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Abstract
Today, developments in information technologies make knowledge even more important. Having
knowledge and managing it effectively are very important for firms to gain competitive advantage in
rapidly changing environment conditions. Knowledge management effectiveness depends on capacity of
firms about creating new knowledge and sharing or transferring current knowledge. Knowledge transfer
(KT) facilitates organizational learning, offers financial advantages to firms and increases firms'
performance. Understanding of how knowledge is transferred from one unit to another is very important.
The purpose of this study is determining the factors that affect KT intention of employees in
organizations. Data was collected from 377 employees working in various sectors. A model is formed and
trust, self-efficacy, transactive memory system, organizational rewards and organizational structure’s
effect on KT, and Transactive memory system’s mediating effect are investigated with Structural
Equation Modeling using SPSS Amos.
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1. Introduction
Knowledge becomes a key resource that organizations own in order to compete and live in the competitive
environment. The value of the organizations has been started to be measured by the knowledge they own. Today,
economical power is handed by knowledge owned organizations. Natural resources, raw materials, big facilities or
cheap workforce are no longer enabling competitive advantage (Barutcugil, 2002). Therefore, it is vital for the
organizations to manage knowledge effectively. Knowledge management effectiveness depends not only on creating
knowledge and but also transferring knowledge to the other parties. The knowledge transfer enables employees to
reach needed knowledge easily and in a fast way. Organizations and their employees should understand that
knowledge value increases when it is transferred (Zaim, 2005). However, not all organizations become successful in
transferring the current knowledge within the organization among employees. Understanding the factors affecting
the effective transfer of knowledge may lead companies to achieve competitive advantage to their rivals.
There are studies in the literature that focus on the effects of knowledge and knowledge management on firm
success. However, there is lack in studies that link daily organizational knowledge with knowledge transfer between
individuals, entities or organizations (Yucelen, 2005). The aim of this study is to understand the factors affecting
knowledge transfer intentions of individuals in organizations based on a survey data collected from employees
working in various sectors of Turkey. A model is formed which includes knowledge transfer intention, trust, selfefficacy, transactive memory system (TMS), organizational rewards and organizational structure.
The rest of this paper is structured as follows: The second section presents an overview of the literature on
knowledge transfer and hypotheses. In the third section, research methodology is presented; data analysis and results
are given. Conclusions and suggestions for future studies are provided at the end.
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2. Literature Review and Hypotheses Development
An important part in knowledge management is to disseminate and make knowledge accessible and usable within or
between organizations (Paulin and Suneson, 2012). This makes knowledge transfer as one of the most important
phases in knowledge management (Duan et al., 2010). Knowledge transfer is a communication process between the
source and the receiver (Cummings, 2003); exchange of knowledge between parties in an organization (Szulanski,
1996); absorbing and application of transferred knowledge by receiver (Ko et al., 2005); is a process where one unit
(e.g., group, department or division) is affected by the experience of another (Argote and Ingram, 2000); transferring
and dissemination of knowledge from an individual, group or organization to the other one (Gunsel, 2004).
Knowledge transfer creates new knowledge and maximizes the value of the knowledge (Kang et al., 2010). If
organizations are not able to transfer knowledge internally, there will be waste of source and time in reaching
current knowledge (Zaim, 2005). Knowledge transfer enables coordination and collaboration between organizational
units (Pham, 2008), makes easier organizational learning (Kang and Kim, 2010), increases market share and profit
of organizations (Susanty et al., 2012); increases productivity and surviving chance in the market (Baum and Ingram,
1998). Knowledge transfer can be between the individuals, organizations, within the organization and at
international level (Zaim, 2005; Duan et al., 2010). The current study focuses on knowledge transfer between
individuals in an organization.
In the literature, several factors have been studied in order to explain knowledge transfer. Knowledge specialties
affect knowledge transfer speed and performance (Kang et al., 2010). Knowledge transfer depends on knowledge
type and complexity; qualification and behavior of individuals who share knowledge (Boisot, 2002). Tacitness,
complexity and causal ambiguity of knowledge make knowledge transfer difficult; strategic importance of
knowledge easiness knowledge transfer (Eisenhardt and Santos, 2000). Organizational structure, organizational
culture, reward system and knowledge technologies affect knowledge transfer (Cabrera et al., 2006; Chen and
Huang, 2007; Al-Alawi et al., 2007). Individual characteristics (Baldwin and Ford, 1988), social network
characteristics (McEvily and Zaheer, 1999), trust, motivation (Argote et al., 2003), social interaction (Tsai and
Ghoshal, 1998), management support (Vera and Crossan, 2004), source’s expertise, structural equivalence, group
identity (Kang and Kim, 2010), organizational culture (Gunsel, 2004), behavioral properties of knowledge source
(Husted and Michailova, 2002), absorptive capacity of receiver (Lane and Lubatkin, 1998) and technology
(Jasimuddin, 2007) affect knowledge transfer. According to the studies related with knowledge transfer, knowledge
transfer decision is mostly affected by knowledge type, characteristics of source and receiver and organizational
conditions.
The research model is constructed based on the studies in the literature. In the research model, factors affecting
knowledge transfer intention will be explored. Intention denotes the possible action of the individual and it is
considered as the previous step of the actual behavior. People first intent to do an action and then performs the
behavior. Figure 1 shows the research model and O.R denotes Organizational Rewards, O.S denotes Organizational
Structure and TMS denotes Transactive Memory System.

