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ABSTRACT 

While most studies are concerned with the industry, but for non-profit organizations has not 

received much attention. Various have highlighted knowledge transfer (KT) for creates value, 

however an obstacle from the perspective among employees still exists. The main problem is 

still difficult because employees will not share their knowledge. This study investigated factors 

and develop that influence KT among employees of non-profit organizations in Indonesia. The 

survey 364 respondents were used, 325 were returned, and 39 were not returned. Likert and 

smart PLS to confirm construct. This paper conclude factors that helping others, trust, soft 

reward, and personality of employees motivation are factors which influencing the KT 

behaviour. Finally, the findings were discussed. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Strategic plan each companies may impacts to progress and setbacks performance of the 

company. This is determined by seriously support from peoples at all level in company. 

Therefore, the maximizing transfer all resources together (employees and knowledge) that 
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possessed must be closely connected with the presence from employees contribution in 

knowledge practice.  

 

Based on the data from the Delphi Research Group that nearly 50% of 100% of organizational 

knowledge stored in the mind of their employees [1].That is to say, in the future the company 

needs to seriously attention for how to capture existing assets in the minds of their employees to 

be shared other employees and to achieve business objectives. 

 

According to [2], knowledge transfer is a process where individual exchange his or her 

knowledge and ideas through discussions to create new knowledge or ideas. For individual 

employees, knowledge transfer is talking to colleagues to help them get something done better, 

more quickly, or more efficiently. Knowledge transfer can helps employees to new understanding 

their jobs and bring personal recognition within the department. Knowledge transfer include 

employee willingness to communicate actively with colleagues (i.e. donate knowledge), and 

actively consult with colleagues to learn from them (i.e. collect knowledge) 

 

However, this is not always easy, because it is still embedded paradigm that tangible assets are 

always given more attention, while the capacity and scientific (intangible assets) actors rarely get 

more servings. In fact, if the long-term of mind-set puts forward that the challenge for 

productivity of all resources can be productively together.  

 

A critical problem regarding the knowledge base in an organization is making employees willing 

to transfer knowledge from an employee to other employees or to the organization. This problem 

arises from the employee himself or the organization climate. An employee may be anxious that 

he will lose his power or value by transfer his knowledge.  

 

Individuals do not always willing to share their knowledge and they may not be willing to share 

as much as the organization would like them to. It is important to understand when people are 

willing to share their knowledge and how an organization can facilitate this type of behaviour 

from both research and practical standpoint.  

 

This is important because it is still crucial to accurately explain the knowledge transfer behaviour 

of individual professional groups [3]. This idea is also in line with suggestions from previous 

studied stating that findings from current studies need to be expanded team and organizational 

level knowledge is influenced by the extent to which knowledge transfer occurs between 

employees [4]-[7].  

 

Therefore, while reciprocation arguably has attracted most attention, the author believe there are 

other reasons that deserve further research attention. Most studies in the literature, relating to all 

aspects of KM, are concerned with the manufacturing industry, and non-profit in particular has 

not received much attention, especially in Indonesia. This study differs essentially from prior 

studies by examining existing factors of knowledge transfer in the context where the employees 

come from different culture in Indonesia’s organizations.  

 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

Nowadays, the ability of individuals in organization to share their knowledge within them is 

identifying as one of the critical contributing factors for organizational competitiveness. Due to 

this reason, there is a need to study the factors that influence individual knowledge transfer 

behaviour in organizations. 

 

Knowledge management (KM) is critical to the operation of modern organizations and has 

attracted much attention by the business world since the introduction of the concept by [5], [8]. It 
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can help businesses retain their valuable intangible assets that are keeping in the mind of their 

employees. Particularly, effective knowledge transfer among units of an organization has been 

one of the most important issues of KM. 

 

According to [9], there are two benefits organization gained if the members in organization 

shared their knowledge. Firstly, valuable knowledge can be disseminating effectively and 

efficiently within the organization through the process of knowledge transfer. Secondly, the 

ability of individual knowledge to recognize the value of knowledge, assimilate it, and apply it in 

the commercial end, can be increase by knowledge transfer among individuals of an organization. 

