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Abstract. Purpose – this article aims to examine how teamwork cooperation mediates the relationship between inter-
personal trust and tacit knowledge transfer. 

Research methodology – the paper uses data obtained from a survey conducted on 175 employees from the telecommu-
nications sector. The multiplied regression method was applied to analyse the data according to the mediation analysis. 

Findings – the findings show that interpersonal trust predicts tacit knowledge transfer and team cooperation mediates 
this relationship. The results indicate the importance of nurturing positive, trusting relations among employees in or-
ganisations and the necessity of working interactions. 

Research limitations – the limitation of this research is related to the relatively small research sample. Further research 
could be conducted on a higher number of respondents and could cover different sectors. Additional development of 
presented research might include cross-cultural analysis. 

Originality/Value – this paper contributes to the literature of management by providing the empirical confirmation of 
the SET-based model that concerns the mechanism of tacit knowledge transfer. The practical implications highlight the 
importance of common collaborative experience and interpersonal trust that facilitates trust among co-workers and con-
sequently influences tacit knowledge transfer. 
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Introduction  

While the contemporary economy emphasises the value of intangible resources, the ability to manage tacit knowledge 
is a core factor that affects organisational performance (Pathirage, Amaratunga, & Haigh, 2007). Knowledge transfer 
is one of the crucial elements that affect innovative organisational capability (When & Montalvo, 2018; Luo, Lui, & 
Kim, 2017; Krogh, Ichijo, & Nonaka, 2000; Kogut & Zander, 1996) and is related to team performance (Wang & 
Wang, 2012). 

Even though some research acknowledges the influence of trust on knowledge transfer (Rutten, Blaas-Franken, 
& Martin, 2016; Burnette, 2017), the issue has not been thoroughly examined. The literature analysis indicates that 
much research has verified the role of tacit knowledge and trust in business-to-business relations (Hefferan, 2004; 
Inkpen, & Tsang, 2005). Additionally, trust has mostly been studied from the organisational perspective, but not the 
interpersonal perspective (Christie, Jordan, & Troth, 2015; Sankowska & Siudak, 2015; Bachmann et al., 2015). The 
links between trust in fellow employees and its influence on knowledge transfer have not been sufficiently studied. 

Consequently, as its role in strategic planning and performance has been already acknowledged (Bennett, 1998; 
Blattberg & Hoch, 1990; Brockmann & Anthony, 1998). This research relates primarily to tacit knowledge, which is 
considered to be crucial for an organisation’s success and development. 

Tacit knowledge is a specific kind of knowledge that is based on one’s experience and practice (Nonaka & 
Takeuchi, 1995) and is rooted in individual skills. Due to its nature, it is difficult to codify or share (Polanyi, 1966). 
Additionally, tacit knowledge relates to an individual’s know-how, which usually is regarded as a valuable asset in the 
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labour market (Brown, Hesketh, & Wiliams, 2003; Osinski, Selig, & Matos, 2017). A major challenge for contempo-
rary managers is related to the codification and transfer of tacit knowledge (Zawiła-Niedźwiecki, 2015). However, 
empirical evidence indicates that employees are usually reluctant to share it (Al-Alawi et al., 2007). Social Exchange 
Theory (SET) explains how to facilitate tacit knowledge transfer. In the view of SET, longitudinal relationships among 
employees reinforce the exchange process (Emerson, 1976). Trust is acknowledged as a cornerstone of the social ex-
change relationship (Blau, 1964). 

Furthermore, trust emerges through social interactions and develops the grounds for mutual, reciprocal bonds, 
which in effect enables tacit knowledge sharing. Trust plays a significant role in this process. In the extant literature, 
the relations between trust and tacit knowledge sharing and use has been examined (Holste & Fields, 2010); however, 
the interpersonal perspective has not been sufficiently explored. 

This study addresses the issue of how interpersonal trust affects tacit knowledge transfer. It explores the links 
between trust and tacit knowledge transfer mediated via team cooperation. 

Besides, this paper uses the framework of Social Constructivist Theory (SCT) developed by Vygotsky (1962) to 
analyse the role of social interaction in the process of tacit knowledge sharing. SCT assumes that knowledge is not 
merely transferred between involved actors, but rather is co-created by social interactions. This suggests that collabo-
rative actions and collective experience including group interactions are necessary conditions of tacit knowledge shar-
ing among employees. The effective dissemination of tacit knowledge can be enhanced within a group that is connected 
by mutual relations. Such mutual interactions are established on the foundation of collective experience and prior 
cooperation. Therefore, the mediating role of team collaboration in tacit knowledge transfer has been included in this 
research. 

