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Abstract

The purpose of this thesis is to examine the K®lensiand individual factors influence intentionk8

in E-Learning system. Moreover, its objective iddentify the individual influence on intention share
knowledge in E-Learning system and to recognizatimiships among them. The current research
expands a theoretical framework of online KS factevith the Decomposed Theory of Planned
Behaviour (DTPB). An online questionnaire surveyswapplied to collect data and the analysis was
completed according to583 responses from studemtsaest in EL system of Open University Malaysia
(OUM). A semi-structured interview was constructedh 10 participants who were facilitators and
teachers in EL system of OUM as the case studychiewe ks comprehensible and understandable
intention. The outcomes of the study survey anérumtw support the fundamental statement that
superior altitudes of individual motivational fargoincluding trust, perceived ease of use, percdeive
usefulness, and educational compatibility directirttbuence intention to share knowledge well. The
conclusions also illustrate those motivational l&&térs which were classified by DTPB model influenc
intention to share in EL system strongly.

Keyword: knowledge sharing, E-learning, knowledge shatefpavior, theory of planned behavior,
educational compatibility, intention to share,tatle to share, individual factors, trust, perceieade of
use, perceived usefulness.

Introduction

Recently, E-Learning approach has continued toeas®m at a marvelous usage rate at
universities and institutions. Normally, the EL geaate increased between 10 to 15 percentage
yearly in open universities and institutions (Ram$h, 2003). Higher education reached its
peak with US$23 billion in 2006, growing to US$4Hidn in 2011(Okiki and Asiru, 2011). For
the record the progress of EL at HEs all over tloeldvis very high (Littlejohret al., 2008;
Anastasiadeset al., 2008; Shee and Wang, 2008). Universities quickiterded their E-
Learning system offerings to provide almost 4 milliU.S. learners who obtained at least one
EL program in the fall of 2007 (Allen and Seama@0&). They show that 60% of principal
college direct EL critically and considerably toasegic positioning and more than 50% of them
were persuaded to accept the EL system by obsetirngtudents’ learning performance and
experiences (Allen and Seaman, 2008). There arey memllenges in E-learning
implementation and process that universities ardditiions face to them (Ehlers, 2004).
Designers are involved with many ambiguities relatéh creating the procedure knowledge in
learning process (Brophy, 1999; Cletral., 2008).

Significance of the Study
It is essential to examine and to have a betteerstanding of individual factors which affect
student’s online KS process as mechanisms of ingmewt in learning communities.
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Consequently, by recognizing the influencing fastand improving them, it will be possible to
answer the question “why would the students warshare their knowledge with others?” and
by improving the new KS technologies it will be pitide to answer how they can exchange and
share their experiences and knowledge within conitiesr(Addisonet al., 2010).

Research Questions

According to the statement of the research proldeplained before, the research questions

have developed the following questions:

1. Do individual factors i.e. Trust, Perceived EaséJeé (PEOU), Perceived Usefulness (PU)
and Educational Compatibility (EC) affect attitudevard KS?

Research Objectives

The purpose of the research is to discover théioakhip between the motivational KS factors
and intention to share knowledge in an EL systentonnection to this, the researchers’ other
purpose is to identify the individual factors iTeust, Perceived Ease of Use (PEOU), Perceived
Usefulness (PU) and Educational Compatibility (B@jt affect attitude toward KS.

Research Hypotheses

The questions and objectives of the current staalyle further studied through the following
hypotheses:

H1. The students’ attitude toward KS has a poskifect on the intention to share knowledge
in EL system

Ha. The individual factors have a positive effect on the sdents’ attitude for sharing
knowledge.

Hal. The trust has a positive effect on the studeattidude toward KS in EL system.

Ha2. The perceived ease of use has a positive affethe students' attitude toward KS in EL
system.

Ha3. The perceived usefulness has a positive effecherstudents’ attitude toward KS in EL
system.

Ha4. The educational compatibility has a positive effen the students’ attitude toward KS in
EL system.

