Journal of Computer Science 8 (1): 31-40, 2012
ISSN 1549-3636
© 2011 Science Publications

Information Systems Development Knowledge Sharing-Organizational
Justice, Physical Distance and Social | nterdependence

Marzanah A. Jabar, Cheah Chee Yeong and Fatimah Sid
Department of Information System,
Faculty of Computer Science and Information Tecbgg|
University Putra Malaysia, 43400, Serdang, Malaysia

Abstract: Problem statement: Knowledge hoarding in Requirements Elicitation(Rifjase could
lead to Information Systems Development (ISD) prbjilure. Many researchers have discussed
important factors in knowledge sharing. Neverthgldbe success rate for ISD projects is low and
there are other major factors for consideratiopproach: Review was conducted to identify potential
gaps in existing literature and to explore new degtthat impact ISD knowledge sharing in RE.
Results: Based on systematic review of literature, threev nfiactors are identified namely
Organizational Justice, Physical Distance and $tniardependence. A theoretical model and future
research areas are proposédnclusion: The success of ISD projects are impacted by ozg#ional
justice, physical distance andsocial Interdepenelefbe proposed model provides project managers a
new platform to further understand ISD knowledgarsiy between business users and external IT
professionals in RE.
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INTRODUCTION of the technology. Lacking of knowledge sharingnfro

. ] ] either side could lead to the new IS fails to meet
It is predicted that the coming of the knowledgepsiness objective.

economy in which the knowledge resident in socaety The primary research objective of this study is to
organizations would represent value for theexplore new factors which impact ISD knowledge

organization more than other means of producti@hsu sharing in RE. This leads to two research questions
as equipment and plant facilities. With the inciegs

importance of knowledge, the management of humag \What are the existing factors impact ISD

capital and the associated knowledge capital hasdo knowledge sharing in RE?
from a Secondary r0|e, Where |t I‘eSted Until thd eh . What are the new factors potentia”y impact |SD
the 20th century, to a primary and central rolg,tifa knowledge sharing in RE?

properly managed, can be a source of competitive

advantage and innovation for organizations. Asknowledge: Knowledge is a justified belief that
business is no longer confine by national boundaite increases an entity’s capacity for effective agtishich

is invaluable to organizations to manage theirrequires physical skills and competencies, or dogni
knowledge and to sharing existing skills, knowledgeor intellectual activity, or both the competencisd

and expertise effectively within an organizatioronder  cognitive activity to perform that particular agtioln

to be competitive. In other words, convert indivatlu an organizational setting, knowledge comprise all
knowledge to organizational knowledge. From ISDcognitive expectancies-observations that have been
perspective, business users need to share theiresss meaningfully organised, accumulated and embedded in
requirements and processes with IT professionala context through experience, communication, or
hence Information Systems (IS) developed could meenfluence that an individual or organizational aaises
their expectations. On the other hand, IT profassio to interpret situations and to generate activities,
must share the technical features and possibildfes behaviour and solutions no matter whether these
the new IS hence business could realise the patentiexpectancies are rational or used intentionally.
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Knowledge is often distinguished from information transfers. Nonetheless, even in reciprocal exclange
and data. Data is the representation of raw nundoedls each party is at times either a source or a retipuith
facts. Once it is systematically processed, orgahisr  respect to what they are sending or receiving. Thus
given structure, it become information. Whenknowledge sharing is a process of bidirectional
individual view and possess such information ititeit  exchange of knowledge. The author define knowledge
brain, it is in the process to become knowledgesharing in this study context as the extent to tvhic
Knowledge could be broadly grouped into individual business users and IT professionals consciouskatev
knowledge and organizational knowledge. Individualthe presence of knowledge and exchange pertinent
knowledge is knowledge that resides in an individuaknowledge with one another during RE.
mind. Organizational knowledge, on the other hasd, )
knowledge that is formed through interactions betwe 1h€ importance and challenges of knowledge
technologies, techniques and people. The pattedn arf@ing: Today and increasingly in the future, in a
form of interactions depend on an organization’s!‘nomedge age Where national boundaries are of less
history and culture. Organizational knowledge cdagd IMportance to business, the transfer of knowleduye a
further classified into explicit knowledge and taci €XPertise and the creation of a learning orgaruzdtias
knowledge. Explicit knowledge can be documented anf€come a critical factor to organization success an
shared through information technologies in the fafm COMPpetitiveness. As companies move forward, they
data, scientific formula, specifications and masual MUst negotiate difficult paths between serving tngs
This type of knowledge can migrate in the businesdnarkets and developing new initiatives to meet the
community and be accessible for most companie§hallenges of new competitors and opportunitiess Th
regardless of their cooperative activity. It is diedl K€Y 0 negotiating between these opposing forces
and stored in databases where it can be accessed aw/ccessfully is knowledge, specifically the knovged
used easily by anyone in the company. Tacit knogded 2SSets each firm holds within. _ _
is the exact opposite of explicit knowledge. Tacit ~ Many countries have an ageing population which
knowledge resides in the human mind, behaviour and™Plying a greying workforce for many organizations
perceptions. It is highly idiosyncratic, cognitiveard to ~ Drucker (2002) observed that by 2030, people over
formalise and context-sensitive in nature, making iSixty-five in Germany, the world’s third largest
difficult to communicate and share with others.&conomy, will account for half of the adult popidat
Examples of tacit knowledge are intuitions, hunchesWhile the population of those under thirty-five Wil
insights, beliefs and values. From ISD perspectiveShrink about twice as fast as the older populatidh