Knowledge transfer offers an organization the potential for increased productivity as well as 

retention of intellectual capital, even after employees leave the organization, which is necessary 

for business that creates value added [10]. 

 

Previous researchers tried to found what the reason why the employee didn’t to share them 

knowledge to other and have noted that firms can successfully promote a knowledge transfer 

culture not only by directly incorporating knowledge in their business strategy, but also by 

changing employee attitudes and behaviours to promote willing and consistent knowledge 

transfer, like mentioned by [11]-[13]. This is a crucial process for an organization to become 

successful. [14]-[16] found that anticipated extrinsic rewards had a negative effect on attitudes 

toward knowledge transfer. Several studies found no relationship between extrinsic motivation 

and knowledge transfer intentions or attitudes toward knowledge transfer [10], [17].  

 

It is important to recognize that employees may decide to share (or not share) knowledge for 

various reasons. For example, as [18] reviewed earlier, research has shown that individuals may 

share knowledge because they enjoy helping others as a result of reciprocation. It is a problem to 

encourage the employees to share their knowledge because the knowledge is with them and is a 

sign of power to them [19]. Achieving effective knowledge transfer practices thus depends on 

individuals’ willingness to put significant effort into the associated social processes [20]. 

 

3. KNOWLEDGE TRANSFER  

 
KM is the process through which organizations generate value from their intellectual and 

knowledge based assets. Defined in this manner, it becomes apparent that KM is concerned with 

the process of identifying, acquiring, distributing and maintaining knowledge that is essential to 

the organization. 

 

The presence of KM concept began to attract attention as a device capable of supporting the 

company in maximizing the knowledge and information at all levels of management to help 

improve the performance of the company [21], [22]. An increasing performance is supported by 

KM practice and find successful implementation requires integration of four pillars, namely 

leadership, learning, organizational structure, and technology. 

 

Knowledge creation phase includes the emergence of knowledge from the origin to the 

development, later stages of development, such as documentation of knowledge, recorder of 

knowledge, transfer of knowledge, and distribution of knowledge. There are two main aspects of 

KM, namely, information management and people management [23]. Viewed from this 

perspective, KM is about information, on one hand, and people, on the other. 

 

Organizations must also consider how to transfer expertise and knowledge from experts who have 

it to novices who need to [24]. The presence of KM concept began as a device capable of 

supporting about how the company should maximize the knowledge and information asset at all 

levels management to help improve performance of the company. 
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Knowledge transfer challenges were caused by the fact that knowledge has become a routine 

process, but the employees are not fully aware of the separate steps taken in the process of 

explicitly expressing knowledge [22]. The fundamental reason why Japanese companies are 

successful, because of their skills and experience was created of organizational knowledge [5]. 

Knowledge creation is achieved through acquiring of synergistic relationship between tacit and 

explicit knowledge. 

 

The process of knowledge integration often encounters barriers i.e. tacit and knowledge that are 

embedded in routines and standalone [25]. Tacit knowledge that exists in system and the 

organization made the implementation knowledge integration to be slow and difficult [13] [5]. 

There is ongoing debate on what is the most important enabler for KM. A number of management 

analysts contend that technology is the most important. Others consider people to be the most 

important in knowledge management and argue that KM initiatives that focus mainly on 

technology can and do often fail. Both are, of course, important to the success of any KM 

systems. But the success of a KM systems depends on many factors, and among the most 

important is the efficient management of people and culture within the organization.  

 

Ways to do this include encouraging communication, offering opportunities to learn, and 

promoting the transfer of appropriate knowledge artefact (KM is an attempt to increase the useful 

knowledge in the organization, among nurture a culture of communication between personnel, 

provide opportunities for learning, and promoting each other to share the knowledge).  