E-Learning system

EL systems are the principal learning surroundiimgkligher Education. EL is recognized as
new applications by Learning Management System (LMBd also Course Management
System (CMS) in distance learning universities argditutions (Artino, 2010). Kanuka and
Rourke (2008) discover the modifications that aapgening in HE as an outcome of the use of
EL system. They find that some technical systenpagmes chances for developed accessibility,
compatible with the objective in application of neod technology in education environment.
Nevertheless, it is also related to negative imftes, as teachers and learners experience to
gather a lock of a feel of belonging and respomsdgs of borders. Vasilyeva et al (2005)
recommend the general architecture offered in [Eigdrl for an adaptive EL system
environment. In figure, the arrows emphasize infation flows most relevant to the adaptation
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process. On the left hand box in the figure thenngallaborators bringing in their expertise are
named.

Knowledge sharing behaviour enablers

As Davenport and prusak (1998.) stated the ondefmost significant KS matters in each
institution is the examination of KS enablers whiate influence in creation of KS by
individuals and environment. Therefore, there amnynchallenges to facilitate actual KS
behaviour in the institutions by enablers suchralividuals and culture (Nielsen, 2006). KS
enablers could facilitate an people willingnesscemtribute in KS behaviour (Lilleoere and
Hansen, 2011). Besides, the environment featureguéntly facilitates KS behaviour as
interactive environment and platforms that are edusdividuals and group could got better
understanding each other (Currie and Kerrin, 2083)a summery, the most significant and
enablers that are mostly influence on the KS swEhpeople (Islam and Ashmiza, 2012),
interactive environment and platforms (Moore, 2010)

People as KS enabler

People, which consists of both superiors and féeade important influential factors affecting
the success of KM initiatives (Kulkarni, et al.,08&). The following two sections review the
literature with regard to superiors’ support aniérfds ‘motivation as influential factors for
knowledge sharing. Superior’s influence and committ is known as one of the main serious
success factors in enhancing KS in knowledge-basstitutions (Damodaran and Olphert,
2000; Fliaster, 2004; Akhavan et al., 2006; LinQ20Gagné, 2009).

Interactive environment as KS enabler
Interaction mechanisms in EL system must be apjaigby planned to develop occurrence,
quality, and celerity of interactions which mighfluence student happiness. Zhao Du et al.
(2012) believe that EL is featured by active p@ttion, interaction and collaboration of
learners is becoming more and more important ircaiiton for learners to get better learning
experience and for educators to achieve betteratidnceffect. Investigators also have offered
extensively to the significance of learner intei@tt in the learning procedure in EL system.
Vygotsky (1978) stated collaborative learning isesdial to construct one’s own cognitive
procedure. Between people users, if users can@oe sheir knowledge efficiently, it leads to
reduce learning conclusions (Soller, 2004). Theradtion as mechanisms in the meaning of
learning through social work in learning processuith understand better how it work and
investigated the steps and conditions that reqdmetearning environment. Summaries of the
related work by Harre (1984), Wertsch and Biver#®g) suggest that the success of interaction
process in learning is based on the assumption that

1- Developed mental utilities effect from interact

2- People behavior, individual and group, is féaitd through technologies and marks;

3- Knowledgeable users of the culture support peopéducation; and

4- All users in group operative are aggressivelpived in affecting this operative.

El platforms and Open Educational Resources (OER)saKS enabler

ICT system provided the technologies to enhance ptikcess through improving the KM
practices of people. Alavi and Leidner (2001) irdiicthat for achieving this, “the plan of ICT
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system must be constructed and directed througtoasiderate of knowledge characteristics”.
Some an understanding is needed in the mean obleeta describe the impact of ICT in
supporting KS (Wolkt al., 2010).