Firstly, this paper presents a research framework and literature review concerning knowledge transfer, team co-
operation and trust. Secondly, it describes the method and measures. Finally, it reports the results of qualitative research 
and discusses the findings. 

1. Theoretical development 

1.1. Trust 

Trust is a broad construct that has various definitions in the scientific literature (McEvily & Tortoriello, 2011; Ejdys, 
2018). The concept of trust can be generally understood as confidence among one party that another party will behave 
in a reliable manner (Morgan & Hunt, 1994). Trust is perceived as the propensity to expect a positive outcome from 
another party's future behaviour (Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995; McAllister, 1995; Brattström & Bachmann, 
2017). It has been assumed that trust is learned (Danielson & Holm, 2007). It can be categorised into basic dimensions 
depending on the factor influencing a person’s attitudes, i.e. cognitive trust and affective trust (Johnson & Grayson, 
2005). All in all, trust can be defined as an individual predisposition to depend on the anticipated actions of someone 
else (Ferguson & Peterson, 2015). 

According to Stranes, Truhon, and McCarthy (2015) the research on trust in organizations can be divided into 
three main frameworks: inter-organizational trust (Davenport, De Long, & Beers, 1998; McEvily, Zaheer, & Kamal,  
2017) organizational trust (Verburg, Nienaber, Searle, Weibel, Den Hartog, & Rupp, 2018) and interpersonal trust 
(Gomez & Rosen, 2001; Kong, Dirks, & Ferrin, 2014). Interpersonal trust in the organisational context concerns rela-
tions between two individuals, whether they are coworkers or a subordinate and a supervisor (Gupta et al., 2016). From 
the organisational perspective, interpersonal trust can be interpreted as a control mechanism that enables cooperation 
among coworkers (Niu, 2010) or between subordinates and managers (Joseph & Winston, 2004). Empirical evidence 
suggests that the relationship among team members predicts the development of interpersonal trust (Bulińska-
Stangrecka & Bagieńska, 2018). The general impact of trust on an organisation and its members have been recognised 
(Lohikoski, Kujala, Haapasalo, Aaltonen, & Ala-Mursula, 2016). The comparison of trust levels in organisations im-
plies that employees in high-trust organisations are more open and willing to participate and cooperate. However, 
employees in low-trust enterprises are usually more defensive, more jealous, more likely to scapegoat others, and more 
unwilling to share ideas (Bruhn, 2001). Therefore, trust is an essential condition for developing successful work envi-
ronments that enable cooperation, especially in knowledge-based organisations (Pinho, 2012). This paper focuses on 
interpersonal trust and its consequences for tacit knowledge transfer.  

1.2. Tacit knowledge 

The most common differentiation of types of organisational knowledge distinguishes explicit and tacit knowledge 
(Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). Explicit knowledge is easily codified and disseminated. In contrast, tacit knowledge, 
which arises from personal experience, is difficult to be systematised and spread to other persons (Foos, Schum, & 
Rothenberg 2006). Polyani has defined it as a type of knowledge which cannot be codified or explained (1966). Tacit 
knowledge can be categorised into two categories: technical, covering know-how skills, and cognitive, which consists 
of perceptions, experiences, and mental models (Nonoka & Takeuchi, 1995, pp. 8). It is generally more difficult to 
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exchange tacit than explicit knowledge. It can be compared to know-how (Smith, 2001) and learned through observa-
tion, practice or imitation (Choo, 2000). Tacit knowledge has been associated with effective organisational perfor-
mance (Haldin-Herrgard, 2000; Gomezelj & Antončič, 2015). 

1.3. Tacit knowledge transfer 

Knowledge transfer can be defined as a process in which one person receives and reuses obtained knowledge (Kumar 
& Ganesh, 2009). It refers to the sharing of information between involved parties (usually a source and a receiver) 
(Grover & Davenport, 2001); it can be described as knowledge sharing between members of an organisation (DeLong, 
2004). All in all, it is a process of information exchange.  