 

4. FRAMEWORK  

 
The research framework (see Fig. 1) is formulated based on selected related research as important 

factors that influence knowledge transfer and performance. These factors of knowledge transfer 

behaviour in the research framework were derived from existing constructs in the knowledge 

transfer and knowledge performance domain [10], [26]–[31]. 
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Figure 1. Research Framework 

Six variables were selected to form the six hypotheses highlighted (H1, H2, H3, H4 and H5) in 

the research framework and empirically tested. The following discussion is presented to support 

our hypotheses. 

4.1 Helping Others to Knowledge Transfer  

Knowledge employees may be motivated by relative helping others owing to their desire to help 

others [8] [32]. Helping others as including discretionary behaviours that help specific others with 

organizationally relevant tasks or problems Organ (1998) as cited in [33]. Previous research 
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shows that employees are intrinsically motivated to contribute knowledge because engaging in 

intellectual pursuits and solving problems is challenging or pleasurable, and because they enjoy 

helping others [34].  

4.2 Trust to Knowledge Transfer 

 

Study conducted by [18] examined the impact of trust as a contextual factor and postulated that 

the degree of trust has an impact on collaborative efficiency in the organization. Many previous 

studies [35]–[39] have reported that a high level of trust facilitates knowledge transfer. Thus it 

concludes that high level of interpersonal trust correlate with high levels or willingness to 

knowledge transfer Kalantzis & Cope (2003) as cited in [2]. Many people are willing to share 

their knowledge with others if they feel that the person is honest and can be trusted [40]. 

 
4.3 Soft Reward to Knowledge Transfer 

 
Soft rewards are defined as individuals expectations of achieving implicit outcomes (e.g., 

personal reputation and relationships with significant others) in return for performing knowledge 

transfer behaviour [18], [41], [42]. In addition, soft rewards may make individuals feel implicitly 

controlled or pressured to perform the behaviour due to the implicit consequences related to the 

behaviour, and are thus forms of interjected regulations/moderately controlled motivations [43], 

[44]. The following hypotheses are thus proposed.  

 

4.4 Personality to Knowledge Transfer 

 
The results of multiple regression analysis indicate that personality is the most significant 

predictor of knowledge performance followed by trust and awareness. This is evident when Awad 

& Ghaziri (2004) as cited in [28] suggest factors like personality and attitude; also suggests 

helpingothers in helping others and self-efficacy [33] and identifies motivations, trust and care 

that enable knowledge transfer [45].  
 

4.5 Knowledge Transfer to Knowledge Performance  

 
These two distinct processes are active processes in the sense that one is either engaged in active 

communication with others for the purpose of transferring knowledge, or consulting others in 

order to gain some access to their intellectual capital [46]. Knowledge donating aims to see 

individual knowledge become group and organizational knowledge over time, which in turn 

improves the stock of knowledge available to the firm [47]. However, previous research is still 

limitation discussed about collecting and receiving of knowledge that influence to knowledge 

transfer performance. According to [30] a system can be evaluated in terms of information 

quality. These items are known as main independent factors of the Delone and Maclean IS 

(information systems) success model. Then [48] mentioned that knowledge could be added to the 

information quality of the model as information or knowledge performance for achieving the KM 

success model. The performance of knowledge transfer was examined by the scale adapted from 

[29], [30].  

 

5. RESEARCH METHOD 

 
The data was collected by questionnaires, the data of this study also was taken from the non-profit 

organizations in Indonesia. 
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5.1 Sample and Data  

 
We estimated total of respondents is about 364 respondents from 6 institutions that are willing to 

joint this research. The details are 4 universities and 2 schools in 3 district of Riau Province in 

Indonesia. For respondents in non-profit organization that total questionnaires returned is 325 of 

364 questionnaires that we provided, there are 39 questionnaires were not returned. In this study, 

we used a structured questionnaire consisting of three parts. The first part is the briefly 

introduction about the important of this research. The second part is the demographic information 

about the participants which had seven demographic items including participant current position, 

age, how long participants have been work for company, education level of respondents, gender, 

name and email. The third part of the questionnaire measures based on the constructs in the 

research model, in conjunction with thirty-three main questionnaire items and also the last part of 

the questionnaire is the comment section by respondents for this study. 