Open Educational Resources (OER)

The Open Education or Open Educational ResourcdsRjOassociation has come to
universities, collage and foundations in more them years ago. There are many important
learning innovations and creativity in create, j@iblnd share the OER in online systems. For
instant, there are more than 200 free programsauases as online which they offer by 33 best
universities that called by Coursera (http://wwwisera.org/), thousands of learners have
attracted within these programs , and over 100/8@fnbers (learners) have attracted in the
courses. Additionally, there are hundreds of OE&plthere in many exclusive discussion
forms, counting repositories, portals, Massive Op@nline Courses (MOOC), Open
CourseWare (OCW), open textbooks (e-books), aratitls. The idea of OER was originally
adopted during a UNESCO Forum on Open CourseWa28082. Integrated as an independent
non-profit institute in 2008, the Open CourseWaom&brtium is a network society of over 260
universities and related institutions global conteditto progressing Open CourseWare sharing
and its influence on worldwide chance. Its miss®to advance formal and informal learning
through the worldwide content and knowledge shadng use of free, open, high-quality
learning courses structured as learning progranop@uatively, OCW Consortium users have
distributed resources from more than 13,000 legrpiogram in 20 languages.

Open University Malaysia (OUM) is Malaysia’'s premiopen and distance learning
university recognized in 2001, which has sincereffemore than 70 programs comprising over
900 courses with a cumulative enrolment of over0080, OUM OER, accessible at
http://oer.oum.edu.my/, is an effort by the Ingétof Quality, Research and Innovation (IQRI)
meant to share some of OUM’s learning courses with universal free communities. It is
managed by OUM'’s Institute of Teaching and Learralyancement (ITLA). OUM students
would share the OER between other students in drilw

Interactive LMS

Interactive LMS is content-based and the connedimong learners in programs is sequential
and imbalanced. Students and teachers of the sameeccan interact and share within the
course environment. Exactly, instructors can stamerse statement and course material to
students, students and teachers can chat in thesdisn chat rooms about shared contents and
knowledge. Generally, the contents are based dn péwto and massages within chat rooms
and discussion forums, therefore, the interactarsknowledge sharing between students have
restricted and simple in discussion chat roomserémtive LMS creates the learning
environment that students can share courses amlapne as text and photo based and also
interacts as public or private. Interactive LMSedir students to learning objective by course
instructors and manage the students’ behavior énsystem by supervisors. Various social
applications delivers diverse methods of interacfacility to students, the connection among
learners is stable and equivalent. Social apptinadioesn’t have any restrictions individual and
group based interaction. in all social applicatistudents can select to use individual or group
based interaction conferring to their desireslgahiteractions in social applications are not
limited to text and photo contents as LMS, whilelias and videos contents are active and
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sharable in social applications. The students cakenpersonal social network and extend and
share them with others.

Factors Influencing KS

There are a number of technical infrastructureiabieral, cultural and social factors that
supplementary investigators institute them as serfactors in support of KS as online and by
systems (Hassandoust and Perumal, 2011). Indivitheabrs are key factors to reply these
guestions why and how do people share their knayeledth others, but, what these factors are
more specific and where do they arise? There alyra diversity of research which illustrate
the motivational factors that effect on KS behavibetween people have been conceptualized
(Markus, 2001) (Wasko and Faraj, 2000) with sonstrithiuted studies in tittles supplementary
(Davenport and Prusak, 1998; Kamarul, 2012). Thesdtigators interest to survey on the role
of main individual factors and mechanisms on theab@ur of KS is fewer (Kankanhadt al.,
2005; Bock et al., 2005). For instance, Lin and (8606) said," organizational climate
influences perceived relative advantage, compdyibiind complexity, significantly affect on
the intention to KS positively Wang and Noe (2010) have reviewed the qualitadive the
quantitative studies were done on the individuatdes such as trust, personality, Self-Efficacy
and environmental factors in terms of, culture/alié) social network, in group/out group that
Influence on intention to share knowledge. Theyp aleveloped a frame work to understand KS
research that have classified into five areas sschrganizational background, individual and
group individualities, cultural individualities, dividual appearances, and motivational
mechanisms and factors. Maslow’'s hierarchy of negd#87) prepares an extensively
acknowledged description for the attitude of pedple&eommunities. Thus, classifying these
factors is being done individually, socially andcheologically (Riege, 2005). Hung and
Chuang (2010) indicated four dimensions and 10ofactCheng et al, (2012)iscovers KS
activities between students aand instructors irrieafe university in Malaysia, i.e. MMU.
These factors based on three sub-communities; fejadlgi individual factors, organizational
factors and technical factors. Society influenaeduides friends and colleagues’ influences,
superiors’ influences, Self-Efficacy and technoémgprovide the framework to understand the
role of organizational climate affect on behavitm@gtween members (Parraga, 1990; Pajares,
2002). Environmental, personal and technologiceloid have been considered as three main
categories by Holzmann and Dubnov (2011) researgfrtual communities of practice.

