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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this research is to examine the mediating role of LMX on the influence of organizational climate (OC)
and trust (TR) on knowledge sharing (KS). Two dimensions of knowledge sharing were separately studied. The study
was conducted in an oil and gas company and focused on the KS attitudes among the participants of specific programs
that have been developed to accelerate technical competency development. Questionnaire was used as a research
instrument and structural equation modeling (SEM) to analyze the data. This study found that almost all dimensions
have significant direct effect on knowledge sharing, except affiliation on knowledge collecting and affective trust on
knowledge donating. This research also found that LMX mediated the influence of cognitive trust and affiliation on
KS. Cognitive trust and affiliation had significant influence on knowledge sharing directly but those influences did not
exist through LMX. Based on this research, fair treatment and quality of dyadic relationship between supervisor and
subordinate should be increased to foster the effectiveness of knowledge sharing.

Keywords: Organizational climate, trust, leader-member exchange, knowledge sharing, knowledge
donating, knowledge collecting.

1. INTRODUCTION Effective knowledge management is believed to be
one of the pillars to build innovative culture within an
organization [9]. Hislop (2003) argued the key to
knowledge management is how an organization
obtained knowledge (collecting) and then how
knowledge is shared (donating) to each member of the

organization [5]. The main component of knowledge

Knowledge is a resource that forms the foundation
of a company's capability. It integrates into core
competencies and becomes the main force for the
company’s excellence [1]. Knowledge becomes
important when it can be learned by each member of the

organization that will promote creativity and innovation
[2]. Knowledge is the value of a company's shares [3] as
a competitive advantage for the organization to excel in
competition [4]. Many companies use a knowledge
management approach to strengthen their knowledge
and increase their utilization [5]. Knowledge
management is a process of capturing knowledge,
disseminating and utilizing it effectively [6, 7, 8].

management in organizations is knowledge sharing [1].
The problem is the company's knowledge will stick to
the employee of the company and will remain so until
the owner of that knowledge let it be seen and studied
by others [10]. No power can force employees to share
his or her knowledge, but the organization can promote
a better climate that encourages and facilitates
knowledge sharing. Although the direct benefits of
knowledge management are difficult to measure,
knowledge management can help organizations solve
the problems they are facing [11].
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2. LITERATUR REVIEW

2.1. Knowledge Sharing

Knowledge management is defined as a process of
capturing knowledge, how to disseminate, and utilize it
effectively [6-8]. The key to knowledge management is
how an organization obtains knowledge and how it is
shared to each member of the organization [5, 12].
Knowledge becomes a strength of the company when it
is transferred across the organization and so knowledge
sharing is a major component of knowledge
management in organizations [1].

Knowledge sharing, in this case, is intended as an
action or behavior that causes transfer of information
and assistance related to specific skill or skills from one
person to another. Although both are related to the
transfer of information, knowledge sharing is
distinguished from information sharing that usually
occurs when management conveys a variety of
information either orally (such as delivering information
in meetings or daily orders) or written forms (such as
the issuance of regulations, decision letters, internal
memos or annual reports) [13]. In line with Connelly
and Kelloway’s explanation, voluntary knowledge
sharing behavior is one of the determining factors.
People transfer knowledge not because of their position
or duties and responsibilities within the organization,
but rather because they are willing to do so [14].
Referring to all those definitions, knowledge sharing is
intended as an intention to capture from one and donate
knowledge to another person in regard to developing the
organization’s core competencies.

2.2. Organizational Climate

Various studies have been conducted on the
organizational climate [15-17] but there is no uniformity
of understanding about this. Some saw organizational
climate as a variable influenced by individual
perceptions of the organization. However, some viewed
the organizational climate as a variable that is free from
the influence of other wvariables. Therefore,
organizational climate is defined as a general perception
of the people in the organization about certain
dimensions within a specified period [18].