This mechanism of tacit knowledge transfer can be explained using the SET framework, which states that indi-
viduals are motivated in their behaviours by the anticipated rewards from others (Emerson, 1976). SET explains the 
mechanisms that drive reciprocal relations between individuals and is the underlying assumption that represents the 
nature of these interactive processes (Gouldner, 1960). According to SET, employees are oriented to the expected 
results; therefore, if they trust that others will not betray their interest, they will be more open to engaging in such a 
relationship. Since SET is founded on trust (Roloff, 1981), mutual confidence in the goodwill of others helps to estab-
lish a supportive environment that enhances reciprocal processes among employees. Moreover, trust decreases the 
perceived risk of social exchange (Metzger, 2004). Furthermore, employees tend to join an exchange relationship 
which is established on trust. 

Numerous studies have demonstrated that trust facilitates knowledge sharing (Savolainen & Häkkinen, 2011; 
Boateng, Agyemang, Okoe, & Mensah, 2014; Zhao, Zhu, Peng, Xu, & Liu, 2018; Yin & Jahanshahi, 2018, 
Raudeliūnienė, Meidutė-Kavaliauskienė, & Vileikis, 2016). Interpersonal trust among team members usually results 
in better knowledge exchange, which is especially important regarding tacit knowledge transfer. People are more open 
to sharing their tacit knowledge when they expect it to be beneficial. Trust plays a crucial role in such an exchange 
(Ng, 2016; Smaliukienė, Bekešienė, Chlivickas, & Magyla, 2017). In other words, trust-based relations enhance the 
transfer of tacit knowledge between employees. Hence the following hypothesis was formulated: 

H1: Trust between coworkers is positively associated with tacit knowledge transfer. 

1.4. Trust and team cooperation 

Cooperation is understood as a process in which employees in an organisation work collaboratively on a shared task 
in order to accomplish a common goal or mutual profits (Heavey & Murphy, 2012). Such cooperation is achieved by 
sharing knowledge, making decisions and reaching a consensus (Dietrich, Economics, Eskerod, Dalcher, & Sandha-
walia, 2010). This study concerns interpersonal cooperation, which relates to people working together in an organisa-
tion (Bond-Barnard, Fletcher, & Steyn, 2018). To conclude, cooperation describes the collective action with which 
individuals pursue organisational goals. 

The extant research has confirmed that there are links between trust and team cooperation (Fink, Kraus, 2007; 
Ruohomaa, Viljanen, & Kutvonen, 2010; Radomska, Wołczek, Sołoducho-Pelc, & Silva, 2019). Benson, Ribbers, and 
Blitstein (2014) identified the connection between trust and cooperation, implying that the degree of trust affects levels 
of collaboration in IT organisations. It has been demonstrated that trust nurtures collaboration and positive interper-
sonal relationships (Gordon & Smith, 2015). Furthermore, trust is acknowledged as a necessary condition for success-
ful team cooperation (Child, 2015). Concluding, it is assumed that effective interpersonal collaboration depends on 
trust.  

It has been indicated that cooperation can be maintained successfully even without the presence of trust (Brache, 
2018); however, the research mentioned above concerns cooperation at the inter-organisational level, whereas this 
study relates to cooperation and its impact on interpersonal relations within organisations. So, based on much research, 
it is assumed that interpersonal trust improves team cooperation (Pinho, 2012). For instance, Choi and Cho indicate 
that trust is a core factor that enables team cooperation (2019). Therefore, it has been hypothesised that: 

H2: Trust between coworkers is positively associated with team cooperation. 

1.5. The mediating role of team cooperation 

Cooperation involves social relations that enhance in-group cooperation and overall group effectiveness (Pitafiб Kan-
wal, Ali, Khan, & Waqas Ameen, 2018); moreover, it has been confirmed that trust improves cooperation (Liao & 
Long, 2018). Therefore, social relations are recognised as a significant factor in strengthening the cohesiveness of 
teams (Markova & Perry, 2014). Social interactions play a significant role in creating effective team collaboration 
(Mason & Lefrere 2003). 

