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Abstract: Knowledge sharing is the social interaction through which individuals
exchange their tacit and explicit knowledge with others. Tacit knowledge comes
from experience, talent, and reflection and is difficult to formalize, transfer, and
communicate to others. Conversely, explicit knowledge is formalized, codified,
and easier to transmit. The study focused on four organizational conditions
associated with knowledge sharing: culture, training, strategic clarity, and
information technology support. Although the relationship between
organizational conditions and knowledge sharing has been investigated, few
studies have examined whether organizational conditions impact tacit and
explicit knowledge sharing. In this research, 270 participants were surveyed,
belonging to companies in the financial sector in Colombia. It was found that
explicit knowledge had a significant positive relationship with strategic clarity,
organizational culture, training, and information technology support. Tacit
knowledge correlated significantly only with organizational culture and was
unrelated to strategic clarity, training, and information technology support.
Based on the results, a model that includes these four organizational conditions
is a good predictor of the two types of knowledge sharing: tacit and explicit.
Additional research on information technologies that facilitate the sharing of tacit
knowledge is recommended. Studies are also suggested on which strategy
elements can be considered tacit and the mechanisms to facilitate their successful
sharing.
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1. Introduction

The knowledge-based view of the firm considers that knowledge is the most strategic
resource of an organization (Grant, 1996). Knowledge offers the foundation for long-term
and sustainable differentiation that is difficult to imitate or copy (Erena et al., 2023).
Knowledge focuses on the firm’s resources and capacities to explain an organization’s
value (Makhija, 2003). This conceptual view states that competitive advantage comes from
developing tacit and explicit knowledge through organizational activities and experiences
(Ray et al., 2023). The capacity of a company to achieve desired outcomes flows from the
leverage of knowledge, not from the possession of conventional resources per se (Teece,
2014). Knowledge is a proven tool to foster organizational performance (Umer et al., 2023).
The knowledge-based view of the firm refers to a set of ideas about the role of knowledge
in the firm’s existence, development, and management (Grant & Phene, 2022). This view
considers knowledge an important strategic resource for enterprise capability improvement
and product and service development (Liu et al., 2023). Knowledge is an organizational
resource, and knowledge sharing is a capacity. However, although this theory highlights
the value of knowledge to achieve a competitive advantage, there needs to be a consensus
about applying this view to explain individual behaviors, as is the case of knowledge
sharing. For this reason, this paper will include the knowledge creation theory (Nonaka &
Takeuchi, 1995) as an explanatory framework.

Knowledge sharing is the exchange of knowledge among individuals. Through
social interaction, individuals exchange tacit and explicit knowledge with others (Nonaka
& Takeuchi, 1995). Individual knowledge becomes organizational to achieve objectives
and obtain results (Foss et al., 2010). Knowledge sharing facilitates rapid decision-making
(Buhagiar & Anand, 2023) and is a powerful tool that leaders manage to accelerate
organizational performance (Liu et al., 2022).

Knowledge sharing is a central process of knowledge management because this is
the collective mechanism by which organizational knowledge is created and applied. The
lack of knowledge sharing is a major obstacle to effective knowledge management
(Davenport & Prusak, 1998). There is evidence of the influence of knowledge sharing on
different organizational processes and results, for example, innovation (Sigala & Chalkiti,
2005) and performance (Navimipour & Charband, 2016).

Multiple publications discuss the relationship between personal and organizational
conditions and knowledge-sharing behavior. For example, Arif et al. (2022) in Pakistan
found that perceived reciprocal benefits and technological support facilitated knowledge-
sharing behavior. Henttonen et al. (2016) identified some knowledge-sharing enablers:
organizational culture, technology, and rewards. In the opposite direction, some authors
have studied blockers of knowledge sharing like abusive supervision style and lack of
management support (Kim & Yun, 2015).
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This study focused on four organizational conditions associated with knowledge
sharing: culture, training, strategic clarity, and information technology support. Some
authors have reinforced the hypothesis that organizational culture affects knowledge
sharing (Kucharska, 2017; McDermott & O’Dell, 2001). In addition, some studies link
training and knowledge sharing (Al Saifi et al., 2016). There is also a connection between
knowing the organizational strategy and the quality of shared knowledge (Ling et al., 2009).
It is also evidence that technology infrastructure, which is part of information technology
support, facilitates knowledge sharing (King & Marks, 2008). In the same direction,
information technology systems support organizational knowledge sharing (Del Giudice &
Della Peruta, 2016).