 

5.2 Measures  

 
PLS and SPSS were used because its premises are less limiting and the sample size of data was 

relatively small [49]. These items were scored using Likert scale with 5 five-points, which 1 

corresponds to “strongly disagree” and 5 to “strongly agree. We assess knowledge transfer 

behaviour using 8 items adapted from [31], [50]. For motivation and individual characteristics 

measures 15 items were adapted and we divided into four factors groups that helping others with 

4 items, 4 items for trust, reward with 4 items and 3 items for personality adapted based on the 

study [10], [28], [51], [52]. For knowledge transfer performance we assess using 6 items adapted 

from [29], [30], [53] 

 

6. RESULTS  

 
To examine our proposed research model at both individual and organizational levels, the PLS 

technique was used for the data analysis. SmartPLS 3.2 was adopted for measurement validation 

and for testing the structural model based on the data collected from the 325 survey respondents 

in 6 non-profit organizations. Confirmatory factor analysis was performed to examine the validity 

and reliability of the constructs. In addition, a bootstrapping procedure was conducted for the 

significant tests of the research hypotheses.  

 

Based on table 3 that show for male and female were 50.8% and 48.8%, is missing 1.2%. The 

questionnaire survey about job title of respondents were dean / vice dean (1.5%), chairman of 

department (2.8%), head of division (7.7%), staff (49.9%), secretary (0.9%) and staff is the 

biggest number (34.5%). The biggest of responses come from lecturer / teacher is 52.6%.   

 

To assess confidence in their answers, respondents were also asked to indicate how long they had 

worked in their firms. Based on the data SPSS result Table 1, we know that 26.5% of the 

respondents had worked 1-3 years, 16.3% of the respondents had worked 4-6 years, 27.4% of the 

respondents had worked 7-9 years, 9.5% of the respondents had worked 10-12% years, and 

18.8% of the respondents had worked for more than 13 years.  

 

For education level, there is any the respondents of education in S3 (Doctoral) level is 2 

respondents or 0.6% and for S2 (Master) 167 respondents or 51.4%, 20.9% of the respondents are 

S1 (Bachelor) level, 13.8% of the respondents are D3 (Diploma III) level, 11.1% of the 

respondents are Senior High School level, and for elementary school level only 0.6% of the 

respondents.     

 

 



Computer Science & Information Technology (CS & IT)                                   73 

 

Table 1. Profile of Respondent (N=325) 

Sample Characteristics Frequency % 

Job Title 

Dean / Vice Dean 5 1.5 

Chairman of Department 9 2.8 

Head of Division 25 7.7 

Lecturer / Teacher  171 52.6 

Secretary 3 0.9 

Staff 112 34.5 

Working Year 

1-3 years 86 26.5 

4-6 years 53 16.3 

7-9 years 89 27.4 

10-12 years 31 9.5 

More than 13 years 61 18.8 

Missing  5 1.5 

 S3 2 0.6 

Education Level 

S2 167 51.4 

S1 68 20.9 

D3 45 13.8 

Senior High School 36 11.1 

Elementary School 2 0.6 

Missing 5 1.5 

Gender  

Male 165 50.8 

Female 156 48.8 

Missing 4 1.2 

 

6.1 The Measurement Model 

 
The measurement model was first assessed by CFA. The measurement model was further 

assessed for construct reliability and validity. Computing composite reliability assessed construct 

reliability. The composite reliability for each construct of this study is presented in Table 2. The 

composite reliability values was used to examine reliability shown in table 3, which all of the 

constructs composite reliability was exceed recommended cutoff of 0.7 that indicating a 

commonly acceptable level for confirmatory research [54]. 

 

6.1.1 Convergent Validity: 

 

Convergent validity was evaluated for measurement scales using three criteria suggested by [55]–

[59]. All indicator factor loading should be significant and exceed 0.6, composite reliability 

should exceed 0.7, and average variance extracted (AVE) from each construct should exceed 0.5 

[55]–[59]. 

