboom, 2004). Diversity may also 
affect employee interaction, hence knowledge sharing. Therefore, understanding the 
importance of cultural diversity, in particular ethnicity and tribalism in the context of 
knowledge sharing would be crucial to extend current knowledge on knowledge sharing 
intentions in organizations where employees differ in cultural background. 

2. Review of studies on knowledge sharing 

Based on the previous section, understanding the importance of ethnicity and tribalism in 
the context of knowledge sharing would help extend the current knowledge in the 
knowledge management research domain. To achieve this aim, we found it necessary to 
review all related studies examining knowledge sharing using the keyword “individual 
knowledge sharing” on the online databases search such as Scopus, Emerald, Springer, 
JSTOR and Science Direct from the year 2005-2015. The review shows that many studies 
have been conducted in the knowledge sharing field. However, in terms of the context, it 
has been found that most of the previous studies were mainly conducted in academic 
institutions where students, high school teachers, and university lectures were used as 
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respondents. Other studies also focused on organisations where managers and employees 
in public organisations, private organisation, manufacturing organisation, healthcare 
industry and multinational companies were used as respondents. Some previous studies 
also focused on social media users where it users, Facebook user, computer users and 
Internet users were used as respondents (Keong & Subhi, 2015; Mehrabani & 
Mohammed, 2011; Aziri, Veseli, & Ibraimi, 2013; Yahya & Goh 2002; Chiu et al., 2006; 
Liu, 2008; Wasko & Faraj, 2005; Lin, 2006; Hew & Hara, 2007; Panahi et al., 2013; 
Adeyelure, Kalema, & Motlanthe, 2019; Kim, Lee, & Elias, 2015). 

We observed that the respondents used in all these studies were homogenous in 
terms of their characteristics as they might have shared similar culture and national 
values. We feel that the prior researchers did not consider or emphasised on the elements 
in investigating knowledge sharing. Thus, the differences in culture, values, and other 
characteristics could make people feel reluctant to share knowledge. Murphy et al. (2013) 
suggests that it is more likely for people to share to their kind than other people. Boh et 
al. (2013) conducted a study to investigate the influence of culture alignment, trust, 
openness to diversity and national culture on knowledge sharing among people from 
different nationalities in an organization. They found that culture alignment, trust, 
national culture and openness to diversity influence knowledge sharing. In another study, 
Alkhaldi et al. (2011) attempt to explore the effect of power distance, collectivism, 
openness to diversity and individualism among people from different nationality. Their 
study was conducted among employee from a different race. They found collectivism, 
power distance, individualism, openness to diversity to influence knowledge sharing. 
Khatri et al. (2006), also examines the effect of individuals’ national culture on 
knowledge sharing in an organization. The study concluded that national culture has a 
positive significant effect on individuals’ knowledge behaviour. Lastly, Slump (2013) 
attempted to explore the influence of superiority and subordinate status of nationalities on 
knowledge sharing among employees in a multinational organisation. The study found 
that superiority and subordinate positions of diverse nationalities influence knowledge 
sharing in the organisation. Even though the studies discussed above focused on 
heterogeneous contexts yet, none of them considers investigating knowledge sharing in a 
multitribal context. They focused on different nationalities in multinational organisations 
which is different from the contexts of tribes where the individuals are similar in stature, 
sometimes colour and language yet they discriminate based on their tribes. However, the 
process of segregation among the tribe members may be similar to race and national 
culture formation. Thus, with race and national culture, people can easily differentiate 
themselves based on skin colour, nose shape and eyeball colour. This is termed as 
shallow diversity (Cox, 2001). For instance, it is easy to differentiate between European 
and Black African. However, when it comes to tribes, the people may have similar 
features, like skin colour, language and others but the tribe origin makes the difference. 

Interestingly, classifying Ghana in the domain of diversity according to Cox 
(2001) can be denoted as deep diversity. The 32 ethno-lingua clans are very similar in 
nature when it comes to their colour, characteristics and appearance. The difference can 
only be noticed through the spoken language and name of an individual. Surprisingly, 
even though the people of Ghana share a similar identity there is still an existence of 
tribalism. People attempt to segregate based on their language and tribes. This connotes 
to the Faultline theory which premises that, individuals in a heterogeneous group split 
into relatively homogeneous subgroups based on the group members’ (Lau & Murnighan, 
1998). In this case, people look for a shared identity for an alliance. The point of 
alignment can be a demographical factor such as age, gender and job tenure. Then one 
could deduce that tribal association could affect knowledge sharing. For instance, Ghana 
is made up of numerous tribes, ethnicity, clans and communities with numerous 
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languages. Specifically, there are about six (6) main ethnic groups in Ghana, which 
consists of the Akan, the Ewe, the Ga-Adangbe, the Mole-Dagbani, the Guan, and the 
Gurma. These tribes are being represented in the nation as Akan 45.3%, Mole-Dagbon 
15.2%, Ewe 11.7%, Ga-Dangme 7.3%, Guan 4%, Gurma 3.6%, Grusi 2.6%, Mande-
Busanga 1%, other tribes 1.4%, other 7.8% (Ghana Statistical Service, 2000 census). 
There are about sixteen (16) main distinctive languages, which are spoken by each of 
these ethnic groups: a situation, which is noted as one of the major problems of the nation. 

In Ghana, social institutions like marriage, schools, mosques, churches and 
political groups are currently arranged based on tribes and spoken languages. Besides, 
people marry based on their tribal background. In partisan politics, voting is based on the 
tribe and ethnicity of the party’s flag bearer. Electorates vote for their tribesmen without 
considering any social or developmental issues. This segregation in language and other 
cultural fundamentals in Ghana became a thorn in the flesh of national development to 
the extent that the fourth Prime Minister of Ghana enacted a law that banned the use of 
“Tribe” on any official document. Following these events, one would agree with the 
researcher that, Ghana’s 16main distinctive languages portend many problems as people 
forget about the national development agenda in favour of tribe and ethnicity. 

