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In this paper, we investigated the knowledge management (KM) behavior of
executives in Malaysia who work in different sectors and involved in
Information Technology (IT) related fields. We proposed a conceptual
framework based on the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA), the Theory of
Planned Behavior (TPB) and Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of
Technology (UTAUT) to study their intention and involvement in KM
initiatives. The knowledge creation theory (SECI process) was employed to

Keywords: operationalize KM intention and KM behavior. We proposed six independent
KM behavior variables that represent the social_-cultural nature of KM as the antecedence

of KM intention. These variables are trust, management support,
SECI decentralization, IT support, performance expectancy (PE), and effort
SmartPLS expectancy (EE). Seventy-four executives from both private and
TPB government-linked organizations responded to our online questionnaire.
TRA SmartPLS3 was used to run the analysis. The reliability was ensured with the

factor loadings, Cronbach’s alpha, Composite Reliability (CR) that met the
fit requirement of above 0.6, 0.7 and 0.7 respectively. The convergent
validity was confirmed through average variance extracted (AVE) that met
the fit requirement of above 0.5. The discriminant validity was assessed by
using Fornell and Larcker’s criterion. Finally, the structural model confirmed
that only PE of KM, and EE of KM are the significant predictors of KM
intention and the KM intention significantly predicts KM behavior. The
implications of the findings are discussed in detail at the end of the paper.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Access to the modern business enablers such as access to modern technology infrastructure, access
to vast available information, and access to the global market are common to everyone, thus cannot depend
on those factors for competitive advantage anymore. The only unique competitive force in the modern world
is the knowledge an organization possesses, creates, store, disseminate, and apply in their day to day
operations. Therefore, the modern business organizations are more keen to know how can they make the
employees, especially the knowledge workers, to involve in the knowledge management (KM) processes. As
a result, currently, the academic researchers and the corporate top-level managers are giving more attention
to studying the different facets of KM.

Accordingly, wide-ranging attempts have been taken to study the antecedence of KM practices in
the recent past including in the 1T-related sectors. However, most of them concentrated only on knowledge
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sharing (KS) behavior. For example, Ghobadi [1] has done an extensive review of around 50 articles, which
were published between 1993 to 2011, that focused on KS drivers in software teams. Similarly, Mueller [2]
has investigated the cultural antecedence of KS. Nevertheless, there are studies that concentrate on KM
including knowledge creation (KC) & KS as well; for example, [3-8]. However, none of these studies
operationalized the KM from its root processes of SECI (socialization, externalization, combination,
internalization) which is proposed in the knowledge creation theory [9]. Indeed, there is a study [10] based on
SECI, but it is limited only to KM intention. Other than this work it is very difficult to find a study on
antecedence of KM behavior based on it root processes of SECI. To bridge this gap, the current study
investigates the antecedence of KM intention and KM behavior by operationalizing KM through SECI
process. For this purpose, a conceptual research framework with a hypothetical research model was
formulated based on Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) [11] and Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) [12]
which advocates human behavior is influenced by human intention. To empirically test the research model,
data were collected from 74 executive level employees who are involved in Information Technology (IT)
related qualifications and works in private and government link corporations in Malaysia. It is believed that
the findings of this study will provide an in-depth understanding on the antecedence of KM behavior among
the executives, especially in the IT sector, which would be the interest of corporate executives who aspire to
see KM culture prevail in their respective organizations. The academic researchers, of course, also would be
interested to know the outcome of the new approach.

The next section elaborates the conceptual framework used in this study while section 3 briefly
describe the methodology used in this study. Section 4 presents the results with a detailed discussion on
findings. The final section tries to derive a conclusion.

2. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

TRA [11] and TPB [12], which suggest that behavioral intention leads to human behavior, were
considered as the supporting theories to the proposed research framework. The SECI (socialization,
externalization, combination, and internalization) processes, the outcome of knowledge creation theory [13],
laid the operationalization of KM behavior as SECI processes represent both knowledge creation and sharing
behavior [14]-[16]. Thus, involvement in KM behavior could be measured by the involvement in SECI
processes.

The socialization process refers to the conversion of tacit knowledge to new tacit knowledge
through social interactions and shared experience among organizational members [17] while externalization
means the expression of tacit knowledge and its conversion into comprehensible forms that are easier to
understand [18]. Similarly, the combination process collects explicit knowledge from inside or outside the
organization and then combined, edited, or processed to form more complex and systematic explicit
knowledge and the internalization can be understood as praxis, where knowledge is applied and used in
practical situations and becomes the base for new routines [19].