Figure 1. Research Method
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Behavioral intention is measures of probability of an individual’s recognize a behavior. When an individual intend
to carry out a behavior, it is expected that individual tries and makes an effort more for carrying out that behavior.
So realization probability of behavior increases (Gumussoy, 2009). Knowledge exchange and knowledge sharing
behavior depend on intent. When intent increases, the probability of knowledge transfer occurring increases (Wang
et al., 2009). Employee’s knowledge sharing intent is an important indicator of knowledge sharing behavior.
According to Bock and Kim (2002), there is a positive relation between knowledge sharing intent and real
knowledge sharing behavior.
Trust occurred when one party trusts another party’s reliability and honesty in an exchange relationship (Li, 2005).
Effective knowledge transfer requires trust between individuals in all processes and the activities (Brachos et al.,
2007). Trust between sides enhances knowledge transfer (Argote et al., 2003). Many studies have showed the
relation between trust and knowledge transfer (Brachos et al., 2007; Li, 2005; Gunsel, 2004; Duan et al., 2010; AlAlawi et al., 2007). Accordingly, trust between sides affects knowledge transfer. Therefore, the following hypothesis
is formed:
H1: There is positive relation between trust among employees and knowledge transfer intention
Schwoerer et al. (2005, p. 115) regarded self-efficacy as “the beliefs that an individual has that he or she can
successfully carry out the actions necessary to accomplish intentions”. Self-efficacy is an important factor in
knowledge sharing decision and influencing individuals’ motivation and behavior. People who have high selfefficacy will be more likely to perform the behavior than the ones who have the low (Hsu et al., 2007). Self-efficacy
motivates cooperation among group members so it enables more effective knowledge sharing and using. The
relation of self-efficacy with knowledge transfer has been presented in many studies (Cabrera et al., 2006; Hsu et al.,
2007). Van Acker et al. (2014) found that knowledge sharing self-efficacy was positively related to intention to
share. Wang and Yang (2015) showed that self-efficacy engage employees to share their tacit knowledge. Thus, the
following hypothesis is formed:
H2: There is positive relation between self-efficacy and knowledge transfer intention.
Organizational rewards also provide a knowledge sharing culture in organizations. Organizations can give various
forms of rewards such as salary raises, bonuses, job security, and opportunities for promotion to encourage
knowledge-sharing behaviors (He and Wei, 2009). Employees may share knowledge for intrinsic motivational
rewards (such as increased reputation or respect) or for extrinsic rewards (such as payment or promotion) (Seba et
al., 2012). This relationship has been confirmed in the literature (Cabrera et al., 2006; Al Alawi et al.,2007; Hau et
al., 2013; Pham, 2008). Therefore, the following hypothesis are formed:
H3: There is positive relation between organizational rewards and knowledge transfer intention.
Organizational structure is defined as organizing, grouping and coordinating work in an organization. It is a
model which shows relations within employees and within positions (Pham, 2008). Organizational structure can
be a facilitator or prohibitor factor in knowledge sharing. Centralization and formalization which are the
dimensions of organizational structure affect knowledge transfer. Centralization is about the decision making
authority in an organization; the extent to which decision making is concentrated in a single point or diffused
throughout the organization. Formalization shows that the work processes of an organization are explicitly
represented and standardized under the form of written policies and rules (Pham, 2008). Knowledge transfer
effectiveness increases in informal and decentralist organizations (Gunsel, 2004). According to literature there is
a relation between organizational structure and knowledge transfer (Al-Alawi et al., 2007; Seba et al., 2012;
Chen and Huang, 2007; Susanty et al., 2012; Pham, 2008). Therefore, the following hypotheses are formed:
H4: There is negative relation between high centralized and formalized organizational structure and knowledge
transfer intention.
Employees have different knowledge of specialization in a group. Who knows what should be known by group
members is crucial for effective knowledge sharing in a group (Huang, 2009). TMS combines the knowledge
possessed by each individual with a collective awareness of who knows what (Wegner, 1987). TMS enables groups
and organizations to match tasks to the most qualified member. Employees trust each other’s knowledge and
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employees have necessary knowledge all together. Effective sharing and using of knowledge depends on skills
of forming and managing TMS (Huang, 2009; Argote and Guo, 2016). TMS helps members develop communication
processes to effectively utilize distributed knowledge (Cao and Ali, 2018). TMS eases knowledge transfer (Borgatti
and Cross, 2003), increases amount of sharing knowledge between individuals (Choi et al., 2010; Huang, 2009).
Hong and Zhang (2017) investigated integrative process of individual knowledge based on TMS and behavioral
intention. They found that individual intention has significant and positive impact on knowledge integration directly;
specificity and coordination of TMS have significant and positive effect on individual intention directly.
Therefore, the following hypotheses are formed:
H5: There is positive relation between TMS and knowledge transfer intention.
H6: TMS has a mediating effect between Trust and knowledge transfer intention
H7: TMS has a mediating effect between Self-Efficacy and knowledge transfer intention
H8: TMS has a mediating effect between Organizational Rewards and knowledge transfer intention
H9: TMS has a mediating effect between Organizational Structure and knowledge transfer intention