2.1.  Individual factors, tribalism and knowledge sharing 

Looking at the level of tribalism exhibited by Ghanaian citizens, it is evident to warrant a 
conclusion that employees would extend this behaviour to their respective workplaces 
where people would feel reluctant to share their knowledge, experience and ideas to 
people from other tribes. Accentuating the existence of tribalism in Ghana, the 
researchers feel it is necessary to search for factors that could overcome the level of 
tribalism among the individuals. To achieve this, a literature review was conducted. The 
result of the literature review shows that the individual factors used in examining 
knowledge sharing can be categorised into four (4) i.e., personality factors, socio-
cognitive factors, demographic factors and motivational factors. Example of the 
personality factors used include agreeable, introvert, and extrovert (see Ardichvili et al., 
2006; Abdul Manaf & Mazulki, 2013). On socio-cognitive factors, most studies used the 
subjective norm, reciprocity, attitude, altruism, trust, competition, self-efficacy and 
reputation enhancement (Hamphil & Likowitz, 2012; Tohidinia & Mosakhani, 2010; 
Huang et al., 2008; Rahman et al., 2014; Kim et al., 2015; Tsai & Cheng, 2012; 
Kankanhalli et al., 2005; Endres et al., 2007; Hassandoust et al., 2011; Lee et al., 2014; 
Ho et al., 2012; Bock et al., 2005). 

Demographic factors used in examining knowledge sharing are age, gender, 
tenure and level of education (Boateng, Dzandu, & Agyemang, 2015; Gumus, 2007). 
Lastly, motivational factors used in examining knowledge sharing include intrinsic and 
extrinsic reward, perceived enjoyment, perceived benefit and cost and recognition (Amin 
et al., 2011; Hau et al., 2013). Importantly, as these studies were conducted with 
homogenous respondents, we anticipate the possibility for these individual factors studied 
in previous research to exclude an adequate explanation on individuals’ intention to share 
knowledge in a multi-tribal setting. Based on the review above the researcher found that 
the constructs used in the prior studies were not much grounded to a diversity theory. 
This is understandable because they were not investigating tribes. The constructs used 
explain how people share knowledge in homogenous contexts i.e., people from the same 
nationality, race etc. Hence, there is a greater possibility that these factors may not be 
able to influence individuals to share knowledge in a multi-tribal context. Therefore, we 
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further reviewed theories in previous studies and found that the intergroup contact theory 
and social identification theory would be useful in deriving these factors. 

The intergroup contact theory, which was propounded by Allport (1954) rests on 
the premise that interaction between people from diverse groups is important to the 
acknowledgement of similarities and gaining knowledge about other people. The theory 
posits that prejudice could be reduced when individuals are in a relationship (Allport, 
1954). The intergroup contact theory proposed that equal status, common goal, 
cooperativeness and institutional support would facilitate prejudice reduction (Allport, 
1954). Based on the tenet of the intergroup contact theory which proposes the four factors 
that could facilitate a reduction in prejudice, the researcher deemed it appropriate to 
select equal status, common goal, institutional support and cooperativeness for the study. 
In addition, due to the understanding of intergroup contact theory as to how to reduce 
prejudice, we find friendliness to be an appropriate construct to be used for this study. 

Moreover, identification was also to be included in the study. Identification was 
adopted from the Social Identify Theory (SIT), which was propounded by Tajfel and 
Turner (1979). The theory predicts that intergroup behaviours are based on the 
individuals’ perceived status in an intergroup environment (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). 
Essentially, the theory argued that individuals are motivated by the status they get from 
affiliating themselves with a group. Tajfel and Turner (1979) believed that an individual 
would do anything to identify with the group or the organization. The theory posits that 
the individuals’ purpose is overshadowed by the overall goals of the group, which 
reduces the sentiments he or she has for other people in the organization. Therefore, an 
individual’s prejudice will reduce when he or she is identified with the organization or 
group. The act of the individual identifying him/herself with the organization would 
overshadow any existing prejudice, which could lead to the formation of a positive 
attitude to share knowledge. 

2.2.  Theory of reasoned action 

Since knowledge sharing is a behaviour, there is a need to find a well-known and suitable 
theory that can explain behaviour. Based on the review of previous literature, the 
researcher found the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) to be very useful for this study. 
TRA has attitude and subjective norm as its main determinants (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). 
Essentially, the TRA was adopted as the main underpinning theory for this study because 
of its predictive power to explain behaviours that are within the control of the individual 
(Bock et al., 2005; Kim & Lee, 2005). Theory of Reasoned Action was developed in 
1967 and was later expanded by Ajzen and Fishbein in 1980. Attitude and subjective 
norm are the main determinants of TRA (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). Therefore, attitude 
and subjective norm arrr3re also included in the study. TRA postulates that individuals’ 
intention to share knowledge could be influenced by the individual’s perceived social 
pressure to engage in behaviour from a referent group (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). Based 
on the review from previous studies, the study found the institution and superiors to be 
potential referent groups that could influence individuals’ intentions to share knowledge 
in a multitribal setting (see Jolaee et al., 2014; Cabrera et al., 2006). Therefore, the 
subjective norm was decomposed with top management and immediate superiors. 
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3. Research framework 

As aforementioned, the Theory of Reasoned Action, Intergroup Contact Theory and the 
Social Identity Theory were used as a theoretical framework for the study. The Intergroup 
Contact Theory to supports four (4) constructs i.e., (equal status, cooperativeness, 
common goal and friendliness). The Social Identity Theory supports identification. Social 
Identity Theory argues that an individuals’ commitment to an organization would 
increase when the person is affiliated with the organization. In the multitribal context, the 
theory suggests that an individual who is identified or affiliated with the organization 
may not have any prejudice against colleagues from other tribes. Thus, an individual’s 
affiliation or identification with the organization would increase his/her commitment 
towards the organization, which would diminish any sentiments against people from 
other tribes. Therefore, Social Identity Theory was used as a supportive theory for the 
study. 

Attitude and subjective norm were derived from the Theory of Reasoned Action 
while institutional support and superior influence were derived from previous studies. As 
the study aims to investigate human behaviour, the TRA, which discusses individuals’ 
intention to undertake an action or a behaviour was used as the baseline theory for the 
study. Also, the TRA was adopted to be used in this study because many researchers have 
confirmed the suitability of TRA in explaining individuals’ intention to share knowledge 
(e.g. Hassandoust et al., 2011; Lin, 2007; Bock & Kim, 2002; Rehab & Wahyni, 2013; 
Ibragimova et al., 2012; Mahmood et al., 2011). These confirmations led the researcher to 
choose TRA as the baseline theory for the current study. 