Theoretical Approach

Theory of planned Behaviour (TPB)

Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) (Ajzen, 1985)oggtized as an advanced version of the
theory reason action (TRA). Fishbein and Ajzen ()98 mpleted obligatory by the second
representation ‘incapability to contract with Betwawvs done which individuals have imperfect
optional control. TPB recognizes actual performetid@siour as a people's effort of a convinced
Behaviour is performed by his or her/his intentiorfulfil that Behaviour. Attitude towards the
actual Behaviour, Subjective Norm (SN) about inumdv in the Behaviour, and perceived
Behaviour control (PBC) are supposed to impachinda and online learning by Behaviour in
TPB producer (Baker and White, 2010). An attitunleards Behaviour is a positive or negative
examination to achieve that actual Behaviour.
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The Decomposed Theory of Planned Behaviour (DTPB)

The DTPB (Taylor and Todd, 1995) is derived frora PB model with its fundamental belief
and structure. In this model individual standattfuede, SN and perceived behavioural control
are further decomposed into some more specifictamts (Lau and Kwok, 2007). This model
provides a complete understanding to use and tptd&ihaviour. Taylor and Todd (1995) also
demonstrated that decomposed model of the TPBheasrthanced descriptive power more than
the pure TRA and TPB models. In addition, it pr@dada more satisfying explanation to adopt
intention (Shih and Fang, 2004). Several studies Ipaeferred to use the DTPB instead of TPB
to examine the factors influence the behaviour redigate the actual behaviour specially to
survive the information systems and E-services suash E-Government, EL, online
communities, SME-based E-commerce and online shgppnd purchase (Hset al., 2004;
Lau and Kwok, 2007; Susanto and Goodwin, 2011). iflorease comprehension to
communicate with idea constructions and experiesfcéntention; numerous research have
investigated on the ideas to decompose attitudieliefs by DTPB (Taylor and Todd, 1995;
Chau and Hu, 2002; Rogers, 1995; Chen and Cheri®; Riemenschneider and Harrison,
2003).

Intention to Share Knowledge

According to Ajzen (1991), the Intention is the momportant cause of people’s Behaviour.
The sophisticated purpose will be achieving ceridaviour, the advanced chances of the
authentic enactment of that exact Behaviour.

Attitude toward Behavior

A positive or negative sensation is defined abbetdbjective of Behaviour of people. Attitude

toward behaviour is including, attitude, productidfe and subjective probability that the

person doing the Behaviour, the result would asiessonsequences (the result of explicit
evaluation response).

Educational Compatibility (EC)
Educational compatibility referred to adopt studéntalue and experiences with system
features as well as students enjoy learning byesysbnstantly (Jian Tan, 2009).

Trust

Trust has been pointed out as a collection of @aer perceptions is exchanging initiatively
with the integrity, mercifulness, and capability afternative group in the administration
literature (Chiuet al., 2006, Gefen and Straub, 2004). This study focasemtegrity, which
points out an individual's expectation that studeintan EL system will follow a normally
agreed collection of values, norms, and principlesist has been identified as a significant
experience of EL system party performance (Nelswh @ooprider, 1996; Chigt al., 2006),
online interactions (Changt al., 2005; Gefen and Straub, 2004), and KS in onlineugr
(Ridingset al., 2002).
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Figure 2.1Research Model and Hypothesis

Open University Malaysia (OUM)

OUM was named as Open Distance Learning (ODL) D02 is the seventh private university
in Malaysia and it is owned by Malaysia’s elevemblguuniversity associations. Based on the
philosophy that learning is supposed to be demiazedit OUM has concentrated on generating
a reasonable and easy corridor to Higher Educatystem with significant position on flexible
entrance necessities like a student-friendly edmicagtystem, and a blended learning method
with mixtures of dissimilar forms of education. $héystem was planned to perform different
features based on the student’s requirements nirdfiion and communication technologies and
internet tools.