Although the relationship between organizational conditions and knowledge
sharing has been investigated, few studies have examined whether organizational
conditions influence tacit and explicit knowledge sharing differently. In a systematic
review, Ahmad and Karim (2019) found limited research on the differential impacts of
sharing various types of knowledge and proposed further research on this topic. This
research contributes to reducing the gap, investigating if the chosen organizational
conditions equally influence the tacit and explicit knowledge that individuals share.

2. Literature review

2.1. Knowledge sharing

In today’s information age, knowledge is the most valuable asset for achieving
organizational goals. It is an interactive activity that involves exchanging information and
know-how to help individuals work together to solve problems and develop new ideas
(Cummings, 2004). In the same direction, Camelo-Ordaz et al. (2011) described knowledge
sharing as making individual knowledge available to others within an organization to be
assimilated and used. Witherspoon et al. (2013) defined knowledge sharing as a process of
knowledge management used to create, harvest, and sustain business processes.
Knowledge sharing has been conceptualized as converting an individual’s knowledge to a
form understandable and usable by others (Mishra & Pandey, 2018),

2.2. Tacit and explicit knowledge sharing

Polanyi (1962) defined two types of knowledge: tacit and explicit. The differentiation
between explicit and tacit knowledge has been fundamental to understanding knowledge
assets in organizations (Kucharska & Erickson, 2023). Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995)
developed a theory of knowledge creation based on these types of knowledge. According
to this theory, knowledge creation takes place via two processes. The first one is the
continuous interaction between tacit and explicit knowledge, called the conversion of
knowledge. The second one is the social interaction among actors. Although individual
knowledge is fundamental to knowledge creation, the organization is a key mediator. This
argument is why this paper evaluated some organizational conditions as facilitators of tacit
and explicit knowledge sharing. Creating new knowledge means re-creating the company
and everyone in it in a nonstop process of personal and organizational self-renewal.
Therefore, making personal knowledge available to others is the central activity of the
knowledge-creating company (Nonaka, 1991).
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Tacit knowledge is difficult to formalize, transfer, and communicate with others
(Nonaka, 1991). This knowledge results from experience, talent, and the reflection of
individuals (Haldin-Herrgard, 2000). It is also part of tacit knowledge values, individuals’
beliefs, and perspectives (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995), hunches, intuitions, and insights that
are hard to express (Becerra-Fernandez & Sabherwal, 2001). This knowledge is easy to
lose in organizational turnover (Nonaka & Van Krogh, 2009). Some authors have identified
techniques to demonstrate tacit knowledge: brainstorming, thinking aloud, storytelling,
concept mapping, and opinion-giving (EI-Den & Sriratanaviriyakul, 2019; Hao et al., 2017).

Conversely, explicit knowledge is codified and easier to transmit. This knowledge
is organized information adjusted to tangible forms such as databases or documents
(Thomas & Gupta, 2021). In summary, the characteristics of explicit knowledge are formal,
codified, technical, and written, while the features of tacit knowledge are informal,
personal, contextual, and experiential.

Knowledge sharing is fundamental in the exchange of tacit and explicit knowledge.
Van den Hooff and de Ridder (2004) defined knowledge sharing as exchanging tacit and
explicit knowledge. According to Nguyen (2021), transferring explicit knowledge does not
lead to the loss of privileged status in an organization, but transferring tacit knowledge may
do. Therefore, employees are more willing to share explicit than tacit knowledge. Ma et al.
(2008) found that explicit knowledge was positively associated with online knowledge
sharing, whereas the relationship with tacit knowledge was negative. Tacit knowledge,
which is difficult to describe, can only be observed through its application and acquired
through knowledge sharing (Lopez-Cabarcos et al., 2020). Malik (2021) stated that
emotional intelligence has a stronger positive effect on tacit than explicit knowledge
sharing. Wang et al. (2022) showed that virtual rewards have a significantly positive linear
relationship with explicit knowledge sharing and an inverse U-shape relationship with tacit
knowledge sharing. There needs to be more research delineating tacit from explicit
knowledge (Gubbins & Doley, 2021) and even fewer research results on the impact of
organizational conditions on tacit and explicit knowledge. This paper contributes to
narrowing the gap in the field.