business requirement is a combination of tacit an@fow. These figures are similar to those in several
explicit knowledge. developing countries as well. This implies that enor

people will be retiring soon with not enough wokef

Knowledge sharing definitions:Knowledge sharing the next generation of workers to replace them and
has received a major attention because it is ortheof contribute to their retirement incomes through péyr
primary pillars in knowledge management effortsréo taxes. The retirement of older workers, the failofe
organizations are now addressing the issue ofompanies to retain mid-career employees and tie la
knowledge sharing because of their growing awasenesf focus on recruiting new employees are main tisrea
of the importance of knowledge to organizationalto the health and viability of organizations of sitiapes
success. Knowledge sharing is a deliberate achinohw and sizes. As the level of experience generalljemses
knowledge is made reusable for one party through itWith age, in many organizations, older employees ar
transfer by another. Knowledge sharing is a procesikely to possess more experience and sometimes mor
taking place between two actors and the process majpowledge than younger employees. Unfortunately, as
involve one or more people. It may take place betwe hese older employees retire, they tend to cargy th
two people in a one-to-one relationship such as &nowledge they have acquired over many years of
conversation over a cup of coffee. Or it may bena-o practice Wl_th t_hem, sometimes creating d|ff|culltfes
to-many interaction such as in a meeting or ghe organizations. Other than through retirement,
presentation. Knowledge sharing can also be seen asnowledge can also be lost through redundancy,
process of knowledge exchange. It has been argnagd t F€Signation or promotion. _
the motivation for these different exchanges isitesl Sharing of knowledge has to take place in order to
to the expectation of receiving something in return ~ take advantage of the knowledge silos that exist in

In knowledge sharing situations, reciprocal Organization, to avoid reinventing the wheel, tduee
knowledge exchanges instead of one-way knowledgduplication and replication of effort and to avdite
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same errors. However, individuals do not sharer thei RESULTS

knowledge under all circumstances and they havq_heory of Reasoned Action (TRA): The TRA is

enough reasons not to_be willing to share as much 8htended to predict specific behaviors that indists
the organization would like them to.

have control over, in this case, knowledge sharing

Information Systems Development (ISD): In recent Practices. Knowledge sharing practices can beesfualy
years, organizations have experienced an increasir@pplying the theory of reasoned action, whereitudtts
demand for the development of IS. Research indicateare predicted by evaluating an individual's intentito
that ISD projects are becoming more ambitious, morgerform certain behaviors and the available subject
organizationally and technically complex and morenorms (Leibowitz, 2007). Knowledge sharing may lead
time to market focused (Reich, 2007). Unfortunately to an increase in self-esteem that is based omse s&f
researchers and practitioners have observed thag@ competence, power and achievement. Hence, peojple wh
proportion of these ISD projects failed and reslit®  have positive feelings about sharing their knowedg
significant costs to organizations. According tsuavey  may be more inclined to do it.