Table 3.1: The Learning Centers that collect questionnaire

NO. LEARNING CENTER (BRANCH) STUDENTS
1 Bangi Learning center 70
2 Ipoh Learning center 85
3 Johor Learning center 80
4 Kelantan Learning center 68
5 OUM KL center 180
6 OUM Petaling Jaya (PJ) Learning center 100
583

Research Method

Research methodology has many classifications, asclresearch methodology in terms of
gualitative and quantitative methods (Williams, 2D0rhese approaches can be used as single
and mixture method by investigators linked in OUMor this study, mixed method is
performed. Researcher has used both qualitative carashtitative approaches and he also
examines and establishes the data gathered fratteglcases (Creswell, 2012). Studies show
that Quantitative and qualitative approaches apeampiate to grow the fortes and the reducing
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of weaknesses of the research methods (Johnso@ramdegbuzie, 2004). Thus, in this method
we can say that the findings and outcomes are malid. Furthermore, Quantitative study
shows the actuality of the cause and effectivemés®lationships among variables. On the
other hand, qualitative study approaches to digctha implications and outlines, consider to
particularly the activities and records carefulljnere are many researches in the Knowledge
management area in which utilized the qualitativel ajuantitative methods as their key
resources to collect data and to use the featdr@sdividual behavior constantly, which are
frequently veiled (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995; Chemmneni, 2006; Jones, 2007; Batll.,
2005; Ma, 2009; Stewart, 2008; Vashistfal., 2010; Jewels and Ford, 2006).

Instrument Development

Researcher gathered the data in two steps. Firstly,online questionnaire as a survey
instrument is distributed. After the online questiaire, the interview questions followed to

improve the survey, and to evaluate more apprapidatcomes and to develop the survey's
validity and reliability. In addition, the investtpr applied online guestionnaire as pre-test to
evaluate the 25 questions and to enhance its vialukis research, a pre-test investigation was
applied with emphasizing on the validity of citiK in the EL.

Interview

This research has shown the semi-structure int@rgeestions that are comprised with; the
research was created in 6 knowledgeable intervisglected online and off line by the
facilitators and teachers in different facultiesGi#M. The data have been gathered during two
semesters in 2012-2013 academic years. In senttsted interviews where some facilitators,
technical administrators, and some online teackers in charge of distance learning system or
EL. As revealed, the questions on the interviewenmyen-ended; and each interview was about
10 to 15 minutes created on their arrangement,ewbilme of the interviews were voice-
recoded. The KS intention factors and the effectthe KS on the success of the EL were
discussed in the case study area. Table 3.6 slh@mterview questions.

Table 2 The interview questions

NO. | QUESTIONS

1 Are the students learning in the EL system, fretjyeexchange and share knowledge and
experiences with others? If not, what factors @ndhsons preventing them? If you think yes,
why? And what factors affect it?

2 In your opinion, are the students in E-Learningeiysinterested in participating and willing
to share their knowledge and courses with othetestis?

3 In your opinion, do they (students) share knowledgd develop learning experiences within
EL system easily? Do they think that KS is useful?