Organizational climate refers to building and
developing a shared understanding of various ideas,
thoughts, feelings and behavior of organizational
members in a particular situation, at a certain period
[19]. Therefore the organizational climate is more
temporary, subjective, and often becomes the object of
manipulation from the authorities [10]. Referring to
climate as atmosphere, organizational climate was
defined as a condition within the organization where
each member of the organization helps each other,
argues with each other, respects each other and unites
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opinions [18, 20]. As diverse opinions about
organizational climate, this study refers to the research
results of Bock, Zmud, Kim, and Lee in which the
dimensions of fairness, innovativeness, and affiliation
have a positive influence on the intention in knowledge
sharing [10]. However, recent study conducted by Jain,
Sandhu, and Goh in Malaysia found that the items of
innovativeness did not group together after the factor
analysis and so it was dropped [21]. Previous studies
[22, 23, 24] found a different relationship between
innovativeness and knowledge sharing; it was
knowledge sharing that affects innovativeness and not
vice versa. Therefore, the organizational climate was
seen through the fairness and affiliation dimensions
only.

Fairness in an organization (organizational justice)
basically refers to a person's perception of being treated
fairly or unfairly. Fairness is believed to be a driving
force for someone to be involved in certain activities,
including, in this case, knowledge sharing [21]. If a
worker believes that he or she gets fair treatment in both
evaluation and reward, then he or she will increase his
or her contribution [12]. Positive social relations in an
organization is when management and all members of
the organization can communicate and interact well
without being obstructed by differences in their status
and positions within the organization [13]. The
perception of the existence of togetherness between
members of the organization, mutual attention, and
actions that give priority to other social interests will
encourage organizational members to help one another
[10]. Social capital will facilitate its members with the
knowledge needed through the networks they have built
[25]. Affiliation measures the sense of togetherness and
closeness with other members in an organization.
Findings of previous research on the effect of OC on KS
were various [10, 26, 21], but we proposed the first
hypothesis (H1): there is an influence of organizational
climate on knowledge sharing

2.3. Trust

Trust is defined as the willingness of a party to be
vulnerable to the actions of another party based on the
expectations that the other will perform a particular
action important to the trustor, irrespective of the ability
to monitor or control that other party [27]. The key of
the existence of trust is the willingness of one party to
follow the actions of the other party in the hope that the
other party will do something useful or important for the
party that gives trust. It is the extent to which a person is
confident in, and willing to act on the basis of, the
words, actions and decisions of another [28]. The
emphasis is on the actions taken by someone who can
be trusted [29]. The key is the belief from one party that
the other party can take certain actions that are expected
[30]. Previous studies have shown different results
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about the effect of trust on knowledge sharing, but
overall recent research showed that trust has a positive
effect on knowledge sharing [31].

Many researchers viewed trust as a single
dimension, but there were also many that viewed trust
as having more than one dimension [28]. Trust,
especially interpersonal trust, could be seen from the
affection (affective-based trust) and the cognition
(cognitive-based trust) [28]; [29]. Affective-based trust
is given based on emotional ties and other personal
relationships. Someone will consistently relate to others
based on positive feelings and attitudes between them
[32]. With a good and comfortable personal
relationship, a person's willingness to exchange
information and knowledge will be stronger [33].
Cognitive-based trust is given based on the evaluation
of the capability and reliability of the party that will get
the trust [28, 34]. Trust or withhold trust to others is
based on rational considerations [29]. Someone who is
believed to have high capabilities (such as recognition
from professional associations, academic degrees,
history of experience, and past successes) will gain trust
from others [33]. Trusted individuals will have a higher
intensity to involve in knowledge management activities
[35, 36].

Mutual trust is considered a very important element
in social transactions [37], including knowledge sharing.
Previous research has shown that mutual trust facilitates
voluntary knowledge sharing among employees [38].
For effective knowledge sharing in an organization,
trust and coordination among employees is essential
[39]. Mutual trust will also increase the exchange of
knowledge, absorption and utilization of knowledge
gained [40]. Goh and Sandhu [31] found that affective
trust and cognitive trust have no significant positive
effect on KD and KC. Meanwhile research conducted
by Jain, Sandhu and Goh [21] found a slightly different
thing, in which trust does not fully have a significant
influence on KS. Therefore, we proposed a second
hypothesis (H2): there is an influence of trust on KS.