 
Table 2. Factors loadings and reliability 

Constructs Items Loadings Status CA AVE CR 

Helping 

Others 

HO 1 0.85 Valid 

0.85 0.70 0.90 
HO 2 0.91 Valid 

HO 3 0.90 Valid 

HO 4 0.68 Invalid 

Trust Trs 1 0.74 Valid 

0.79 0.62 0.86 
Trs 2 0.78 Valid 

Trs 3 0.86 Valid 

Trs 4 0.75 Valid 
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Constructs Items Loadings Status CA AVE CR 

Soft Reward Srd 1 0.85 Valid 

0.92 0.80 0.94 
Srd 2 0.92 Valid 

Srd 3 0.90 Valid 

Srd 4 0.90 Valid 

Personality Per 1 0.84 Valid 

0.75 0.66 0.85 Per 2 0.80 Valid 

Per 3 0.80 Valid 

Knowledge 

Transfer 

Col 1 0.77 Valid 

0.84 0.51 0.88 

Col 2 0.80 Valid 

Col 3 0.73 Valid 

Col 4 0.65 Invalid 

Don 1 0.77 Valid 

Don 2 0.70 Valid 

Don 3 0.64 Invalid 

Don 4 0.56 Invalid 

Knowledge 

Performance 

KP 1 0.68 Valid 

0.88 0.62 0.91 

KP 2 0.80 Valid 

KP 3 0.83 Valid 

KP 4 0.87 Valid 

KP 5 0.82 Valid 

KP 6 0.71 Valid 

                Note: CA (Cronbach Alpha), AVE (Average Variance Extracted), CR (Composite Reliability)  

The data collected were subjected to convergent and discriminant validity analysis before the 

final analysis was conducted. Factor loadings, composite reliability and average variance 

extracted were used to assess convergence validity. The loadings for all items exceeded the 

recommended value of 0.7 except items for Don 3 and 4 (knowledge transfer). Composite 

reliability values (see Table 2), which showed the degree to which the items indicated the latent 

construct, ranged from 0.70 (KT) to 0.94 (soft reward), which exceeded the recommended value 

of 0.7 [55]–[59]. The average variance extracted (AVE) was in the range of 0.51, which exceeded 

the recommended value of 0.5 and 0.7 [55]–[59]. 

 

6.1.2 Discriminant Validity 

 
Discriminant validity measure by cross loading [60]. Discriminant validity can be examined by 

comparing the squared correlations between constructs and variance extracted from a construct. 

Table 3 indicating the measure has adequately discriminant validity. 

 
Table 3. Correlation matrix (fornell-larcker) and discriminant validity 

 

Constructs  AL KSB KSQ PE RE TR 

HO 0.84      

KT 0.46 0.71     

KP 0.30 0.61 0.79    

PE 0.34 0.52 0.51 0.81   

SR 0.44 0.48 0.37 0.44 0.89  

TR 0.34 0.43 0.36 0.26 0.36 0.78 

 Note: HO (Helping Others), KS (Knowledge Transfer), KP (Knowledge Performance),  
           PE (Personality), SR (Soft Reward), TR (Trust).   
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6.2 The Model and Hypotheses Results 

 
The results of the structural model analysis are displayed in Figure 2. The structural model links 

the constructs to one another. Analysis of the structural model is the analysis of patterns of 

relationships between variables is an analysis of the hypotheses of the study. Research hypothesis 

is acceptable if a connection variable correlated positively and significantly based on the test 

results of the t-test and path coefficients.  

 

KNOWLEDGE 

TRANSFER

KNOWLEDGE 

PERFORMANCE
0.61***

SOFT REWARD

HELPING 

OTHERS

TRUST

PERSONALITY

R=0.44 R=0.37

 
Figure 2. Results of structural model. 