4 In your opinion, what are the individual factorsattaffect on the student’s attitude toward
KS?

5 Do they (students) think that they are comfortadiel can trust and share better by EL
system?

6 Is EL system compatible with students’ values, ewnfr requirements and previops
experiences?
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Questionnaire

Instrument Plan

Questionnaire survey based on the research comdict®TPB is composed of two main
sections. In the first part of the questionnaiespondents were asked questions about personal
characteristics, such as sex, age, educationd| thwation of study, study courses. This section
uses EL system as a moderating variable in theysite second section of the questionnaire is
extracted from the DTPB model. Question componemes measured as well as what the
students ask and a Likert scale was used to refndnit very low to very high. The investigator
as a viewer can approve examination methods oéatdllg data and assessments by viewing
how the learners engaged in learning activitieglinsystem. The five-point Likert scale was
applied to measure each paradigm which comprisestrbngly disagree to 5= strongly agree.
The Likert response allocated numeric values tp thed analysis of the answers.

Construct Measures

The research theoretical model of this researchoisprised of following paradigms, the
independent variables which comprise four individaititude factors (trust, perceived ease of
use, perceived useful, educational compatibilityhdditionally, dependent variables which
contain individual factors, attitude toward KS, trdsutes in this study, There are also thirteen
main constructions of the hypothetical model that wsed in this study. KS intention plays a
double role: dependent and independent paradighes 4B questionnaire items measured the
relationship between variables; these statements wadculated according to a 5-point Likert
scale which include 1=strongly disagree to 5= gjlypagree.

Descriptive statistic of the questions and variabke
Descriptive statistic questioner includes quantéue, value, mean, standard deviation drawing
was taken for each question that its results ibleisn table 4.1.

Table 1 Descriptive statistics of the questions

lo? Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis
IS1 [1.00 5.00 3.94 0.77 0.778 0.819
1S2 [1.00 5.00 3.73 0.88 0.882 0.121
1S3 [1.00 5.00 4.14 0.68 0.681 0.722
1S4 [1.00 5.00 3.61 0.85 0.853 0.480
IS5 [1.00 5.00 3.44 0.83 0.837 0.646
1S6 [1.00 5.00 371 0.82 0.822 0.525
IS7 [1.00 5.00 3.46 0.86 0.868 0.436
AlL [1.00 5.00 4.14 0.71 0.715 1.144
Al2 [1.00 5.00 3.88 0.71 0.718 1.144
AI3 [1.00 5.00 3.94 0.71 0.711 1.149
Al4 [1.00 5.00 411 0.72 0.722 1.632
TAL [1.00 5.00 3.78 0.76 0.768 0.606
TA2 [1.00 5.00 3.79 0.72 0.726 0.875
TA3 [1.00 5.00 3.35 0.81 0.813 0.612
TA4 [1.00 5.00 3.51 0.73 0.734 0.445
PEOU1 [1.00 5.00 3.80 0.75 0.755 1171
PEOU2 [1.00 5.00 3.80 0.73 0.735 1.062
PEOU3 [1.00 5.00 3.87 0.77 0.770 1121
PUL [1.00 5.00 3.95 0.71 0.717 1.428
PU2 [1.00 5.00 3.79 0.75 0.756 0.436
PU3 [1.00 5.00 3.84 0.69 0.697 0.750
COM1 [1.00 5.00 3.76 0.68 0.685 0.588
COM2 [1.00 5.00 3.57 0.80 0.804 1.085
COM3 [1.00 5.00 3.53 0.90 0.909 0.591
com4 h.00 5.00 376 072 0.727 0.875

IS: Intention to KS Behavior, Al: Attitude towardX TA: Trust, PEOU: Perceived ease of use, PU:dhszd usefulness, COM: Educational
compatibility,
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Descriptive statistic of variables

Dimensions of each question are made then desgriptatistic include standard deviation and
mean is gotten by compute device in SPSS softweatitts results are presents in table 4-12
the results of above table defines the people tudies have gotten advantages more than
supposed mean, once these aren't limitation fdr tearning as electronic and their condition is
suitable in terms of the dimensions, special infextb like attitude toward KS (Al) with mean
4.02, succession in electronic teaching system (&R)mean 3.94 and to be useful this system
(PU) with mean 3.86.