conducted by research firm Standish Group, United  perceived subjective norms are indicators of
States investment in ISD projects in 2001 was foupegple’s willingness to comply with others. If an
times that reported in 1990. However, successwa® ingividual employee feels that his colleagues and

a mere 28%. Figures remained troublesome in 2009n,04gers expect him to share his knowledge witmthe

ISD project success rate was 32%, 44% of project nd if he would like to do so, then he also has the
were over budget and time estimated and 24% faile tention to share his knowledge. Since people fike

outright Standish Group_, 2009. Thes_e statisticgesy be identified and accepted by other members of thei
that many efforts to improve project management

barely help to increase success. A high successigat organization, perceived subjective norms play a key

crucial to technology-backboned modern organization rolz g‘ formzlggéhelr intention to share knowled@ain
Project failures not only waste resources and kead 2" cott, ):

foregone business opportunities, but impact refuutat | gp knowledge sharing: The author empirically

and profits as well. : . . .
. examined various literatures on ISD knowledge sigari
.Seve“’?" researcher_s have ”.‘e”“.‘?”ed that ISIqLabIe 1. The empirical evidence on the effectiveras
projects failure were malnly_due to inability ofthS to inpividual and organizational factors in ISD prdgec
accurately meet user requirements, a consequenceJ()mwledge sharing is mixed. There are many other

incomplete and inaccurate information requirement : .
collection during the RE phase (Mathiassenal., studies from knowledge management perspective that

2007). Given the criticality of the RE phase in |SDfocus on fine—graine_d transfers of knowledge embddd
projects, RE has been and remains, an importadf technology, routines, people, or subnetworkse Th
domain for IS research. Within this context, knage  formation of studies on ISD knowledge sharing has
management plays an important role to improve thénvestigated numerous factors that impact knowledge
effectiveness of all primary activities by incredse sharing success, however, only a few studies have
learning ability (Tesclet al., 2009). attempted to integrate individual and organizationa
factors and those that do either are conceptudiestwr
omit factors identified by others as important.

To align with research question to examine what As individuals are th_e_ main stakeholders of
other attributes impact knowledge sharing in RE,knowIedge management initiatives, more research

systematic literature review was undertaken to reecu Should be performed around individual variables and
insights into the views of various authors aboub IS knowledge sharing intention for a better undersitagd
knowledge sharing, particularly factors that affectof knowledge sharing in RE phase. Connelly and
success and the methodologies used. The process leglloway (2003) supported that individual and
literature review prevents us from redoing the satmdy  organizational enablers of knowledge sharing are no
that was already discovered as well as reducing theroperly clarified. Further analysis of how diffate
possibility of repeating the same errors. It alsovigles  types of individual and organizational factors atsl

an insight on the topic of interest, highlightsemsh combined impact affect ISD knowledge sharing in RE
gaps and hence, helps us to refine the researchiange phase is absent from the literature. Hence, theee a
and objectives respectively. The literature revemgures opportunities to bridge this gap by examining these
that no important variables have been ignored. factors in a single study.
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Table 1: Factors related to ISD knowledge shaninig E

Area of study Factors

Sender (Knowledge source) Expertise/capabilityiUetal ., 2007)
Reputation and credibility (Jos#ial., 2007; Koet al., 2005; Sarkeet al., 2005)
Encoding competency (Ket al., 2005)

Receiver (Knowledge recipient) Absorptive capa@ity et al., 2005; Tiwana and McLean, 2005)
Decoding competency (Ket al., 2005)

Motivation Job Satisfaction (De Vrieg al., 2006)
Extrinsic and Intrinsic motivation (Ket al., 2005)

Relationship network Social Network (Chow and Chan, 2008)

Shared understanding and arduousness of relatfp(t$biet al., 2005)
Communities of practice (Yet al., 2011)

Channel Channel richness (Lind and Zmud, 1991)
Trust Social trust (Chow and Chan, 2008)

Previous experience with trust (Luna-Regeal., 2004)
Communication Shared language (Chang and Chuang, 2011)

Use of systematic language (Bou-Llusar and Sedaipees, 2006)
Information systems Information quality (Kuo and Lee, 2009)

Comfort while using knowledge sharing technologied tools
(Gouldinget al., 2007)
Computer-based IS and electronic media (Huysmai\an 2006)