To identify the relationship between individual factors and knowledge performance, correlation 

analysis was conducted. Correlation analysis indicates the strength and direction of relationship 

between the independent and dependent variables under studied. The result of correlation analysis 

shows that all the variables are significantly correlated with knowledge transfer behaviour and 

knowledge performance. Based on Table 4 shows that the relationship between variables is 

positive or positively correlated and significant effect (t-statistic has a value greater than 1.96* for 

p-value<0.05, 2.59** for p-value<0.01, and 3.32*** for p-value<0.001 of 325 respondents).  

 
 Table 4. Hypothesis tests based on PLS-SEM based model 

Hypothesis Hypothesis Path Coefficients T-Values P-Values 
Accept /  

Reject 

H1 Helping Others → Knowledge 

Transfer  
0.20 4.29 0.00 Accept*** 

H2 Trust → Knowledge Transfer 0.22 4.91 0.00 Accept*** 

H3 Soft Reward → Knowledge 

Transfer  
0.13 2.68 0.01 Accept** 

H4 Personality → Knowledge 

Transfer 
0.31 5.76 0.00 Accept*** 

H5 Knowledge Transfer → 

Knowledge Performance 
0.61 17.36 0.00 Accept*** 

 

7. DISCUSSION 

The research results also confirm the positive direct effects of trust, helping others, soft rewards 

and personality for knowledge transfer behaviour. We found that knowledge transfer behaviour 

influence to knowledge transfer performance. We measures that knowledge transfer behaviour 

from two sub-factors that donation and collecting knowledge among employees based on [31], 

[50]. Then, for knowledge transfer performance was examined by the scale adapted from [29], 

[30], these items measured by easy to understand, accuracy, completeness, reliability, and 

timeliness. 
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Many previous studies also suggested that helping others among employees is one of the success 

factors of knowledge transfer behaviours. The results of this study showed that helping others 

(H1, coefficient = 0.20, p<0.05), have significant influence on knowledge transfer behaviours. 

Helping others as including discretionary behaviours that help specific others with 

organizationally relevant tasks or problems Organ (1998) as cited in [10]. 

 

Trust among employees is a critical factor that influences knowledge transfer behaviour [35]–

[39]. The results of this study showed that trust (H2, coefficient = 0.22, p<0.05), have significant 

influence on knowledge transfer behaviours. The result also indicates that trust among the 

employees is considered as an important factor that influences employees to share knowledge. 

This suggests that employees may share their knowledge based on trust and irrespective of others 

different cultures, educational level and also job position.  

 

The results of this study showed that soft reward a positive influence on knowledge transfer 

behaviour (H3, coefficient = 0.13, p<0.05). Rewards are defined as individuals expectations of 

achieving implicit outcomes (e.g., personal reputation and relationships with significant others) in 

return for performing knowledge transfer behaviour [18], [41], [42].  

 

Based on the PLS results, is that personality should implement a supportive knowledge transfer 

behaviours. The results of this study showed that personality (H5, coefficient = 0.31, p<0.05), 

have significant influence on knowledge transfer behaviours and also personality is that have a 

higher number of path coefficient among all factors that influence to knowledge transfer 

behaviour.  

 

In this research found is that knowledge transfer behaviour (coefficient = 0.61), have significant 

influence on knowledge performance. Knowledge transfer has two facets, collecting or receiving 

and disseminating or sending knowledge.  

 

8. CONCLUSION  

 
This is important because it is still crucial to accurately explain the knowledge transfer behaviour 

of individual professional groups [3] and also because team and organizational level knowledge is 

influenced by the extent to which knowledge transfer occurs between employees [4]–[7]. For this 

reason, we have provided a research model derived from previous studies to be tested in a non-

profit organization. This would provide helpful guidelines for human resource managers and 

knowledge employees working in today’s growing number of knowledge-intensive organizations.  

As mentioned earlier, this study attempted to fill the gap in the current literature by examining the 

factors that influence knowledge transfer among employees of non-profit organizations. The 

results of this study indicated that helping others, trust, soft reward, and personality have an 

influence on knowledge transfer, and also knowledge transfer behaviour have an influence on 

knowledge performance.  
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