2.3. Tacit and explicit knowledge sharing and organizational conditions

Tacit and explicit knowledge differ in nature. Tacit knowledge is stickier than explicit
knowledge (Von Hippel, 1994). According to Reychav and Weisberg (2010), explicit
knowledge has less economic value because it is easier to transfer to others. Becerra et al.
(2008) suggested that both bits of knowledge have distinct trust and risk profiles. Trust is
a mediator in tacit knowledge sharing (Lin, 2007). Tacit knowledge is more linked to
innovation than explicit knowledge due to being rare and costly to imitate (Grant, 1996).

Some studies compare the effectiveness of some variables on tacit and explicit
knowledge. Hau et al. (2013) found that organizational rewards negatively affect
employees’ tacit knowledge intention but positively influence explicit knowledge-sharing
intention. Huang et al. (2011) findings indicate that while cognition-based trust has no
significant effect on the intention to share either tacit or explicit knowledge, affect-based
trust has a significant effect on both.

Behaviors of workers are facilitated or blocked by organizational conditions.
However, there is little evidence on which of them are the most important facilitators of
knowledge sharing and if those conditions influence tacit and explicit knowledge similarly.
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This research evaluated four organizational conditions: culture, training, organizational
clarity, and information technology.

Literature on the direct link between organizational culture and tacit and explicit
knowledge still needs to be improved (Le et al., 2020; Yang et al., 2018). This statement is
also valid for organizational conditions like training and strategic clarity.

Organizational culture is one of the foundations of corporate life (Castaneda, 2015).
It serves as a guide to help individuals know which values, beliefs, and practices are
desirable in the organization. A friendly organizational context facilitates a culture oriented
to knowledge sharing (Zheng et al., 2010). According to Schein (1985), organizational
culture influences behavior because it is a social control system based on shared norms and
values. In this framework, reciprocity and interaction are crucial determinants of
knowledge sharing (Nguyen, 2021). Trust is another cultural value that positively
influences knowledge sharing (Andrews & Delahaye, 2000). De Long and Fahey (2000)
expressed that trust and cooperation contribute to employees’ willingness to share
knowledge as part of the organizational culture. Kucharska and Kowalczyk (2016) pointed
out the relationship between collaborative culture and knowledge sharing. Based on the
above, the following hypothesis is proposed:

H1: Organizational culture significantly influences individuals’ tacit and explicit
knowledge.

Investment in training enhances individuals’ capital (Malik, 2021), which facilitates
sharing knowledge and not ignorance (Castaneda & Duran, 2018). A learning environment
is required for effective knowledge sharing (Dong et al., 2016). Training equips workers
with new knowledge, improved skills, and positive attitudes to sharing knowledge.
Organizational training occurs through courses and work activities (Watkins & Kim, 2017).
Knowledge-sharing individuals expect to attain learning and expertise (Zagqout and Abbas
(2012). In a complementary way, training enables individuals to share up-to-date
knowledge. However, since explicit knowledge is documented and is easily or freely
accessible in the organization, it is likely that if this knowledge is acquired through training,
it will be shared by workers. The new labor dynamics focussed on efficiency have led
organizations to promote short or task-based contracts for their workers. In this context,
tacit knowledge is an asset that the worker must push a renewal of the labor contract.
Training that strengthens skills and cognitive processes, that is, tacit knowledge, is likely
to be shared only sometimes. Ma et al. (2008) stated that there is a greater commitment to
sharing explicit knowledge than tacit. Eaves et al. (2018) found positive and significant
correlations between organizational culture and tacit and explicit knowledge. Muhamad et
al. (2023) showed that training motivation is an essential mediating variable in the
relationship between the training environment and tacit knowledge transfer.

Based on the previous analysis, the following hypothesis is proposed:

H2: Organizational training significantly influences the explicit knowledge that
individuals share, not tacit knowledge.

Critical knowledge is only valuable to the organization if the employees know it (Ling et
al., 2009). Strategical clarity means that workers know the mission, vision, and objectives,
especially the strategic ones, which are types of explicit knowledge. Mohammed and
Ismael (2021) defined organizational clarity as an employee’s comprehension of the
organization’s strategy, challenges, and priorities. To the extent that workers have strategic
clarity, the probability of sharing valuable knowledge increases, facilitating the completion
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of tasks successfully and contributing to achieving the first-level organizational objectives.
Organizational knowledge resides in individual interactions, forming the basis of
competitive advantage (Argote & Ingram, 2000). Riege (2005) found that one of the main
barriers to sharing knowledge needs to be clarified integration between knowledge
management initiatives and organizational goals. Bakonyi (2018) found an interrelation
between knowledge-sharing failures and corporate ignorance. Israilidis et al. (2021)
defined organizational ignorance as a lack of employees’ awareness of organizational
characteristics. This factor affects the type and quality of knowledge that workers share.
Based on the previous literature, it is hypothesized:

H3: Organizational clarity significantly influences the explicit knowledge that
individuals share, not tacit knowledge

Perceived organizational support is an antecedent for knowledge sharing (Ali et al., 2019).
Organizational support is a facilitator of online learning (Ogbodoakum et al., 2022). One
of the main organizational tools to support knowledge sharing is information technology.
Information technology has been considered a way to increase employee knowledge
sharing (Leonardi et al., 2013) and a powerful tool in virtual communities (Fauzi, 2022).
Information technologies are enablers of explicit knowledge providing dissemination and
sharing of repositories (Voelpel et al., 2005).

However, knowledge needs to be codified to be shared, and technology helps to
share mainly explicit knowledge (Inkinen et al., 2015). Chugh (2019) found a need for
more use of information technologies to transfer tacit knowledge. Hermawan and
Suharnomo (2020) stated that information technologies generate explicit knowledge easily
while transferring tacit knowledge through information technologies requires trust.
Information technology is a tool for the process of knowledge codification. Koriat and
Gelbard (2014) claimed that exchanging tacit knowledge using information technologies
is challenging because it is difficult to formalize. Articulating tacit knowledge is difficult
and can create problems in achieving knowledge transfer through information technologies
(Garcia & Sosa, 2020). Social media technologies impact knowledge sharing, especially
tacit knowledge, which is shared through social interactions (Ali et al., 2019). Perceived
ease of use also facilitates applying information technology in knowledge sharing (Chang
et al., 2013). Stenmark (2000) suggested that information technologies can leverage tacit
knowledge. However, the starting point was Web documents, which are explicit knowledge.
Castaneda and Toulson (2021) found that not all information and communication
technologies let tacit knowledge be shared, but those that facilitate dialogue, for example,
text messaging and video conferences. From the above, there is strong evidence to
hypothesize that information technologies influence explicit knowledge and some budding
research to relate information technologies and tacit knowledge:

H4: Information technology support significantly influences an individual’s tacit and
explicit knowledge sharing.

3. Method

3.1. Participants

In total, 297 participants were surveyed, belonging to companies in the financial sector in
Colombia. Twenty-seven participants did not answer all the questions, for which they were
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excluded from the sample. The final number of participants for this research was 270. Table
1 shows their demographic characteristics.

Table 1
Demographic characteristics of the participants

Characteristics Number Percentage (%)
Gender
Male 152 56.30%
Female 118 43.70%
Position
Director 55 20.37%
Adviser 105 38.89%
Professional 84 31.11%
Administrative 26 9.63%
Educational level
Graduate 94 34.81%
Undergraduate 110 40.74%
Technical 66 24.44%
Time of experience in the company in months
0-12 134 49.6%
13-24 42 15.6%
25-36 24 8.9%
37-54 20 7.4%
Over 54 50 18.5%
Time of experience in the position in months
0-12 159 58.9%
13-24 39 14.4%
25-36 25 9.3%
37-54 24 8.9%
Over 54 23 8.5%

3.2. Instruments

The instrument used in this study for measuring tacit and explicit knowledge that workers
share was designed by Castaneda et al. (2015). The tool measures perceived evaluations of
workers using a Likert scale with five levels of response and has 12 items. The validation
of this instrument obtained a Cronbach’s alpha reliability score of 0.94. The instrument to
evaluate organizational conditions was published by Castaneda (2015). The instrument
consists of 16 items: four measure organizational culture, four training, four strategic
clarity, and four information technology support. The tool uses a Likert scale with five
levels of response. The validation of this instrument obtained a Cronbach’s alpha reliability
score of 0.92.

4. Results

A Pearson correlation was run to assess whether the type of knowledge shared is related to
the organizational conditions of this study. The means, standard deviation, and correlations
of the variables are included in Table 2.
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Table 2
Means, standard deviation, and correlations of the variables
Strategic Organizational - Information
M (Sd) clari'g/ gculture Training technology support

Strategic clarity 3.641(0.776) -

Organizational culture 2.869(0.835) .312%* -

Training 3.675(0.767) .660** .299** -
Information technology support  3.549(0.737) 543** 429%* .610** -

Note. * Significant correlation p < 0.05 (bilateral); ** Significant correlation p < 0.01 (bilateral).