3. Methodology
A survey methodology was used in the study. In the first part of the questionnaire, demographic data was
collected. The questions were formed based on previous studies in the literature. Questions were taken
from Hau et al. (2013) for measuring knowledge transfer intention; He and Wei (2009) for measuring trust; Tseng
and Kuo (2010) for measuring self-efficacy; Huang (2009) for measuring TMS; Pham (2008) and Al-Alawi et al.
(2007) for measuring organizational rewards; Chen and Huang (2007) and Ferrell and Skinner (1988) for measuring
organizational structure. Respondents indicate their agreement level to the items on a five-point Likert scale: 1
presents: strongly disagree, 5 presents: strongly agree. Survey was tested with an expert group before sending to
participants. Survey data was collected from 377 individuals who are working in 17 different sectors in public or
private. The questionnaire was presented with an online system. Survey link was sent by emails, social networking
sites, forums and mail groups. According to the demographic data, 30.2% of the participants work in public, 69.2%
of them work in private sectors. 63.3% of participants are male, 36.7% of them are female. 15.1% of participants
work in education, 10.3% work in banking and finance, 9.2% of them work in IT sectors. The majority of the
respondents have undergraduate degree (50.9%), 41.9% of them have master degree and 6.6% of them have a PhD
degree. A 58.6% of them are engineer/expert, 19.6% of them are mid-level manager, 7.6% of them are upper level
manager and 3.7% of them are technicians.

4. Analysis and Results
According to Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) results, χ2=406.954, degrees of freedom (df)=155, χ2/df= 2.626
(less than 5, lower values indicating a better fit), Adjusted Goodness of Fit (AGFI)=0.899, Comparative Fit Index
(CFI)=0.951, Tucker-Lewis coefficient (TLI)=0.940. All indices are close to a value of 1.0 indicating that the
measurement models provide good support for the factor structure. Figure 2 shows CFA results and Table 1 shows
factor loadings in CFA. All the factor loadings are greater than 0,50 with p<0,05. For the reliability, Cronbach’s
alpha values were checked. Cronbach’s alpha is 0.825 for Self-efficacy, 0.874 for Trust, 0.807 for Organizational
structure, 0.897 for Organizational rewards and lastly 0.697 for Transactive memory system.
In the path analysis, χ2=561.614, df=212, χ2/df= 2.649 (less than 5, lower values indicating a better fit),
AGFI=0.888, CFI=0.941, TLI=0.930 were obtained. All indices are close to a value of 1.0 indicating that the
measurement models provide good support for the model. Path model regression weighs are given in Table 2.
According to Table 2, all relations have p value less than 0,05 except the relation between organizational structure
and knowledge transfer intention; organizational rewards and knowledge transfer intention. So H1, H2, H5, H8 and
H9 hypotheses are supported. H3, H4, H6 and H7 are not supported. TMS is the most effective factor of knowledge
transfer intention of employees followed by self-efficacy and trust respectively. On the other hand, TMS has a full
mediating effect between Organizational Rewards and Knowledge Transfer Intention; and Organizational Structure
and Knowledge Transfer Intention.
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Figure 2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Figure 3. Result of the Path Model
Table 1. Factor Loadings in CFA
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Table 2. Regression Weights in Path Analysis.