Table 2Descriptive statistical of variables

variables Mean Std. Deviation
Intention to KS Behaviour (IS) 3.56 0.70
Attitude Toward KS (Al) 4.02 0.61
Trust (TA) 3.61 0.6C
Perceived Ease of USPEOU 3.8¢ 0.6
Perceived Usefulness (PU) 3.86 0.65
Educational Compatibility (COM) 3.65 0.62

Constructs Analysis

13 main structures are in the main research madebrding to the research model. 5 numbers
Likert scale was used to measure questions of thestgpner which each number shows
answerer's opinion in order: 1=Strongly Disagred)S2=Disagree (D), 3=Neutral (N),
4=Agree (A), and 5= Strongly Agree (SA). Detailegblanation about the questions relates to
the structures and their descriptive statistic.

Table 3 Route Statistical Results

Path Path X Standard | Remark
Coefficient Error

Attitude = Intention to Share 0.70 0.08 Supported

Trust = Attitude 0.72 0.05 Supported

Perceived ease of use Attitude 0.81 0.04 Supported

Perceived usefulness> Attitude 0.77 0.02 Supported

Educational compatibility = Attitude 0.69 0.06 Supported

Note: * significant at p < 0.05 level
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Figure 4.1 Results of Structural Modeling Analysis

Qualitative Analysis

Interviews were carried out on the system faciitatand teachers in OUM learning system. As
mentioned earlier, the interview was done after rdmilts from the survey research. In order to
verify the research results from the survey methbdut the antecedents was used qualitative
method as a supplementary technique with the assWwem the case study that cooperate the
important special effects on the KS Behavior inEhesystem. This part of the study will report the
responses of the participants in the interview bhod those responses give answers to research
guestions.

Participant Information

According to the quantity of individual interviewlsat was dependent on participants from the OUM
as case study. Since the research needs some aiqtanabout details of study dimensions, the
interview questions were requested that contrittiytea few participants in OUM as case study.
Choosing interviewees were beneficial and onlygrdted a small from the case study (Saunders
al., 2007). The interviewees who were conducting awiidgal interviews are recommended around
10 to 15 (Hillet al., 1997). Participants in this study consisted ob{&tem facilitators and teachers
engaging in the learning practice within the OUMeaéning system. Moreover, all participants
were chosen based on their experience in OUM ahddfring system. The interviews were held
between April and May 2013 in semi-structured faméace one-on-one interviews with the
participants, which consisted of 10 questions fggendix A). Participants' ages ranged from 28
to 57.

Qualitative Results

The raw data from the transcribed interviews wevded and categorized. The coding procedure
used for the research, followed the guidelines menended by Kitami et al2011) separated
sections of data according to responses to similastions. Data coding started with identifying and
marking the commonalities of key concepts and keyd® from transcripts. The researcher
interpreted concepts from the participants’ traipsicns for different meanings. In order to realize
additional motivations which affecting personal am¥ironmental KS intention and its relation with
success in EL system, the interview questions wesigned.

B ()
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Table 4 Matrix Triangulating Outcomes across the instents of Data Collection

Key Themes Presentation of findings across instruments
Questionnaire Interviewees Viewpoint
Attitude to KS and intention to share Supported supported
(Q1to Q11)
Conclusion The results of two sources agreed that the attitude toward
KS has a positive impact on the intention to share.
Individual factors and Supported supported
attitude toward KS W22y
Conclusion The results of two sources agreed that the individual
factors have a positive impact on the attitude toward
KS.
Trust and attitude toward Supported Supported
knowledge sharing (Q12 to Q15)
Conclusion The results of two sources agreed that the trust has a
positive impact on attitude toward KS.
Perceived ease of use and attitude Supported Supported
toward KS (Q16 to Q18)
Conclusion The results of two sources agreed that the perceived ease
of use has a positive impact on the attitude toward KS.
Perceived usefulness and attitude Supported Supported
toward KS (Q19 to Q21)
Conclusion The results of two sources agreed that perceived
usefulness has a positive impact on the attitude toward
KS.
Educational compatibility and Supported Supported
attitude toward KS (Q22 to Q25)

Conclusions and recommendations
To answer the questions related to hypotheses, fioain questions were proposed and
investigated. These research questions are:

1. Do individual factors i.e. trust, Perceived Eas&Jeg (PEOU), Perceived

Usefulness (PU) and Educational Compatib{lEZ) affect on attitude toward KS?