As shown in Table 3, tacit knowledge correlated significantly only with
organizational culture (r = 0.342, p = 0.000). This knowledge was not related to strategic
clarity (r =-0.102, p = 0.080), training (r =-0.079, p = 0.175), or information technology
support (r =-0.025, p = 0.667). Explicit knowledge had a significant positive relationship
with strategic clarity (r = 0.208, p = 0.000), organizational culture (r = 0.278, p = 0.000),
training (r = 0.119, p = 0.04), and information technology support (r = 0.156, p = 0.007).
Based on the results, there is full support for hypotheses 1, 2, and 3, and partial support for

hypothesis 4.

Table 3

Correlations between types of shared knowledge and organizational conditions
Organizational Conditions Type of knowledge: Tacit ~ Type of knowledge: Explicit
Strategic clarity -0.102 0.208™
Organizational culture 0.342™ 0.278™

Training -0.079 0.119"
Information technology support -0.025 0.156™

Then, linear regressions were run, one for each type of knowledge, serving as an
independent variable for each of the two types of knowledge sharing (tacit and explicit)
shown in Table 4. In the case of tacit knowledge, a negative relationship was found with
strategic clarity, training, and technological support, although none were significant. In
turn, the best predictor of tacit knowledge was organizational culture. These results were
consistent with the shown correlations. In the case of explicit knowledge, a positive
relationship was found between strategic clarity and organizational culture.

Table 4
Lineal regression between types of knowledge and organizational conditions

Organizational conditions Type of knowledge: Tacit Type of knowledge: Explicit
B SD B SD
(Constant) 2.946** 0.189 1.980** 0.195
Strategic clarity -0.078 0.058 0.144* 0.06
Organizational culture 0.265** 0.043 0.1665** 0.045
Training -0.010 0.062 -0.036 0.064
Information technology support -0.120 0.060 -0.033 0.062

Then, measurements were performed with structural models. The study examined
Cronbach’s Alpha, composite reliability, and average extracted variance. The level of
reliability of the measurement items was examined using CR. Besides, convergent validity
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was assessed by reviewing the AVE. Table 5 summarizes the values obtained. The results
obtained for all constructs’ CR values exceeded the threshold value of 0.7. The values of
the AVE for the constructs of “Type of knowledge: Explicit,” “Training,” and “Information
technology support” were lower than expected, considering the cut-off value of 0.50 (Hair
etal., 2019).

Table 5
Construct reliability and validity

Constructs Nu_mber Cronbach’s Cor_npgs_,ite Average variance
of items Alpha reliability extracted
Type of knowledge: Tacit 6 0.717 0.855 0.499
Type of knowledge: Explicit 6 0.673 0.725 0.335
Strategic clarity 4 0.877 0.837 0.563
Organizational culture 4 0.808 0.812 0.521
Training 4 0.730 0.724 0.405
Information technology support 4 0.794 0.764 0.455

After that, a model was made on the four organizational conditions under the
condition that these four dimensions are exogenous constructs and correlate. Each
construct has four items. The lowest items in each construct were eliminated from the
analysis by analyzing the factor loadings of each of the items of the four constructs. The
model is visually represented in Fig. 1, and the model fit is presented in Table 6.
Coefficients showed adequate levels (Hair et al., 2019).

Support2

.63)

1.
.r'r -
N

Support3

I

Support4

Fig. 1. Path model for the four organizational conditions
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Table 6
Measurement model validity for the four organizational conditions
Coefficients

NFI 0.906
RFI 0.861
IFI 0.946
TLI 0.918
CFlI 0.945

After finding an adequate fit with the exogenous variables, a theoretical model of
the relationship between the study’s exogenous and endogenous variables was proposed,
shown in a visual representation in Fig. 2. The fit of the proposed model is shown in Table
7. The model is not adequately complete because some fit indices as Normed Fit Index
(NFI), Incremental Fit Index (IFI), and Comparative Fit Index (CFI), showed greater values
(> .85). Other indicators as Relative Fit Index (RFI) and Tucker Lewis Index (TLI) showed
low values (< .85) (Hair et al., 2019), which could indicate that the proposed theoretical
model is not fully adequate in the relationship between organizational conditions and types
of knowledge.