Reward Effectiveness of knowledge sharing rewards (ChamhGhuang, 2011)
Existence of team-based rewards (Milne, 2007)
Organizational Organization Commitment (De Vriesal., 2006)

Team creativity (Tiwana and McLean, 2005)
Ease of information flow (Syed-lkhsan and Rowla2@04)

Cultural National cultures (Minbaeva, 2007)
Collectivism (Hwang and Kim, 2007)

Personality traits Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Openness (Mettaler2008)
Big Five analysis (Bove and Mitzifiris, 2007)

Power Perceived knowledge power (Jayasingaral., 2010)

Looking from communication perspective, not be underestimated, especially in global ISD
knowledge sharing not only depends on the attrébafe projects, where an understanding of cultural
source, recipient and channel but is also affebtethe  differences, such as business behavior, attitudes,
context within which knowledge sharing takes placemindsets, perceived fairness and language can be
Recognizing this, several researchers have examinedtitical to ISD projects success. In addition, & i
the effects of motivation and social relationship o necessary and important to understand that creatidg
knowledge sharing. In the context of ISD, motivaiib  sharing knowledge are intangible activities thah ca
factors have largely been conceptualized in terifns oneither be supervised nor forced out of people. It
intrinsic and extrinsic motivations. The naturesotial happens only when individuals cooperate voluntanly
relationships and networks also impact knowledgean organization with positive environment. Although
sharing. Knowledge exchange pairs that have littlemotivation and expertise might account for indivatiu
shared understanding and arduous relationshipesse participation in knowledge sharing (Wang and Lai,
likely to interact and relationships that lack nalttrust ~ 2006), it is not always easy to predict when ang/ wh
hinder knowledge sharing. Future knowledge in theemployees share their knowledge. Thus, individual
form of data and information can be stored in aetgr factors are also among those key elements that toeed
of ways and could be shared in various ways as welbe considered while studying knowledge sharing
such as via email, groupware, internet, intraned anbehavior (Kuo and Young, 2008).
videoconferencing. In this sense, IT should be sexea Research in the area of knowledge sharing has
necessary tool, but technology and its use is hité@f  been conducted in many settings and for various
knowledge management or indeed knowledge sharing. objectives. However, limited attention has beeeatd

In spite of collaboration tools and the advancies otowards examining the role of knowledge sharing in
technology, “soft” factors such as human relatigpsh I1SD projects (Joshét al., 2007; Tesclet al., 2009),
leadership and culture clearly play an importare ro particularly between business and external IT
and may be the main key to further understand therofessionals in RE phase. Engaging external IT
dynamics and effective knowledge sharing in ISDprofessionals or vendors is getting more frequeith
projects. The significance of personal contact khou the worldwide IT services market totalling US$819
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billion in 2008. With the growing trend of organiimns ~ Three stages of requirements determination aje: (1
outsourced their IT capabilites and services, thdnformation gathering, during which the analystied
problem is even more pronounced for ISD teamd€duirements from stakeholders about needs for the
involving external IT professionals, where the gapProPosed system; (2) representation, during whieh t
between business and IT professionals is furthefeduirements are repr(_esented maphysm:al fOfTT.‘(a)"d

. - . verification, during which the requirements areified
widened by organizational boundaries (Pee al.,

_ . with stakeholders. This study is concerned with
2010). From the literature review, the author ndtet ;. ¢5rmation gathering, or what is often referreda®

the study on physical distance of ISD team and it$equirements elicitation. Enormous research has bee
impact to effectiveness of RE is lacking. Althoughdone to address the challenges in RE. These litesat
some have mentioned co-location of project team bu¢overed various techniques to improve RE effectgsn
virtual team is more common in today project setupTable 2. In spite of these fruitful studies, many
because of the used of collaboration tools. Hettoe, limitations have been identified by scholars
importance of physical distance and its impact ® R (Chakrabortyet al., 2010).
needs further investigation. The ability to elicit requirements effectively