 

Fig. 1. Conceptual framework of the factors influencing knowledge sharing in a 
multitribal context 

The research framework presented in Fig. 1 is formulated based on a review of 
previous studies, which highlight factors such as equal status, cooperativeness, common 
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goal, and institutional support to be critical predictors of individual attitude to share 
knowledge. These variables were tested among lecturers in academic institutions. Ten 
hypotheses were developed and empirically tested. The next section presents a discussion 
that supports the development of the hypothesis in the research model. 

3.1.  Equal status 

Equal status is difficult to conceptualize (Brown, 2005). Most researchers defined it 
based on the context in which it was used (Dovidio et al., 2001). In this study, equal 
status is defined as the degree to which individuals perceive they are of an equal social 
stand (Dovidio et al., 2001). In other words, equal status can be defined as the degree to 
which an individual believes that he or she has equal social status as the other person. 
According to Allport (1954), to enhance interactions, people from diverse background 
must engage equally in a working relationship. How equal status may influence attitude is 
easy to understand. People tend to form stereotype on other individuals’ due to their 
inferiority complex or their inability to accomplish a certain task. When the person 
perceives him/herself as having a similar status as the other person, there is a likelihood 
that he/she may easily accept the other person from a different group without prejudice. 
Hence, the belief that the other person is of similar status as him or herself will lead to a 
positive attitude towards the other person. The positive or negative outcome of the 
evaluation is the “attitude” which pre-empts the behaviour (Ajzen, 1991). The equal 
status may reduce prejudice, which may lead to a positive attitude to perform a 
behaviour. In an experimental study conducted by Krahe and Altwasser (2006) to 
investigate the change in students’ attitude towards other students with a handicap has 
found that, equal status influences students’ attitude towards people with no handicap. In 
a recent study, Okyere-Kwakye et al. (2019) found that equal status has a positive 
significant influence on individuals’ knowledge sharing behaviour in a multitribal 
context. It is to this backdrop that we feel that equal status influences individuals’ attitude 
to share knowledge with people from other tribes. This leads to the next hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 1: Equal status has a positive significant influence on individuals’ 
attitude to share knowledge with people from other tribes 

3.2.  Cooperativeness 

In this study, cooperativeness is defined as the degree to which a person attempts to 
satisfy the other person’s interest or concern without competition (Wilmot & Hocket, 
2001). Looking at it from the organizational perspective, cooperativeness can be denoted 
as a personality trait that determines the predisposition of individuals’ commitment 
towards an organisation (Lin, 2007). Cooperativeness is a personality trait where an 
individual is supportive and agreeable with other people (Yilmaz & Hunt, 2001). The 
individual will work with other people without sentiment or competition. According to 
Allport (1954), cooperativeness is a variable that could reduce prejudice among people 
from diverse groups. A cooperative person is always willing and eager to work with other 
people notwithstanding their origin. Cooperativeness overrides any sentiments or 
prejudices that he/she has for the other person. The cooperative personality leads to a 
positive attitude to engage in a certain behaviour with other people. Thus, in the context 
of this study, cooperativeness will influence an individual’s attitude to share knowledge. 
The favourable or the unfavourable outcome of the evaluation is the “attitude” which 
initiates the behaviour (Ajzen, 1991). For instance, in a study conducted by Feuchte 
(2010) to examine the influence of cooperativeness among refugees from Liberia who 
were based in Ghana, it has been found that some of the refugees were helping others on 
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the food aid program despite the differences in their tribal or ethnic backgrounds. 
Cooperativeness could be affecting their attitude towards other people. Based on this 
backdrop, the researcher believes that cooperativeness will influence individuals’ attitude 
to share knowledge with people from other tribes. This leads to the next hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 2: Cooperativeness has a positive influence on individuals’ attitude to 
share knowledge with people from other tribes 

3.3.  Common goal 

In the context of this study, a common goal is defined as the degree to which individuals 
shared similar/common desirable goals in the organization. According to Allport (1954), 
a common goal leads to a situation where two or more people work towards a shared 
goal. When individuals perceive themselves as having a common goal, they attempt to 
achieve it without considering any prejudice. They tend to focus on the attainment of the 
shared objective than any other thing. The edge to accomplish the common goal tends to 
supersede the prejudice for the other persons (Dovidio et al., 2001). Therefore, the 
common goal reduces prejudice, which leads to a positive attitude towards the other 
person. For instance, footballers in the English Premier league who are of diverse 
nationalities turn to interact and play as a team because they share a common goal of 
winning the game. At the time of playing, these players have to rely on and connect with 
the other team members from different positions to win the game without any prejudice. 
In the context of knowledge sharing, an individual will share his or her knowledge when 
there is the pursuit of a common goal. The common goal will reduce any prejudice, 
which influences his or her attitude to share knowledge. This means that the common 
goal supersedes the personal goals of the individual. The shared goal /common becomes 
the focal point, which limits the individuals from stereotyping others. Allport (1954) 
suggests that employees should be given a common task to avoid prejudice. Providing 
employees from different tribes with a common goal would reduce prejudice that leads to 
a positive attitude in behaviour. Based on these discussions, we postulate that a common 
goal may influence individuals’ attitude to share knowledge with people from other 
tribes. Hence, the next hypothesis is stated: 

Hypothesis 3: Common goal has a positive significant influence on individuals’ 
attitude to share knowledge with people from other tribes 

3.4.  Friendliness 

In this study, friendliness is defined as the degree to which an individual enjoys a 
relationship with other people in the organization. According to Allport (1954), 
friendship may develop from constant interaction and self-expansion, which would 
proceed to reduce prejudice. Logically, a friendship develops intimacy between two 
people. The intimacy creates a bond that holds them together as they attempt to support 
and show kindness to each other. Because of shared intimacy, it becomes very difficult to 
stereotype against each other (Brown, 2005). In addition, the friendship reduces the 
prejudice, which leads to a positive attitude towards the other person (Pettigrew, 1973). 
The relationship between friendliness and knowledge sharing has not been given much 
attention. Most studies have examined the input-friendliness of technological devices on 
knowledge sharing (Hall, 2001; Brown & Duguid, 2000) without considering the 
influence of friendly relationship among individuals and knowledge sharing. As 
aforementioned, friendliness would develop a bond between two people which would 
limit prejudice; hence, influence their attitude towards each other. Therefore, we 
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postulate that friendliness would influence an individual’s attitude to share knowledge 
with people from other tribes. 