Strategic clarity }
Organizational culture ) Type of kngwledge:
O\ tacit
SN
- N\
Training < ya ANAN
2y Typeof kn.()\.;vledge:
/ — explicit
P

Information technology support

Fig. 2. A proposed theoretical model for the four organizational conditions and two types
of knowledge to be tested

Table 7
Measurement model validity for the model between organizational conditions and types of
knowledge

Coefficients
NFI 0.962
RFI 0.424
IFI 0.964
TLI 0.440
CFl 0.963
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5. Discussion

The theory of knowledge creation of Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) states that knowledge
creation occurs via two processes: the continuous interaction between tacit and explicit
knowledge and the social interaction among actors. Knowledge sharing is the central
activity of the knowledge-creating company (Nonaka, 1991).

Organizational conditions can facilitate knowledge sharing. This article evaluated
four of them: culture, training, organizational clarity, and information technology support.
Based on the results, a model that includes these four organizational conditions is a good
predictor of the two types of knowledge sharing: tacit and explicit.

According to the results, explicit knowledge had a significant positive relationship
with strategic clarity, organizational culture, training, and information technology support.
Meanwhile, tacit knowledge correlated significantly only with organizational culture and
was not related to strategic clarity, training, and information technology support.

Culture is a powerful variable in guiding behavior. Culture is built on values, which
are deep beliefs that allow the worker to do some behaviors and not do others. When the
worker believes knowledge sharing is necessary, it may be applied to tacit and explicit
knowledge. However, based on Nguyen (2021), workers seem more willing to share
explicit than tacit knowledge. Therefore, an organizational culture that strongly promotes
values and practices to exchange knowledge will facilitate workers to share tacit and
explicit knowledge without fear of losing privileges, competitiveness, or job stability.
There is evidence of the positive influence of trust in knowledge sharing (Andrews &
Delahaye, 2000). As a core value of the culture, trust reinforces workers’ belief that sharing
tacit and explicit knowledge is considered valuable and desirable in the organization.

Training is the process of equipping workers with new knowledge, better levels of
skills, and positive attitudes to improve performance. Organizational training occurs
through courses and work activities (Watkins & Kim, 2017). This research found a
relationship between explicit knowledge and knowledge sharing but a lack of relationship
between tacit knowledge and knowledge sharing. A possible explanation is that since
explicit knowledge is documented and is easily or freely accessible in the organization,
workers are willing to share it if it is necessary. However, a reality in the world of work is
that contracts tend to be short-term. In these circumstances, tacit knowledge, which can
only be shared through dialogue and observation, is a competitive advantage for a worker
and, therefore, an asset that facilitates obtaining a new contract. Tacit knowledge is likely
to be shared only sometimes. This finding is coherent with what Ma et al. (2008) stated,
who found a greater commitment to sharing explicit knowledge than tacit knowledge.

Strategic clarity is one of the least studied variables concerning explicit and tacit
knowledge. The strategy is mainly explicit knowledge embodied in the mission, vision,
and strategic objectives, which are written. However, the strategy is also the way to
conceive the business, the DNA of the operation, intuitions, and expertise, which are in the
heads of leaders and owners. This reason is why this research hypothesized that strategy
could be shared as explicit knowledge, while tacit knowledge associated with the strategy
could be difficult to share. Results confirmed the hypothesis related to strategic clarity.

Finally, it was raised as hypothesis 4 that information technology support,
constituted mainly by information and communication technologies, could be associated
with both tacit and explicit knowledge types. Results supported the second type of
knowledge but not the first. Findings were consistent with Inkinen et al. (2015), who stated
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that knowledge needs to be codified to be shared, so technology helps to share explicit
knowledge (Inkinen et al., 2015). However, Castaneda and Toulson (2021) formulated an
exception, supported by findings, and this is the case where information and
communication technologies let tacit knowledge be shared using dialogue, for example,
text messaging and video conferences. Results from this research do not support this
hypothesis. Additional research is required to clarify whether information technologies can
facilitate the sharing of tacit knowledge and, if so, what information technology tools are
pertinent to make it possible.

6. Conclusions and recommendations

Culture, training, strategic clarity, and information technology support are organizational
conditions that influence the explicit knowledge shared. Likewise, culture is an
organizational condition that influences the tacit knowledge shared.

Additional research on information technologies that facilitate the sharing of tacit
knowledge is recommended, as well as exploration of other types of administrative support
besides technology. New studies may suggest which strategy elements can be considered
tacit and the mechanisms to facilitate successful sharing.

A limitation of this study is that it used only a sample of workers from the financial
sector in a Latin American country. Therefore, the scope of findings is restricted.
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