Several researchers have discussed varioudepends in part on familiarity with a domain. Sgon
components of organizational justice name|yprob!em—solvmg skills are also critical for sucsks
distributive justice, procedural justice and inttienal ~ equirements elicitation. These skills and domain
justice in the domains of job satisfactions, perfance ~knowledge assist the project manager in structuttieg
management, conflict management, negotiation an@roblem, acquiring and organizing information and
virtual communities (Chiet al., 2011; Das and Kumar, transforming that mformatlon_ into a complete and
2010; Farndalet al., 2011; Hassan and Hashim, 2011).accurate set of system requirements. However, even
These studies demonstrated that organizationatgust Sufficient domain knowledge and strong problem-
is an important ingredient to motivate people tosolving skills do not guarantee RE success. Busines
contribute to organisation’s objective. People niecde ~ Users and IT professionals are subject to cognitive
treated fairly and with full respect hence, to sedheir  limitations that can hamper or prevent adequate RE
willingness to contribute. Hence, investigation of (Pitts and Browne, 2007).
organizational justice in ISD is relevant and intpat One of the most acclaimed methods for system
as the success of RE is closely related to stramgan  SPecification is JAD (Joint Application Developmgent
relationship and their willingness to share knowged JAD is a generic term that describes a variety of
In addition, different component of organizational methods for conducting workshops in  which
justice may have different degree of impact onstakeholders and developers work together on the
RE.However, there are limited discussions on thesystem development phases, including requirements
impact of organizational justice specifically in00S definition. The main approach of JAD is the use of
knowledge sharing in RE hence, an area for furthegroup dynamic techniques to facilitate the workshop
investigation. sessions. The technique has been widely used Wat so

, there are no concluding studies about the efficddiie

RE techniquesiRegardless of whether the systemSpmethod in generating accurate and complete system
development environment utilizes a traditional requirements. Scenarios have been shown to be very
structured method.ology, such as the waterfall mautel helpful in identifying and communicating requirentgn
a contemporary iterative methodology, such as theyew software development techniques, such as XP
‘agile’ development model, nearly every identified (Extreme Programming), use scenario descriptioms an
methodology contains the general activities of gsia]  try to identify how easily users communicate using
design, code and test, with requirements deterinimat these scenarios. However, they do not fully use the
taking place within the analysis activity. collaboration concept. Although XP groups collect

Table 2: Techniques to improve RE effectiveness different viewpoints, the analyst is the one resjlule

for deciding the criteria to be used in this growpi

Technigues Researchers

Communication (Ockeat al., 1998) This_ may Iea_d to erroneous inte_rpretation _of
Interviewing (Browne and Rogich, 2001; Mooehyal., 1998)  requirements. Viewpoint oriented techniques conside
Problem solving (Mumford, 2000)

Domain (Marakas and Elam, 1998) that each stakeho_lder may see the fufcure systewr and
Scenario (Breitmast al., 2005) different perspective and to capture different \peimts
gsgz':}ng ((?/i'va;f;“ga'iéég?f)nch and Gregor, 2004) of the system. An example of such technique is the
Viewpoint (Sommerville, 2o'oe>), ’ VORD (Viewp_oint _O_riented Requirements Dgfinitiqn)
GSS-aided JAD sessions (Liou and Chen, 1993) technique. It identifies and structures the viewpmi
Cognitive mapping (Siau and Tan, 2006)

but it does this in a non-collaborative way as g
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analyst carries out the requirements integratian. |  Organizationalfactors
essence, the main gap of these techniques is und€ | Disributive
estimating the importance of social interdependency justice D

between business users and analysts during RHOA si Procedural
view and assumptions of the analysts caused wronc Justice — Knowledge
interpretation and integration of business requiets Interactional behavior

ISD is a knowledge-intensive process encompassing justice T Kuowledse .
requirements as to gathering, design, implementatio Physical sharing
testing, deployment, maintenance and project coatidn distance .-
and management activities. Essentially, with bssirend i _