Hypothesis 4: Friendliness has a positive significant influence on individuals’ 
attitude to share knowledge with people from other tribes 

3.5.  Institutional support 

Institutional support can be defined as the degree to which an institution provides the 
necessary logistics and rules to support behaviour. In the context of knowledge sharing, 
institutional support can be defined as the degree to which an individual believes the 
institution expects him/her to share knowledge. The provision of institutional support 
logically would propel the individual to engage in knowledge sharing behaviour. 
Institutional support is considered as one of the important issues in management studies. 
Accordingly, employees would be motivated to share their knowledge when the 
institution provides the necessary logistics to support knowledge sharing activities. 
Cabrera et al. (2006) posit that the quality of knowledge sharing will be improved if 
institutions attempt to invest in it. In the context of this study, one can infer that 
employees would be motivated to share knowledge with people from other tribes when 
they perceive support from the organization. Sentiments and prejudice would be reduced 
when the management of the organization sanctions the knowledge sharing activity. A 
study conducted by Igbaria et al. (1996) found organizational support to have a positive 
significant influence on the subjective norm. Similarly, a current study conducted by 
Jolaee et al. (2014) found institutional support to have a positive significant relationship 
with the subjective norm. Therefore, we proposed that institutional support might 
influence individuals to share knowledge from other tribes. Therefore, the next 
hypothesis is stated: 

Hypothesis 5: Institutional support has a positive significant effect on the subjective 
norm to share knowledge with people from other tribes 

3.6.  Identification 

In this study, identification is the degree to which an individual sees him/herself as one 
with another person or group of people. Identification is defined as “one’s conception of 
self in terms of the defining features of the self-inclusive social category” (Chiu et al., 
2006). This means that identification is about how an employee sees him/herself to be 
part of the organization community. Generally, an individual will attempt to identify 
him/herself with his or her organization, especially when the organization is prestigious 
as it improves his/her status. Attempting to be accepted by the organizational members, 
the individual tends to be committed by making the organizational vision dominate his or 
her personal goals (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). This metamorphosis will make the 
person identify with the organization. To be part of the organization, the individual needs 
to accept the norms and goals of the community. 

Thus, the individual feeling as part of the organizational community will reduce 
any stereotype that he or she has for other people in the group or community. Therefore, 
the act of the individual identifying him or herself with the organization will reduce 
prejudice and lead to a positive attitude towards the other people. The effect of 
identification on attitude has been theorized and validated in few empirical studies 
(Hassandoust et al., 2011; Hwang & Kim, 2007). For example, in their recent study, 
Hassandoust et al. (2011) found identification to influence individuals’ attitude to share 
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knowledge. In another study, Hwang and Kim (2007) found that identification was 
positively related to the attitude of students toward using the group email function in an 
online classroom management system to share knowledge. The above previous studies 
were conducted in homogeneous settings. We feel that identification will still influence 
individuals’ attitude to share knowledge in heterogeneous contexts i.e., multitribal 
settings. The feeling of community will overcome their prejudice and would lead to a 
positive attitude. Therefore, the next hypothesis is stated: 

Hypothesis 6: Identification has a positive significant influence on individuals’ 
attitude to share knowledge with people from other tribes 

3.7.  Decomposing subjective norm 

The subjective norm in this study refers to the individuals’ perception of social pressure 
to engage or not to engage in knowledge sharing. People will be more inclined to engage 
in a certain behaviour if they feel that important referent individuals expect them to 
engage in it. Prior studies have identified several referent groups that exert social pressure 
on individuals to perform behaviour. Cabrera et al. (2006) found superior and peers to 
influence knowledge sharing. According to a study on computer and technology usage, 
Taylor and Todd (1995) found peers and superiors to influence individuals’ intention to 
use a computer. In another study, Karahanna et al. (2005) found that the MIS department, 
computer experts, friends, peers, supervisor and top management influence individuals’ 
intention to use IT. In a study on the influence of the organization, Jolaee et al. (2014) 
and Nesheim and Smith (2015) found the institution as an influence on individual’s 
knowledge sharing. Lastly, top management support was also found to influence 
individuals’ knowledge sharing behaviour (Tan & Zhao, 2003; Lin, 2007). Based on the 
results of the above studies, we feel that these two referent groups i.e., (top management 
and immediate superior) may influence the individual’s perceived social pressure on 
whether to share or not to share knowledge in a multitribal setting. This leads to the 
eighth and ninth hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 7: Immediate supervisor has a positive significant effect on the subjective 
norm to share knowledge with people from other tribes 

Hypothesis 8: Top management has a positive significant effect on the subjective 
norm towards individuals’ intention to share knowledge with people from other tribes 

3.8.  Attitude 

The line of studies examining attitude is mostly grounded in the theory of reasoned action 
and the theory of acceptance model, which postulate that the individual’s behaviour is 
mainly influenced by his or her attitude and beliefs (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Davis, 
1989). According to Venkatesh and Brown (2001), attitude is about favourable or 
unfavourable feelings that individuals have on behaviour. It can also be defined as a 
person’s positive or negative feelings toward a behaviour (Ajzen, 1991). Intention to 
engage in a behaviour will take place if the person has a positive evaluation about the 
behaviour and vice versa when he/she considers the result of the intended behaviour to be 
negative (Ajzen, 1991). Therefore, a favourable attitude would promote a strong intention 
to engage in the behaviour. In the context of this study, attitude to sharing knowledge can 
be denoted as the degree of a person’s favourable or unfavourable feelings about 
knowledge sharing. A positive evaluation indicates that an individual believes that the 
knowledge shared would not cause any harm or the individual may derive benefits from 
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the knowledge sharing activity. Thus, this leads them to share knowledge. We feel that an 
individuals’ intention to share knowledge to people from other tribes may also be 
influenced by his/her attitude on knowledge sharing. Strong attitude may overcome the 
tribalism sentiment and lead to the individual to share knowledge with people from other 
tribes. 