The antecedence of KM intention and KM behavior were operationalized referring unified theory of
acceptance and use of technology (UTAUT) [20] and few prominent previous related works [14, 20-23].
Consequently, trust among colleagues, top management support, decentralization of decision-making
process, and availability of IT support are considered as the antecedence of KM behavior denoting the
elements of organizational climate. Meantime to symbolize the individual acceptance, performance
expectancy of KM (PE of KM) and effort expectancy of KM (EE of KM) which are derived from UTAUT
were incorporated.

Trust refers to the degree of reciprocal faith among the colleagues in terms of intention and behavior
within the organization [21]. People are more willing to participate in knowledge exchange when their
relationships are high in trust, and the increase in knowledge exchange brought by mutual trust results in
knowledge creation [14]. The positive relationship between trust and KM has been established in recent
works [24], [25]. Therefore, we propose

H1: Trust will positively influence KM intention

Management support means the degree of support from top managers for KM through providing
guidance and necessary resources [22]. Without top management’s commitment and active leadership role in
KM activities, it is cumbersome to implement KM successfully [5]. The effect of management support and
KM oriented leadership towards KM initiatives has been explained [3], [26], as such, we believe

H2: Management Support will positively influence KM intention

Decentralization refers to a management structure that emphasizes employee autonomy and
participation in decision making [23]. Centralized structure hinders interdepartmental communication and
frequent sharing of ideas because it imposes certain time-consuming communication channels which causes
distortion and discontinuousness of ideas [27] and hamper the KM process [14]. The positive effects of
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decentralization on KM activities have been well documented [28], [29]. Therefore, we have no reason to
think negatively about the following hypothesis.

H3: Decentralization will positively influence KM intention

IT Support denotes to the degree of availability of IT support for KM process initiatives within the
organization [14]. IT is a critical enabler when implementing KM [30] because IT can enable rapid search,
access, and retrieval of information [31]. The relationship of IT and KM behavior well explained [15, 32].
Therefore, we propose

H4: 1T Support will positively influence KM intention

Performance Expectancy (PE) of KM means the degree to which an individual believes that
involvement in KM processes will help him/her to attain gains in job performance [20]. The works of [33,
34] suggest the following relationship.

H5: PE of KM will positively influence KM intention

Effort Expectancy (EE) of KM explains the degree of ease associated with the involvement in KM
process [20]. The influence of effort expectancy on behavior is obvious [20], [35]

H6: EE of KM will positively influence KM intention

KM intention means the degree of perceived intention to be involved in the KM process (KC & KS)
by the organizational individuals within the prevailing organizational context [36] while KM behavior refers
to the real involvement in the KM process (KC & KS) by the organizational individuals within the prevailing
organizational context [36]. Based on TRA [11] and TPB [12] the following hypothesis was formulated.

H7: KM intention will positively influence KM behavior

To show the above hypothetical relationships, a research model was developed as shown in Figure

H1

Mgl Support HE
Drecentralization EM Bnenvtion EM Hehavior
= Zocialization "7 *  Socinlization
IT Sugsport Ha =  Extcrmalization o l:"'il\.'rl1i|||?i|'.|\.'\-l'_
B =  Combination * Combination
= Internalization +  Imternalization

PE of KM

EE ot KM

Figure 1. Proposed research model

3. RESEARCH METHOD

A self-administered online questionnaire was used to collect data from 74 different levels of
executives who are working in the IT sector of private and government link corporations in Malaysia. The
questionnaire items were adapted from previous studies [14], [20]-[23]. Respondents were asked to indicate
(on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”) their level of agreements on
statements. SmartPLS3 was used for measurement model analysis and structural model analysis. The
measurement model was evaluated using internal consistency reliability, indicator reliability, convergent
reliability and discriminant validity. The coefficient of determination (R2) and path coefficients was
evaluated in structural model assessment.

4. RESULTS AND ANALYSIS
The measurement model as shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Measurement model
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Table 1 shows the factor loading values of each item, and Cronbach’s Alpha (a), Composite

Reliability (CR), and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) values for each variable. Following [37], 0.65 was
considered as the threshold value for factor loadings and all items met the criteria. The Cronbach’s Alpha and
CR values are greater than the threshold value of 0.7 and the AVE values are greater than the threshold value
of 0.5. Therefore, the reliability and convergent validity of the instruments used are confirmed.