R . ndividual factors

IT knowledge being the most critical componentse(&e I Subjective
al., 2010). Many studies have highlighted the impurta nterdependonce norm
role of rewards and goals but not many have discuss — /
specifically from the angle of perceived goal aadiard iiﬁe‘]fﬂj;‘;i

interdependence and its impact to effective ISD
knowledge sharing in RE.Viewing RE from the theofy g 1. Theoretical Model of ISD knowledge sharing

socia_ll interdependence, knowledge regarding busines RE phase
requirements, processes and workflow are needed to
provide the logic driving the new IS. On the othand, IT Distributive justice refers to the fairness of

knowledge related to the use and technical poisibibf  outcomes received. Individuals  will  evaluate
the new system is needed by business users tadaliye  distributions of outcomes with respect to some
the potential of the new IS. This understanding Idou gjstributive rule, the most common of that is eguit
prevent analysts study in silo and dictate businesgquity assessment involves a comparison of one’s
requirements wrongly but encourage them to workdhan jnn,ts and obtained outcomes relative to a referent
in-hand with business users to ensure the new Eimge  ¢omnarison other. Inequity is hypothesized to exist

all requirements a_nd objectives of both parties. when both more and less outcomes are received than
To summarize from the systematic literature . o
were expected. The equity distribution rule suggest

review, in spite of various literatures and tecleis| to . .
improve ISD knowledge sharing in RE, three neWthat people should receive rewards that are camgist

factors are found and might have significant impact With the inputs they contribute to a distribution
the dimension of this study. These new factors aréituation. Evaluations of inequitable distributioase
organizational justice, physical distance and dociathought to produce negative emotions and increase
interdependency which have been lightly mentiommred i perceptions of unfairness. Boekal. (2005) found that
existing literatures. They deserve further invesdimns  anticipated extrinsic rewards hindered creation of
and would provide greater insights on their imp@ct positive attitudes toward knowledge sharing. They
effectiveness of ISD knowledge sharing in RE betwee attributed this surprise finding to differences vibegn
business users and external IT professionals. management and employees in their perceptions of

DISCUSSION appropriate extrinsic rewards. Another explanation

might be that management and employees disagreed on

Theoretical model:Knowledge sharing is not an the fairness of the distribution of rewards thus
arbitrary activity that occurs independent of othernegatively affecting attitudes. In other words, air f
activities within an organization, but one that aregjstriputive justice perception may encourage ISD
affected by questions of what is being transferreqmovwedge sharing in RE.

and how the transfer will occur. P
With the understanding and arguments presented in Procedural justice refers to an exchange between

prior research, the author proposed a theoreticalein an organiza_tion and_ its employees. Proceduralcje:sti
based on the three new factors identified in syatem has to do with following procedures that are caesis
literature review and grouped it under individumda UnPiased, accurate, correctable, representative and
organizational categories respectively Fig. 1. ethical. Although employees’ reactions toward an

organization have been studied extensively relbtive
Organizational factors:Organizational justice is little is known about how procedural justice might
considered to encompass three different componentgffect business users and IT professionals’ intentd
distributive  justice, procedural justice and share their knowledge during RE phase. If the
interactional justice. organizational policies and procedures are perdease
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fair and equitable, organizational citizenship hétla  budget. On the other hand, the external IT profesds
will be enhanced and they may be more likely toehav may endeavour to develop a good quality IS and @mpl
positive attitudes towards sharing their expertisethe latest technology to diversify their portfolim this
Regardless of how the rewards are distributedcase, the first goals of the two subgroups areebarg
perceptions of bias in the evaluation processledti to  interdependent, as the business counts on thetiegpef
decrease in the procedural justice perceptions an@xternal IT professionals to build the IS and tkteral IT
produce negative knowledge sharing attitudes. professionals relies on the judgment of business to
Exchange theorists suggest that human interactior@valuate the quality of the developed IS. Awarenégsis
are characterized by social economics, where people interdependence can induce the subgroups to wintkyjo
concerned about the inputs they invest in relatigpss  to achieve their mutually supporting goals.
and the outcomes they receive from these relatipash Studies of conventional teams have shown that
Reciprocal relationship is an important determinaint carefully implemented rewards can foster team tspiri
attitude towards knowledge sharing. We argue thiat t enhance members’ willingness to contribute to the
construct can be viewed through the lens of th@eam’'s success and facilitate knowledge sharing
interactional justice. Items such as "My knowledge(Siemseret al., 2007). If the subgroups are aware that
sharing would draw smooth cooperation fromtheir rewards are contingent upon the other sulpisou
outstanding members in the future” from Boekal. performance, they may be more wiling to share

(2005) also indicate that employees expect reciyroc knpowledge with the other subgroup when requested to
when sharing their knowledge, further reflecting y,aximize their collective rewards.