Thus, the next hypothesis is stated: 

Hypothesis 9: Attitude to share knowledge has a positive significant relationship with 
an individuals’ intention to share knowledge with people from other tribes 

3.9.  Subjective norm 

According to Ajzen (1991), the subjective norm can be denoted as the perceived social 
pressure to engage in a certain behaviour. Accordingly, subjective norms are formed from 
normative beliefs and the expectation belief from other relevant people for him or her to 
engage in a particular behaviour. In the context of this study, the subjective norm is 
defined as the degree of a persons’ perceived social pressure to engage in knowledge 
sharing. The theory of social influence posits that an individual’s choice to engage in a 
certain behaviour can be influenced by the people around him or her (Fulk et al., 1990). 
This means that people may consider the opinion of others before they engage in a certain 
behaviour. In the context of knowledge sharing, a person may share his or her knowledge 
when people who are important to him/her expect or feel that he/she should share. For 
instance, an employee would share knowledge when the manager is also sharing 
knowledge. The person might share knowledge because of the influence of the manager. 
We feel that the effect of subjective norm on individuals’ intention will be similar in 
multitribal settings out of the respect they have for the people in the referent group. 
Therefore, this study suggests that an individual’s intention to share knowledge with 
people from other tribes may be influenced by the expectation and the social pressure 
from people they deem important. Therefore, the second hypothesis is stated: 

Hypothesis 10: Subjective norm to share knowledge has a positive significant 
influence on individuals’ intention to share knowledge with people from other tribes 

4. Method 

4.1.  Instrumentation 

A questionnaire was used to collect data from the respondents. The questionnaire is made 
up of two parts i.e., section A and section B. The section A seeks for information on the 
respondents’ characteristics such as age, education, gender, status, tenure, and their 
tribes. Section B consists of 49 Likert scale items that assess the constructs of the study. 
Five items were used to measure intention to share knowledge with people from other 
tribes, attitude to share knowledge, subjective norm, equal status, institutional support, 
friendliness, while four items were used to measure top management, immediate superior, 
cooperativeness and a common goal. The items used to measure the constructs in this 
study were predominately adopted and modified from previously validated instruments. 
These items were adopted and modified from (Lee, 2001; Lin, 2007; Taylor & Todd, 
1995; Chiu et al., 2006; Yilmaz & Hunt, 2001; Bock et al., 2005; Lin, 2006; Goldberg et 
al., 2006; Spears et al., 1997). The details are provided in Appendix I. 
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In this study, the dependent variable i.e., intention to share knowledge with people 
from other tribes was defined as the extent to which one intends to exchange and 
communicate experience, information and knowledge with people from other tribes. 
Attitude of sharing knowledge was operationalized as the favourable or unfavourable 
feelings that individuals have on knowledge sharing with people from other tribes. 
Subjective norm is defined as the degree of social pressure on an individual to share 
knowledge with people from other tribes. Equal status is the degree to which individuals 
perceive they have an equal social stand. Cooperativeness was operationalized as the 
extent at which a person attempts to satisfy other persons’ interest or concern without 
competition. A common goal was operationalized as the degree to which individuals 
shared similar/common desirable goals in the organization. Institutional support is the 
degree of support that an institution provides to support knowledge sharing activities. 
Identification refers to the degree to which an individual attached or identify him/herself 
with the organization. Top management is the degree to which an individual believes that 
the top management expects him/her to share knowledge. Finally, immediate superior can 
be defined as the degree to which an individual believes that immediate superiors expect 
him or her to share knowledge. 

4.2.  Respondents 

The questionnaire was distributed to 317 lecturers in ten polytechnics in Ghana, and a 
100% return rate was achieved. The lecturers were chosen to be the respondents of this 
study because of the task they execute as knowledge-intensive workers who share 
knowledge with their colleagues for a successful job done. In addition, it is believed that 
the polytechnic lecturers are from diverse tribes, which forms the premise of the study. 
The polytechnics were located in the ten regions of Ghana and it is believed that each 
region represents a particular tribe. After screening the received data, 24 respondents 
were found to be outliers and were excluded for further analysis. Therefore, the data from 
the remaining 293 respondents were used for further analysis. The respondents were aged 
between 30 and 39 years. As depicted in Table 1, the educational background of the 
respondent consists of 21.8% with a bachelor’s degree, 65.9% with a Master’s Degree, 
and 12.3% with a PhD’s degree. Concerning their rank, 19.5%were instructors, 23.9% 
senior instructors, 46.1% lecturers, 10.2% senior lecturers and 3% Associate Professors. 
Finally, concerning the length of service, about 23.8% had served 1-2 years, 36.2% 2-3 
years, 20% 4-6 years, and 20% 7 years and above. A total of 16.4% fall within the 
categories of 6-8 years of work experience and 12.6%had worked for 9 years and above. 
Finally, concerning the tribes of the respondents, a majority (38.9%) of them are Akan’s, 
with only 5.1% being Hausa, 11.3% being Guans, and 8.5% from other tribes/ethnicities. 
The distribution of tribes in this study more or less represents the actual situation in 
Ghana. 

5. Result 

5.1.  Measurement model 

In this study, the structural equation modelling (SEM) approach using SmartPLS 
statistical software (Ringle et al., 2005) was employed to test the hypotheses. Before the 
final analysis was conducted, the data collected were subjected to convergent and 
discriminant validity analysis. Factor loadings, composite reliability and average variance 
extracted were examined to assess the convergence validity. The convergent validity was 
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performed to evaluate the degree of relatedness to the items measuring the same concept 
(see Table 2). The loadings for all items exceeded the recommended value of 0.6 (Chin, 
Gopal, & Salisbury, 1997). Composite reliability values, which showed the degree to 
which the items indicated the latent construct, exceeded the recommended value of 0.7 
(Hair et al., 2014). The average variance extracted (AVE) is in the range of 0.507 and 
0.684, which is also exceeded the recommended value of 0.5 (Hair et al., 2014). Next, the 
discriminant validity was conducted to confirm that the constructs are not correlated. 
Discriminant validity is a measure to determine that a construct does not reflect another 
construct within the same framework, and it is determined through the calculation of the 
square root of average variance extract (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). The square root of 
AVE results indicated low correlations among the constructs (see Table 3). Thus, the 
overall measurement model demonstrated adequate convergent and discriminant validity. 