Table 1. Factor Loadings, Cronbach’s Alpha, Composite Reliability, Average Variance Extracted

Variable Loadings o CR AVE
Trust 0914 0939 0.794
Trustl, Trust2, Trust3, Trust4 0.881, 0.897, 0.879, 0.907

Mgt. Supt. 0.934 0958 0.884
MGT1, MGT2, MGT3 0.944, 0.931, 0.946

Decentralization 0.823 0.881 0.651
Dec.1, Dec.2, Dec.3, Dec.4 0.926, 0.802, 0.790, 0.691

IT Supt. 0.885 0913 0.725
ITS1, ITS2, ITS3, ITS4 0.926, 0.901, 0.755, 0.813

PE of KM 0.887 0926 0.764
PE1, PE2, PE3, PE4 0.928, 0.960, 0.602, 0.954

EE of KM 0941 0.958 0.850
EE1, EE2, EE3, EE4 0.925, 0.856, 0.955, 0.948

KM Intention 0979 0981 0.763
SOCL1l, SOC2lI, SOC3lI, SOc4l 0.885, 0.922, 0.880, 0.923

EXT1l, EXT2I, EXT3I, EXT4I 0.879, 0.847, 0.814, 0.927

COML1I, COM2I, COM3I, COM4I 0.839, 0.785, 0.838, 0.885

INTLI, INT21, INT3I, INT41 0.857, 0.839,0.896, 0.940

KM Behavior 0.958 0.960 0.604

SOC1B, SOC2B, SOC3B, S

EXT1B, EXT2B, EXT3B, E
COM1B, COM2B,
COM4B

0C4B
XT4B
COM3B,

INT1B, INT2B, INT3B, INT4B

0.834, 0.876, 0.816, 0.806
0.828,0.778, 0.839, 0.845
0.665, 0.668, 0.758, 0.740
0.672, 0.646, 0.759, 0.848

The discriminant validity was assessed by using Fornell and Larcker’s criterion. The correlations

and discriminant validity are shown in Table 2. The square root of AVE should exceed the correlations
between the measure and all the other measures, and the indicators’ loadings are higher against their
respective construct compared to the other constructs. Accordingly, all variables satisfy the requirements.
Therefore, the researchers of this study believe that the study had proven that all the reliability and validity

tests conducted for the measurement model had achieved the satisfactory level.
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Table 2. Discriminant Validity

0 Decentralization ~ EEof IT KM KM Mgt. PEof  Trust
KM  Support Behavior Intention Support KM
Decentralization 0.807
EE of KM 0.458 0.922
IT Support 0.574 0594  0.851
KM Behavior 0.645 0.541 0.630 0.777
KM Intention 0.446 0.814 0433 0.452 0.873
Mgt. Support 0.571 0.567  0.655 0.499 0.630 0.940
PE of KM 0.445 0.888 0.633 0.577 0.830 0.694 0.874
Trust 0.505 0.645  0.466 0.363 0.724 0.703  0.727 0.891

Having established the validity and the reliability of the measurement model, to test the
hypothesized relationship, bootstrapping (with 500 sub-samples) was performed using SmartPLS 3.0. The
predictive relevance of the model, i.e. the quality of the structural model, was assessed by R2. This depicts
the variance in the endogenous variables of KM intention and KM behavior. Based on the result reported in
Figure 2, R2 was found to be 0.780 and 0.205 for KM intention and KM behavior respectively. Using the
assessment criterion suggested by [38], we concluded that it is significant. All the hypotheses were tested by
examining the significance of the respective path coefficients. The results are shown in figure 3 and the

summary of the results are shown in Table 3.