employee beliefs that knowledge sharing will lead t

the improvement of their relationships with othéseth Future research:The proposed model is in its
of these inferences are supported by interactionajonceptual stage. Future works would be on devetppi
justice. If individuals treat each other with dignand  relevant hypotheses, data collection, analysis tnd
respect, a sense of mutual trust and openness Wiljigate the proposed hypotheses. Proving usingdbr
preclude knowledge hoarding behavior. method may be useful. This study has identifiecsgv

I_Dhysmal distance refers to thg dlfﬁculty, tMe ¢actors found to contribute to ISD knowledge sharin
requirement and expense of communication and gettin owever, the factors used in this study are in rmy w

thC_)gﬁlt_h(art La::;-:o—facei_ Dav:(anpolrt dand hPrt_Jsak d(1998 xhaustive and hence, the theoretical model has bee
'ghlighted thal sometimes knowledge sharing cay on underspecified. Other interesting factors related t

work_ i th_e various parties are brought tp.getherknowledge sharing are importance of corporate image
physically, in other words, face-to-face communarat ac]:ommitment, language competency, psychological

To lower disadvantages of bureaucracy and form effect and self interest. Although these factorgehaot

communication, modern shop and office layout reduc T :
the distance between worker and executives torfaste ‘been addressed explicitly in this study, they magch

hoc, informal and face-to-face communication. Intelt? be con3|_<cjjered In flu_ture ;ﬁsearchd Flutture rfhdeaayth
accelerated the development process fo'S0 consider applying the model Ho study other

microprocessors and ensured the quick harvesting dpportant phenomenon  such as global virtual
research results by collocating the process devweop coIIabolrgtlon and offshore outsourcing. Moreovbg.t
and production groups to facilitate exchange ofgle Propositions that are presented need to be emiyrica
and to enable the groups to gain an understanditigeo tested. This study identified many factors whiclpact

issues they faced. From ISD perspective, co-lotkae effectiveness of RE. Exploratory study to rank the
design team may improve RE effectiveness. importance of these factors to ISD knowledge slgarin
in RE could be useful as it facilitate project mges to

Individual factors: In addition to project goals, focus their effort on main factors. As organizatiare
business users and external IT professionals gineralooking forward to cut cost and to outsource noreco
have their own goals in mind. This is mainly due tobusinesses, there will be an increased emphasis on
these subgroups have different backgroundsgmployment of contingent employees such as in the
expectations, skill sets and roles in the ISD mbje area of IT. The use of contingent employees ontshor
When the subgroups’ goals are perceived agerm and long-term assignments will have different
interdependent, they will tend to promote their malit consequences for the pursuit of any ISD knowledge
goal attainment by coordinating and cooperatinghwit sharing objectives by the organizations. Consedyent
each other. For instance, the business users mityt@e this situation needs to be examined further, egfigdn
develop a system that can meet business needs akdowledge-oriented organizations. For instance, tioav
target to complete the project on time and withintenure of contingent employees affects the achiemem
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of knowledge sharing goals needs to be investigatedChiu, C.M., E.T.G. Wang, F.J. Shih and Y.W. Fan,

Overall, this study will serve as a point of depestfor 2011. Understanding knowledge sharing in virtual
future research on ISD knowledge sharing in RE. communities:  An integration of expectancy
disconfirmation and justice theories. Online Inf.

CONCLUSION Rev., 35: 134-153. DOl:

10.1108/14684521111113623
Systematic review was conducted on literaturechow, W.S. and L.S. Chan, 2008. Social network,

related to ISD knowledge sharing in RE. The idésdif social trust and shared goals in organizational

. . knowledge sharing. Inf. Manage., 45: 458-465.
attributes, models and techniques are tabulated for DOI: 10.1016/}.im.2008.06.007

detailed discussions. The research objective wats M&onnelly, C.E. and K. Kelloway, 2003. Predictors of

with three new factors found (organizational justic employees’ perceptions of knowledge sharing
physical distance and social interdependency). ase  cultures. Leadership Organization Development J.,
on these new factors, a theoretical model is pregos 24: 294-301. DOI: 10.1108/01437730310485815

provide project managers a new platform to furtheDas, T.K. and R. Kumar, 2010. Interpretive scheines
understand I1SD knowledge sharing between business Cross-national alliances: Managing conflicts and
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