 

Table 1 
Demographic profiles (N = 293) 

Variables Category Frequency Percentage (%) 

Gender Male 

Female 

184 

109 

62.8 

37.2 

Age 20-29 

30-39 

40-49 

50-59 

73 

136 

58 

26 

24.9 

46.4 

19.8 

8.9 

Education Bachelors 

Masters 

PhD 

64 

193 

36 

21.8 

65.9 

12.3 

Rank Instructor 

Senior Instructor 

Lecturer 

Senior Lecturer 

Assoc. Prof 

57 

70 

135 

30 

1 

19.5 

23.9 

46.1 

10.2 

03.0 

Tenure 0-2 

3-5 

6-8 

9 yrs. and Above 

89 

119 

48 

37 

30.4 

40.6 

16.4 

12.6 

Tribe Akan 

Ga-Adangbe 

Ewe 

Hausa 

Guan 

Other Ethnic 

114 

45 

61 

15 

33 

25 

38.9 

15.4 

20.8 

5.1 

11.3 

8.5 
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Table 2 
Factor loadings and reliability 

Items AT CG CO ES FR 1D IS SI SN TP IK 

AT1 0.8572           

AT2 0.8781           

AT3 0.8917           

AT4 0.8667           

AT5 0.7965           

CG1  0.7343          

CG2  0.8169          

CG3  0.7216          

CG4  0.7406          

CO1   0.832         

CO2   0.6922         

CO3   0.8134         

CO4   0.6926         

ES1    0.8728        

ES2    0.8411        

ES3    0.8626        

ES4    0.8586        

ES5    0.8624        

FR1     0.698       

FR2     0.778       

FR3     0.787       

FR4     0.767       

FR5     0.738       

ID1      0.795      

ID2      0.801      

ID3      0.882      

ID4      0.817      

IS1       0.743     

IS2       0.749     

IS3       0.724     

IS4       0.854     

SI1        0.725    

SI2        0.802    

S13        0.743    

SI4        0.793    

SI5        0.749    

SN1         0.809   

SN2         0.878   

SN3         0.896   

SN4         0.795   

TM1          0.759  

TM2          0.850  

TM3          0.834  

TM4          0.782  

IK1           0.853 

IK2           0.856 

IK3           0.794 

IK4           0.905 

IK5           0.863 
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Table 3 
Inter-construct correlation 

Construct  AT CG CO ES FR ID IS SI SN TM IK 

Attitude 0.868           

Common goal 0.331 0.763          

Cooperativeness 0.456 0.452 0.756         

Equal status 0.229 0.261 0.234 0.861        

Friendliness  0.332 0.256 0.385 0.198 0.757       

Identification  0.381 0.386 0.424 0.039 0.483 0.835      

Institutional 
support 

0.199 0.154 0.156 0.171 0.314 0.207 0.769     

Immediate  

Supervisor 

0.27 0.198 0.146 0.033 0.151 0.345 0.271 0.777    

Subjective norm 0.298 0.148 0.146 0.192 0.231 0.245 0.383 0.213 0.845   

Top 
Management 

0.329 0.212 0.335 0.120 0.191 0.255 0.566 0.262 0.438 0.805  

Knowledge 
Sharing 
Intention 

0.514 0.356 0.411 0.225 0.315 0.185 0.213 0.000 0.352 0.272 0.858 

Note. Diagonal elements are the square root of the AVE score 

5.2.  Structural model 

A structural model describes the relationships between the independent and the 
dependent variables in the hypothesized model (Hair et al., 2014). The objective of the 
structural model as posited above is to examine the hypothesized relationships between 
the constructs. As mentioned in the previous section, the structural model was examined 
using the bootstrapping method in PLS. Fig. 2 shows the final research model containing 
the path coefficients and R2. It also shows the significant effect of the independent 
variables on the intention to share knowledge to people from other tribes. From the result, 
R2 value for the intention to share knowledge is 0.299, which shows that the two 
variables, that is attitude and subjective norm explain 29.9% of individuals’ intention to 
share knowledge to people from other tribes. 

Out of the ten hypotheses, the results supported seven hypothesized paths. The 
PLS results of the structural model showing the path coefficients and the t-statistics are 
depicted in Table 4. The results show that attitude towards knowledge sharing to people 
from other tribes (β = 0.44 and t-value = 6.89, p < 0.05), and subjective norm to share 
knowledge to people from other tribes (β = 0.21, t-value = 3.58, and p < 0.01) have 
significant relationships with the intention to share knowledge to people from other 
tribes. In addition, the results show that equal status (β = 0.12 and t-value = 2.25, p < 
0.01), cooperativeness (β = 0.28, t-value = 3.61, and p < 0.01), and identification (β = 
0.19 and t-value = 2.53, p < 0.01) have a significant relationship with attitude to share 
knowledge. Furthermore, the results show that, top management (β = 0.33 and t-value = 
4.91, p < 0.01), and immediate superior (β = 0.20, t-value = 2.71, and p < 0.01) have 
significant relationships with subjective norm to share knowledge to people from other 
tribes. However, three constructs were found not to have a significant influence on 
attitude to share knowledge to people from other tribes. The hypothesized paths that were 
not supported include the relationship between common goal, institutional support, 
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friendliness and attitude towards intention to share knowledge to people from other 
tribes. Results of the relationships are depicted in Fig. 2. 

Table 4 
Summary of the structural model 

Hypothesis Relationship 
Path 

Coefficient 
Standard 

Error 
T value Results 

H1 Attitude → Knowledge sharing intention 0.447 0.0653 6.658 Supported 

H2 Subjective Norm → Knowledge sharing intention 0.209 0.0582 3.602 Supported 

H3 Equal Status → Attitude 0.109 0.0557 1.962 Supported 

H4 Cooperativeness → Attitude 0.279 0.0733 3.808 Supported 

H5 Common goal → Attitude 0.089 0.0721 1.245 Not supported 

H6 Institutional support → Attitude 0.032 0.0585 0.561 Not supported 

H7 Friendliness → Attitude 0.053 0.0680 0.784 Not supported 

H8  Identification → Attitude 0.189 0.0799 2.360 Supported 

H9 Immediate Superior → Subjective norm 0.135 0.0721 1.882 Supported 

H10 Top Management → Subjective norm 0.380 0.0635 5.994 Supported 

 

Fig. 2. The Structural model 
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6. Discussion and implications 