2. Does attitude toward KS affect intention to sharededge?
These are questions that are addressed and iratestiin the structural framework of the
research hypotheses. The framework that was pesbémtthe second chapter is designed in
relation to the individual factors influencing amtention to KS in EL system. It explains that
the first hypotheses refer to the effect of thduate toward KS on intention to share. In other
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words, the intention of KS itself is influenced &ttitude and these were also contained in the
second and third hypothesis of this research. Madewthe four effective factors as individual
factors influencing the attitude toward KS were kear as a, al, a2, a3 and a4 hypothesis.
These hypotheses were proposed to support the usiol of this study. Every gquestion
regarding the hypotheses will be answered in tbegas and context of this research.

Table 1 Hypothesis Testing Results

NO. | Relationship Hypotheses Results

Attitude towards KS|

. ; H1. The students’ attitude toward
and intention to sharg

®KS has a positive effect on th The findings of two sources agreed that

D

1 knowledge . ; . attitude towards KS has a positiye
intention to share knowledge in HL. X )
impact on intention to share knowledge.
system.
Individual factors to Ha:_The IERIENE] (BT [Ee ;E?v]i‘g]l?ell?gric?tfi\:gﬁorrfjle?;%}:olgdIﬁ:feth; t
2 positive effect on the student

attitude toward KS positive impact on attitude to share

attitude for sharing knowledge. knowledge.

Trust and attitudg

Hal. The trust has a positive effgcThe results of the study showed that the
3 towards KS

on the students’ attitude toward KSrust has a positive impact on attitude
in EL system. towards KS.

Perceived ease of uge
and attitude towards Ha2. The perceived ease of use haghe results of the study showed that the
4 KS a positive effect on the studenisperceived ease of use has a positive
attitude toward KS in EL system. | impact on attitude towards KS.

Ha3. The perceived usefulness has a
Perceived usefulnesspositive effect on the students'The results of the study showed that the
and attitude towards attitude toward KS in EL system. | perceived usefulness has a positjve

5 KS impact on attitude towards KS.
Educational Ha4. The educational compatibilityThe results of the study showed that the
compatibility and| has a positive effect on the student®ducational compatibility has a positive

6 attitude towards KS attitude toward KS in EL system. | impact on attitude towards KS.

Restrictions of the study
There were some limitations in the research metimatidata collecting. This often happens in
similar studies done in behavioural field. There also restrictions in the examination of EL
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system in OUM as Open University which educatesugh online system where students are
not required to attend classes in the traditiotedsroom as in face to face education. Secondly,
the investigation of some variables in this rededike intention to share knowledge is
sometimes very difficult because the control oreff/e changes on this structure is hard, for
example, the application of the whole factors ofs Rehaviour in research model. Another
research limitation is the lack of examination $odbr all main factors on students’ KS
behaviour in EL system. The third limitation wasatdjust factors in relation to the intention to
share knowledge in online environment that studeatsuse many tools and technologies based
on their skills and abilities..

Recommendations for Further Study

In the other aspect of this research it is alsomenended that the relation among research
structures must be investigated for successfulteeas what this current study did, for example,
the investigation of the main factors on intenttonshare, where it introduced two levels of
intent to share. There are three more effectivectires in each level. Thus, the effective
examination of the factors of the variables suclkedscational compatibility and Self-Efficacy
on this study will approve the student’s intenskare knowledge in EL system if these factors
and variables will be applied. And because of ttii® need to work on more studies and
examining the related theories and models in theducan be much easier.

Conclusion

Consequently, factors such as individual and s@igironment factors affect the students’ KS
intention and enhance these factors which encoutegstudents to share their experiences and
knowledge together are the conclusions of thisarese This research contributes to the filling
up of the gap in the better understanding of KSrifine learning environment such as EL
system through literature review and by the involeat of OUM students thus it answers the
guestions “why share and how to share?” .
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