Relation
TMS
TMS
TMS
TMS
Transfer_Intention
Transfer_Intention
Transfer_Intention
Transfer_Intention
Transfer_Intention











Org_reward
Org_structure
Self-efficacy
Trust
TMS
Self-efficacy
Trust
Org_structure
Org_reward

Regression
Weights
,150
,158
,273
,155
,494
,403
,103
-,051
-,023

P
***
***
***
***
***
***
,002
,236
,494

5. Conclusion
According to the results, there is a positive relation between Trust and knowledge transfer intention. When there
is a fiduciary relationship between the individuals in an organization, knowledge transfer intention is affected
positively. This finding is similar to the findings of Hau et al. (2013) who indicates that trust as a component of
social capital contributes significantly to enhancing employees’ tacit and explicit knowledge sharing intentions. The
other result revealed that there is a positive relation between self-efficacy and knowledge transfer intention.
According to this result, when an employee believes himself/herself to be skilled in sharing knowledge easily
with the others or obtaining others’ knowledge by observing, increases knowledge transfer intention. Similar
result exists in the literature (Cabrera et al., 2006). Results from a survey of 372 employees from a large
multinational, Cabrera et al. (2006) found that that self-efficacy associated with sharing knowledge; a sense of
personal competence and confidence may be a requirement for an employee to engage in knowledge exchanges.
Olowodunoye (2015) found that self-efficacy played important roles in knowledge sharing behaviour among
employees. Similar result was found by Li (2013) which argue that employees with higher levels of self-efficacy are
more likely to engage in knowledge sharing behavior.
In another finding, TMS has a positive significant effect on knowledge transfer intention. When such cooperation
based medium exists between employees, employees’ knowledge transfer intent increases. TMS empowers team
knowledge management, eases knowledge work and acting as a critical factor affecting team performance (Cao and
Ali, 2018). A field study that involved 139 on-going teams from two major firms in South Korea, Choi et al. (2010)
found that IT support in organizations has a positive impact on the development of TMS in teams, and that both
TMS and IT support affect knowledge sharing positively. Using data from a sample of 290 members of 60 R&D
teams in a government-supported R&D institute, Huang (2009) showed TMS positively and significantly mediates
the relationship between trust and knowledge sharing. According to results, high centralized and formalized
organizational structure and organizational rewards don’t have a direct relationship with knowledge transfer
intention. Similar results are found in literature such as Lin (2007) obtained that there is no relation between the
organizational rewards and knowledge sharing decision and intention of employees. According to Gunsel (2004),
formal and centralized organizational structure doesn’t affect technology transfer which is a special kind of
knowledge transfer. This study shows organizational structure and organizational rewards affect knowledge transfer
intention through mediating effect of TMS. The effectiveness of a TMS depends on cognitive interdependence
among members as they interact with, trust, and learn from each other (Fan et al., 2016). When TMS is developed in
organizations, organizational rewards to engage employees to transfer knowledge will be effective. Besides when
organizations have highly centralized and formalized structures, TMS will constitute a work environment where
employees are willing to transfer knowledge.
This study contributes to the literature by exploring the factors affecting knowledge transfer intention and exploring
TMS’s mediating effect between organizational structure, organizational reward and knowledge transfer intention.
For the future studies model can be modified; other factors can be added to model and other moderating/mediating
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effects can be investigated; knowledge transfer intention between partners, various organizations can be studied.
Cross-sectoral analyses can be made and results can be compared.
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