This study develops a model to examine the degree to which cooperativeness, equal 
status, common goal, institutional support, and friendliness and identification influence 
attitude to share knowledge in a multitribal setting. The influence of top management and 
immediate superior on the subjective norm was also determined. In addition, the study 
examines the relationship between attitude and subjective norm’s influence on 
individuals’ intention to share knowledge in a multitribal context. The findings of the 
study reveal that equal status, cooperativeness and identification have a positive 
significant influence on individuals’ attitude to share knowledge with people from other 
tribes. However, the results show that common goal, institutional support and friendliness 
do not have an influence on attitude to share knowledge with people from other tribes. It 
is quite surprising that these factors do not have an influence on individual attitudes to 
share knowledge with people from other tribes. A common goal not influencing 
individuals’ intention to share knowledge could be that, even though the respondents may 
share the mission, vision and goals of the organization, the employees’ individual goals 
are not tied to the entire organizational goal. The success of the lecturers’ job is very 
individual driven. The individual lecturer has a fundamental goal to set questions, mark 
scripts, teach and grade students, which is the main mission of the school, yet per the 
structures of the school these duties are seen as an obligation but not a contribution to the 
organizational vision. This means that even though the lecturer's work is important, they 
do not realize the importance of their contribution to the shared organizational goal. 
Therefore, the feeling of having a common goal with others is non-existent as they feel 
the impact of their contribution. 

It is out of our expectation that institutional support was not found to influence 
individuals’ intention to share knowledge with people from another tribe. As the support 
of an organization towards knowledge-sharing culture should motivate individuals to 
share knowledge. This negative result could be related to most employees to view their 
knowledge as an asset that belongs to the organization (Jarvenpaa & Staples, 2001). As 
lecturers, they may perceive their knowledge as the reason for their employment. They 
see knowledge sharing as an obligation towards the organization. Therefore, 
organizational support would not influence their attitude to share knowledge. This is 
because they see knowledge sharing as an obligation or part of their job description but 
not as a reciprocate obligation from the organization supporting the knowledge sharing 
gesture. This implies that institutional support would not influence the lecturer’s attitude 
to share knowledge with people from other tribes. Friendliness was also found to have no 
relationship with an individual’s attitude to share knowledge with people from other 
tribes. However, the result of the study was contrary to the proposition of Allport (1954). 
The result indicates that friendliness does not have a significant influence on individuals’ 
attitude. This is surprising because friendliness was expected to influence ones’ attitude 
towards another person. The reason for the insignificant results could be related to the 
fact that knowledge sharing is seen as part of academic work. One does not have to be 
friendly before he/she would engage in knowledge sharing. For instance, a friendly or 
unfriendly lecturer will not hesitate to share his/her knowledge when a colleague asks for 
assistance to publish an article or help on how to use the college management system. 
The help being sought would be offered automatically since the receiver is a lecturer. 
Friendliness could influence an individual’s attitude to share knowledge in general as 
claimed by Allport (1954) yet when it comes to specific behaviour such as knowledge 
sharing, it does not hold. Because the lecturers recognize knowledge sharing as part of 
their regular assignment, the friendly personality may not influence their attitude to share 
knowledge with colleagues. 
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Adopting the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA), the relationship between 
attitude and subjective norm and individuals’ intention to share knowledge with people 
from other tribes were verified. Fortunately, the result shows that both attitude and 
subjective norm have positive significant influence on an individual’s intention to share 
knowledge with people from other tribes. This result is in consonance with the findings 
of several other studies that found attitude and subjective norm to have a positive 
relationship with knowledge sharing even though these studies were not conducted in 
multitribal contexts, thus the result would hold. These results imply that attitude and 
subjective norm are not only important factors to predict knowledge sharing among 
individuals from a heterogeneous context but also individuals in a heterogeneous context, 
specifically in a multitribal setting. As mentioned in the previous section, the subjective 
norm was divided into top management and immediate superiors. The relationship 
between these two factors and subjective norm to share knowledge with people from 
other tribes were examined. The results show that both top managers and immediate 
superiors have an influence on the individual’s subjective norm to share knowledge with 
people from other tribes. This implies that employees would be influenced to share their 
knowledge with people from other tribes when they perceive their top management and 
immediate supervisors engaging in it. 

6.1.  Managerial implication 

The results provide varied implications for academic and other organizational managers. 
The result of the study found attitude to influence knowledge sharing. This suggests that 
management should attempt to reward, empower and engage employees in decision 
making which would create a positive attitude among employees. Also, the result of the 
decomposition of attitude in the study suggests that three factors i.e., equal status, 
cooperativeness, and identification influence an individual’s attitude to sharing 
knowledge in a multitribal context. This implies that academic managers should consider 
the use of these factors to create a positive attitude for knowledge sharing in a multitribal 
setting. As discussed in the previous section, tribalism has taken a toll on most social 
activities in Ghana. The results indicate that intergroup contact theory and its associate 
factors i.e. equal status, cooperativeness, and institutional support could reduce an 
individual’s sentiment (tribalism), influencing their attitude to share knowledge to people 
from other tribes. This suggests that management could use the premise of intergroup 
contact theory to reduce tribalism at the workplace. Furthermore, this study shows that an 
individual’s intention to share knowledge is readily influenced by people who are 
important to him/her. Decomposing subjective norm shows that top management and 
immediate superiors influence the intention of individuals to share knowledge with 
people from other tribes. Thus, the institutions should consider the involvement of these 
referent groups (immediate superior and top management) in building a knowledge 
sharing culture as they have a direct or indirect influence on the employees’ intention to 
share knowledge with people from other tribes. 

7. Conclusion 

The main objective of the study was to find the factors that influence an individual’s 
intention to share knowledge in a multitribal context. Relating to existing literature, this 
study found that studies examining knowledge sharing in multi-tribal settings are lacking. 
The study utilized the Theory of Reasoned Action, Intergroup Contact Theory, and Social 
Identity Theory as the theoretical frameworks, which explain the relationship between the 
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independent, and dependent variables of this research. Based on the relationships 
between the variables, hypotheses were developed. To explore these hypotheses, the 
quantitative method using the survey approach (questionnaire) was used to source for 
data from ten polytechnic institutions in Ghana. The PLS-SEM and SPSS were used as 
the statistical techniques to analyze the data. PLS-SEM was used to test the main 
hypothesized relationships stated in this study. 