Figure 3. Structural model

Table 3. Result Summary

Hypotheses B t p
H1 Trust -> KM Intention 0.168  1.267 0.206 Not Supported
H2 Mgt. Support -> KM Intention 0.155 1321 0.187 Not Supported
H3 Decentralization -> KM Intention ~ 0.071  0.645 0.519 Not Supported
H4 1T Support -> KM Intention -0.268  2.202 0.028 Not Supported
H5 PE of KM -> KM Intention 0.365 2.326 0.020 Supported
H6 EE of KM -> KM Intention 0.420 3.433 0.001 Supported
H7 KM Intention -> KM Behavior 0.452 5.745 0.000 Supported
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Out of the seven hypotheses proposed three are supported. PE of KM (H5) and EE of KM (H6) are
positively influenced KM intention with positive path coefficient (B) with significant t value at 0.001 and
0.05 confidence level respectively. Even though it was expected that IT support will have a positive influence
on KM intention, the result showed a negative B (-0.268) value with significant t value (t=2.202, p=0.028).
Therefore, the said hypothesis was considered not supported. The other three hypotheses (H1, H2, and H3)
were also considered not supported as the p values are greater than 0.05.

As a summary, the findings of this study only recognizes the positive relationship of factors of
individual acceptance which are derived from UTAUT; performance expectancy of KM (b=0.365, t=2.326,
p=0.020) and effort expectancy of KM (b=0.420, t=3.433, p=0.001) on KM intention. The results suggest
that the more respondents perceive that KM is useful in doing the job, lead to better pay and improves their
productivity; the more likely they are to be involved in KM. Similarly, the more they perceive that involving
in KM processes is easy, clear to understand and easy to learn; the more likely they are to be involved in KM.
Theoretically, these result further strengthens the propositions of UTAUT [20] in predicting individual
behavioral intention and the current findings are consistent with many previous research works [33], [34],
[39]-[42].

The scale used for measuring performance expectancy focused on involvement in KM useful in
accomplishing job task, enhance productivity and leads to better pay. Therefore, from the practical point of
view, the managers could make an environment where the executives believe that if they involve in KM it
would lead to increase in their performance. Perhaps they could make an awareness of how the involvement
in KM process will improve their performance and their productivity. At the same time, the managers could
make it clear how the involvement in KM can lead to better pay; i.e. salary increment, bonus or promotion.

The items used for measuring effort expectancy focused on the degree of ease in involving in KM.
The scales used to measure effort expectancy focused on easy to learn, easy to be involved and clear to
understand the role in the KM process. Therefore, the corporate managers may emphasize or educate the
easiness of involving in KM and make clear the role expected from each of them for KM initiatives which
are being introduced in their particular organization.

The findings also confirm the positive influence of KM Intention towards KM Behavior (b=0.452,
t=5.745, p=0.000) that strength the fundamental proposition of TRA [11] and TPB [12]. However, the other
four hypotheses (H1, H2, H3, H4) were not supported contradicting to the literature cited in the hypotheses
formulation section. The respondents, the executives in the IT field with at least a university bachelor degree
in ICT, are considered knowledge workers. Knowledge workers tend to be autonomous, self-motivated and
self-reliance. Thus, they may not be expecting the trust culture (H1), management support (H2) and
decentralized structure (H3) as very important or influencing factors them to be involved in KM behavior.
They are naturally inclined to be involved in such activities regardless of organizational climate. It is quite
difficult to understand why the IT support has a negative coefficient of -0.268 which literally means an
inverse relationship between IT support and KM intention and KM behavior. The respondents might have
misinterpreted the questionnaire items as the questions are focused on IT support for communication and
collaboration. For example, a question focuses on IT support for collaborative works regardless of time and
place; another question focuses on IT support for communication among colleagues; next question focuses on
IT support for searching necessary information and sharing and so on. As the respondents are IT experts and
they use the IT in a wider range of capacity to get the optimum from it, they might have perceived the mere
use of IT for communication and collaboration might be hindering their work activities and performance.

5. CONCLUSION

The current study provides theoretical and practical understandings on antecedence of KM intention
and KM behavior among practitioners in the corporate sector. The findings should be beneficial to both
researchers in the domain of KM and the practitioners; the decision makers in the corporate sector. For the
researchers, the conceptual research framework used in this study can be used to test the other settings
involving different types of population and sample. For the managers, the findings of this study propose that
if they really interested to see their executives, especially who involve in IT related works, involved in KM
practices, they have to inform them about the usefulness of KM to better perform in their job and
involvement in KM is easy and comfortable.

Similar to most of the research work, there are limitations related to the conduct of this study as
well. The respondents are limited to one particular type. Future works may consider extending the scope of
the population by considering a wider range of populations. Moreover, in addition to the six antecedence
considered in this study, some more variables such as motivational factors, cultural factors, structural factors
etc. could be examined in future works.
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