2.4. Leader-Member Exchange (LMX)

Leader-member exchange (LMX) is developed
based on social exchange theory [41] and focuses on
the dyadic relationship between a leader or supervisor
and member or subordinate [42]. Willingness to
participate in social activities is related to reward, both
intrinsic as well as extrinsic [22, 43, 44]. The higher the
social support obtained, the greater the effort made, the
higher the commitment given, and in the end the better
the results delivered [45]. LMX lays the groundwork on
the assumption that a leader can influence its members
through the quality of relationships between them. The
quality of the relationship is characterized by the
presence of support, opportunities for development, and
mentoring from superiors. In return, subordinates
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respond with a loyal attitude and willingness to act
voluntarily [42, 46, 47]. The quality of this relationship
is characterized by mutual trust (trust), mutual support
(liking), mutual respect (professional respect), and
loyalty to each other [48].

The quality of the relationship in LMX must be
proven by parties. Each party will see and test the other
party's commitment to building the quality of this
relationship. Therefore the quality of relationships in
LMX is dynamic which requires certain preconditions,
and there are certain consequences as well [42]. To
establish an excellent superior-subordinate relationship
in an organization some prerequisites are needed, since
the interconnected parties have their respective
perceptions and expectations. When perception and
hope meet reality during the relationship, it increases
mutual trust. Fair treatment promotes quality of LMX
and procedural justice positively correlates to the quality
of dyadic relationship of the entire organization [42].
Previous studies proved that LMX has a significant
impact on knowledge sharing [49, 50]. Based on these
findings, we as the researchers proposed a third
hypothesis (H3): there is an influence of LMX on
knowledge sharing.

Son, Cho, Kang [51] found that LMX mediates the
effect of supervisors' close monitoring of employees'
creativity and employees' KS being positive. Based on
the finding, we proposed a fourth hypothesis (H4):
LMX mediates the influence of organizational climate
and trust on knowledge sharing.

3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1. Research Model

Organizational
climate

Knowledge
sharing

\\Hl

00

Trust

H2

V

Figure 1 Research model.

This research was a quantitative empirical study,
which referred to a research model developed by Jain,
Sandhu and Goh [21]. The model is basically based on
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previous study by Bock, Zmud, Kim and Lee [10],
especially those relating to research on the effect of OC
on KS. Bock et al. (2005) examined organizational
climate through fairness, affiliation and innovativeness.
In their research in 2015, Jain, Sandhu and Goh found
that the items of innovativeness did not converge in the
same direction. The previous research [22-24] actually
aimed to look at the opposite correlations between
innovativeness and knowledge sharing. It is knowledge
sharing that affects innovativeness and not the other
way around. Therefore, this research will exclude
innovativeness from the study of the organizational
climate. Meanwhile, to examine the effect of trust on
knowledge sharing, this study referred to previous
research [29, 35, 52] by separately investigating the
effects of affective-based trust and cognitive-based trust
on knowledge sharing.

To carry out a more comprehensive investigation,
this study modified the reference research model by
adding leader-member exchange (LMX) as a mediating
variable. The role of LMX as mediation refers to
research conducted by Son, Cho, & Kang [51] and
Sharifkhani, Khazaei, Asian [49] on the effect of LMX
on knowledge sharing.

3.2. Data Collection

This study used Likert scale as measurement with
the range of 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree).
Research instrument was developed that referred to
previous studies as seen on Table 1. This research was
conducted in an oil and gas company in Indonesia,
especially in the refining sector, with 419 operators and
technicians participating in this research.

Table 1. Items of the variables
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Table 2. Validity and reliability

Variables r alpha KMO
Affiliation 0.798 0.709
Fairness 0.910 0.716
Cognitive trust 0.931 0.809
Affective trust 0.902 0.782
Knowledge collecting 0.932 0.697
Knowledge donating 0.890 0.645
LMX 0.890 0.763

3 3. Analysis Method

Data analysis used structural equation modelling
(SEM) — AMOS. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)
was used to test the whole structural model. Value of the
standardized loading factor (SLF) of all items was >
0.71. It meant that more than half of the variants could
be explained. To examine the validity of the items this
study used Kaiser Meyer Olkin Measure of Sampling
(KMO) and Cronbach’s alpha. The value of KMO-MSA
was in the range of 0.5 to 1.0 and Cronbach’s Alpha >
0.6 as seen on Table 2. It meant all items were valid. To
test the reliability we used average variance extracted
(AVE) and construct reliability (CR).

Reliability values of all constructs were > 0.71
meant the indicators were consistent in measuring their
respective latent variables. AVE value > 0.5 indicates
that latent variables have good convergent validity.