The results indicated that the relationships between equal status, cooperativeness 
and identification and attitude to share knowledge with people from other tribes were 
significant. However, the relationship between a common goal, institutional support and 
friendliness and attitude to share knowledge to people from other tribes were not 
supported. In addition, the study found that top management and immediately superior 
have influence on subjective norm to share knowledge. Attitude and subjective norm 
were found to have a positive significant influence on individuals’ intention to share 
knowledge with people from other tribes. Based on these findings, the contributions of 
this study to academic research and practice were discussed. Akin to other research 
endeavours, this current study suffered certain limitations, which were presented. 
Practical opportunities and directions for future research were also discussed. As 
discussed previously, although further research has to be conducted to affirm the 
postulations of this study, the overall findings of this study indicate that the research 
models predict the individual’s intention to share knowledge to people from other tribes. 

8. Limitation of the study 

As everything has its flaws, so does this current study. The study focuses only on 
lecturers in public tertiary institutions as respondents. These lecturers might have 
demonstrated a different behaviour towards knowledge sharing due to the lack of 
supervisors and other restrictions as compared to the lecturers in the private tertiary 
institutions. Hence, the urge to participate in knowledge sharing by the public institution 
lecturers might differ from lecturers in the private tertiary institutions. Therefore, future 
researchers can replicate this same study among lecturers from private institutions. In 
addition, another limitation is the unequal composition of tribes among the study 
respondents. The results show that the Akan tribe forms the majority of the tribe 
composition. This reflects the larger number of Akans in the Ghanaian population. Thus, 
this could influence the results of the study since every tribe has its own unique culture. 
However, the limitations of this study could also serve as a suggestion for further 
research. 
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Appendix I 

Questionnaire Items 
 

No. Constructs Items Original Scales Reliability 

1 Intention to share knowledge 5 Ryu et al. (2003) 0.93 

2 Attitude to share knowledge 5 Bock et al. (2005) 0.89 

3 Subjective norm to share knowledge 4 Ryu et al. (2003) 0.86 

4 Top management 4 Lin (2007) 0.72 

5 Immediate superior  5 Taylor and Todd (1995) 0.82 

6 Identification  4 Chiu et al. (2006) 0.89 

7 Cooperativeness 4 Yilmaz and Hunt (2001) 0.80 

8 Common goal 4 Chiu et al. (2006) 0.70 

9 Friendliness 5 Goldberg et al. (2006) (IPIP) 0.81 

10 Equal status 5 Spears et al. (1997) 0.77 

11 Institutional support 4 Jolaee et al. (2014) 0.88 

 
 

No. Statement 

 Equal Status 

1 I consider myself to have equal social status with my co-workers. 

2 I do not see any major difference between myself and other co-workers in 
terms of social status. 

3 I perceived myself to be of equal social status as my co-workers.  

4 My co-workers and I are of equal social status. 

5 I and my co-workers have equal social status. 

 Cooperativeness 

6 I find it necessary to help my co-workers when they are in need. 

7 I work on-behalf of my co-workers when they are not available. 

8 I find it very satisfied in helping other co-workers. 

9 I feel honoured when my co-workers ask for my help. 

    Common goal 

10 I agree with the mission and vision of the organization. 

11 I share with what my organization consider as important. 

12 I agree with my organizational goals. 

13 I share the vision and mission of my organization. 

 Institutional Support 

14 My organization has appropriate technology in place (e.g. academic portal, 
web site, e-mail) to share knowledge to co-workers from other tribes. 

15 My organization supports forming informal networks (e.g. community of 
practice) that promote knowledge sharing to co-workers from other tribes. 

16 My organization has process in place (e.g. meeting, colloquium, 
intellectual discourse session, etc.) for knowledge sharing to co-workers 
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from other tribes. 

17 My organization encourages me to share new knowledge with my co-
workers from other tribes. 

 Friendliness 

18 I make friends easily with my co-workers at work. 

19 I feel comfortable around my co-workers at work. 

20 I cheer up my co-workers at work. 

21 I warm quickly to my co-workers at work. 

22 I act comfortably with my co-workers at work. 

 Identification 

23 I am proud to be part of this organization. 

24 
I have the feeling of togetherness or closeness with my organizational 
members. 

25 I have a strong positive feeling towards my organization. 

26 I feel a sense of belonging towards my organization. 

 Immediate Superior 

27 
My immediate superior thinks that, I should share knowledge with my co-
workers from other tribes. 

28 
I share my knowledge with my co-workers from other tribes because my 
immediate superiors share their knowledge with co-workers from other 
tribes. 

29 
I would have to share knowledge with my co-workers from other tribes if 
my immediate superiors have already shared their knowledge with co-
workers from other tribes. 

30 
I have to share knowledge with my co-workers from other tribes because 
my immediate superiors think I should share with them. 

31 
My immediate superior, who influences my behavior would think that I 
should share knowledge to people from other tribes. 

   Top Management 

32 
My top management think that, I should share knowledge with my co-
workers from other tribes. 

33 
I share my knowledge with my co-workers from other tribes because my 
top management share their knowledge with co-workers from other tribes. 

34 
I would have to share knowledge with my co-workers from other tribes if 
my top management have already shared their knowledge with co-workers 
from other tribes. 

35 
I have to share knowledge with my co-workers from other tribes because 
my top management encourages us to share knowledge with co-workers 
from other tribes.  

 Attitude towards intention to share knowledge 

36 
To me, sharing knowledge with my co-workers from other tribes is 
beneficial. 

37 To me, sharing knowledge with my co-workers from other tribes is good. 

38 
To me, sharing knowledge with my co-workers from other tribes is a good 
idea. 
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39 
To me, sharing knowledge with my co-workers from other tribes is 
valuable. 

40 
To me, sharing knowledge with my co-workers from other tribes is a wise 
decision. 

 Subjective Norm 

41 
People who are important to me, think I should share knowledge with my 
co-workers from other tribes. 

42 
People who influence my behaviour, think I should share knowledge with 
my co-workers from other tribes. 

43 
People whose opinion I value, think I should share knowledge with my co-
workers from other tribes. 

44 
People whose opinion I value would approve of my behaviour to share 
knowledge with people from other tribes. 

 Intentions to share knowledge 

45 
I intend to share knowledge with my co-workers from other tribes in the 
future. 

46 
I will always make an effort to share knowledge with my co-workers from 
other tribes in the future. 

47 
I will try to share my expertise with my co-workers from other tribes in the 
future. 

48 
I plan to share my experience with my co-workers from other tribes in the 
future.  

49 
I plan to share my technical know- how with my co-workers from other 
tribes in the future. 

 