In terms of goodness of fit of the model, not all
criterias were fit, but RMSEA and TLI were good and
CMIN/DF, CFI and GFI were at marginal good fit.

4. RESEARCH FINDINGS

The result of this study was shown that not all of the
dimensions of organizational climate and trust had

Predictors  No. of Sources significant influence on knowledge sharing directly nor
items indirectly through LMX as a mediated variable as seen
Affiliation 4 Bock, Zmud, Kim, & Lee on Table 3 and Table 4.
(2005)
Fairness 4 Bock, Zmud, Kim, & Lee
(2005); Hancock, Hioe, : : :
Schaninger, (2018) Table 3. Regression weights direct effect
Affective- 10 Yang, Mossholder, & Peng Variable correlation Estimate S.E. P-value
based trust (2009) Cog Tr -->KC 0.311 0.091  0.000**
Cognitive- 10 Yang, Mossholder, & Peng Cog Tr -->KD 0.203 0.090 0.025**
based trust (2009) Aff -->KC -0.027 0.066 0.685
Knowledge 6 Van Den Hooff & De Ridder Aff -->KD 0.165 0.066 0.013**
donating (2004) LMX -->KC 0.326 0.061 0.000**
Knowledge 4 Van Den Hooff & De Ridder LMX -->KD 0.754 0.066 0.000**
collecting (2004) Fr-->KC -0.076 0.036 0.036**
LMX 7 Scandura & Graen (1984) FR -->KD -0.165 0.037 0.000**
Aff Tr -->KC 0.517 0.070  0.000**
Aff Tr -->KD -0.075 0.067 0.262

** |evel of significant 5%
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Table 4. Regression weights idirect effect

Variable correlation Estimate S.E. P-value
Cog Tr-->LMX-->KC 0.073 0.051 0.160
Cog Tr-->LMX-->KD 0.169 0.125 0.291
Aff -->LMX-->KC 0.018 0.030 0.395
Aff -->LMX-->KD 0.041 0.072 0.469
Fr-->LMX-->KC 0.082 0.029 0.001**
Fr-->LMX-->KD 0.190 0.044  0.003**
Aff Tr-->LMX-->KC 0.120 0.069  0.005**
Aff Tr-->LMX-->KD 0.276 0.130 0.013**

** level of significant 5%

5. DISCUSSION

Findings of this research indicated that fairness had
significant influence on both KD and KC, but affiliation
only had significant influence on KD and not on KC
with negative estimate value. This means the higher the
value of affiliation, the lower the value of KC will be.
Thus not all dimensions of OC has a significant effect
on KS and so that H1 was not fully proven. The finding
also showed us that cognitive trust had significant
influence on KD and KC, while affective trust had
significant influence on KC but not on KD with a
negative estimate value. The higher the value of
affective trust will reduce the value of KD. Again, the
finding showed that not all of H2 was fully supported.
The quality of dyadic relationship between leader and
member was proved to have significant correlation on
KS both KD and KC. Thus H3 was proven.

This study also found that cognitive trust and
affiliation did not have any significant influence on
knowledge sharing through LMX. This finding was
interesting. Cognitive trust that had significant influence
on knowledge sharing directly turned to having no
influence on knowledge sharing through LMX. If the
quality of LMX (in this case related to fair treatment
and capability of the supervisor and opportunity to get
information) meets the expectation of the member, the
level of the impact of cognitive trust on knowledge
sharing will be degraded or even eliminated. In line with
those phenomena, affiliation did not have any
significant influence on KS through LMX. Even
Though affiliation did not have significant influence on
KS as a whole variable and it had significant influence
on KD only but through LMX those influences were not
significant anymore. On the other hand, fairness and
affective trust had significant influence on KS direct and
indirectly through LMX. Thus not all of H4 was fully
supported.

6. CONCLUSION

This research found that OC, trust and LMX had
significant direct influence on KS. Even so, affiliation
and affective trust did not entirely have significant
influence on KS. Affiliation had significant influence
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only on KD, while affective trust only had significant
direct influence on KC. LMX had significant influence
both on KD and KC and the mediating role of it was
proven on the impact of cognitive trust and affiliation on
knowledge sharing. Cognitive trust and affiliation had
significant influence on KS directly, but through LMX,
those impacts were not significant.
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