Additionally, social processes facilitate the transfer of tacit knowledge within organisations (Becerra-Fernandez 
& Sabherwal, 2001). Shared experience is an essential aspect of the tacit knowledge sharing process (Nonaka & 
Takeuchi, 1995). Interpersonal bonds facilitate the spread of tacit knowledge (Sun & Scott, 2005). Some research 
demonstrates that knowledge transfer depends on the level of cooperation (Laycock, 2005). This is consistent with 
SCT, which states that knowledge can be created and shared through social interactions (Vygotsky, 1962). People can 
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understand and learn new information if they can relate to those who are giving it to them. By SCT, successful 
knowledge transfer within an organisation is contingent upon the mutual understanding of team members. Collabora-
tion establishes an environment that through past experiences and social interaction enables inter-team relations to 
develop. Thus, collaboration enhances effective tacit knowledge transfer and serves as a moderating variable: 

H3: Team collaboration mediates the relationship between trust and tacit knowledge transfer. 
The conceptual framework and the connections between variables are illustrated in Figure 1. 

 

Figure 1. The conceptual framework of the study (source: created by the author, based on Fairchild and MacKinnon (2009)) 

2. Research methodology 

2.1. Sample 

The sample for this study consisted of 175 employees in telecommunication companies operating in Poland. The tele-
communication sector in Poland is valued approximately around 39,5 billion PLN (according to the data provided by 
The Office of Electronic Communication for 2017). The telecommunication sector is one of the most profitable non-
financial business in Poland. Furthermore, the telecommunication sector turnover is steadily growing. This industry is 
founded on innovative solutions and state-of-the-art infrastructure. Therefore, the role of intangible assets is vital in 
the telecommunication sector. The ability to successfully manage knowledge is crucial for telecommunication organi-
sations. The employees from these companies work in a highly competitive environment which requires regular 
knowledge transfer. The use of tacit knowledge is necessary for them in order to perform their duties. The process of 
effective tacit knowledge transfer boosts employees’ output. 

The register of telecommunication companies maintained by The Office of Electronic Communication was used 
as a sample frame. The data were obtained from 175 employees working in the telecommunication industry in Poland. 

Demographic of the research sample are as follows: 34.86% (61) of respondents were female and 64.14% (114) 
were male. 77.14% (135) respondents worked in large organizations (251 or more employees), 13.14% (23) in medium-
size companies (51-250 employees), 7.43% (13) in small (11-50 employees) and 2.,29% (4) in micro organizations (10 
or less employees). 72% (127) of survey participants work in Polish-owned organisation, while 72.57% (127) in inter-
national enterprises. 60% (105) of respondents had working experience of more than 10 years, 13.71% (24) 6-10 years, 
22.86% (40) between 1-5 years and 3.43% (6) less than a year. 

2.2. Measures 

In order to measure the interpersonal trust (IT) independent variable, a 3-item instrument was used. Based on Forret 
and Love (2008) and Poon (2013), it includes the following statements: “Most of my co-workers can be relied upon to 
do their work”, “Most of my co-workers are trustworthy”, “I have confidence in my co-workers”. The respondents 
were asked to express their agreement to a given statement using a five-point Likert scale (1 – strongly disagree, 2 – 
disagree, 3 – neither agree or disagree, 4 – agree, 5 – strongly agree). The Cronbach’s alpha for this item was α = 0.76. 

Table 1. Construct reliability and validity (source: created by authors) 

Construct  Items Cronbach’s α McDonald's ω Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test (KMO) 

IT 3 0.769 0.777 0.681 

TKT 3 0.801 0.828 0.653 

TC 4 0.879 0.882 0.683 
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Dependent variable: Tacit knowledge transfer (TKT) (based on Shao et al., 2015) was measured using a 5-item 
Likert scale. The questions are as follows: “In my organisation people are pleased to communicate with other members 
their personal experience”, “In my organisation, people like to share their expertise with other members” and “In my 
organisation people are willing to share know-how knowledge at the request of other members”. The Cronbach’s alpha 
for the scale measuring tacit knowledge transfer was α = 0.81. 

The mediator, team cooperation (TC), was evaluated using a 4-item scale based on Stark, Bierly and Harper 
(2014). The respondents were asked to evaluate their responses using a five-point Likert scale referring to the following 
statements: “Team members find it easy to work with each other”, “Team members are comfortable communicating 
with each other about what needs to be done”, “Team members cooperate to get the work done”, “Team members work 
well together to solve problems and make decisions”. The Cronbach’s alpha for this item was α = 0.87. 

2.3. Control variable 

The control variable was included in this study to account for individual differences among organisational members. 
Since some studies have confirmed the impact that generalised trust (GT) has on trust in economic institutions (Tan & 
Tambyah, 2011) generalised confidence was also taken under consideration in this study. 

2.4. Procedure 

In 2018, the author distributed the questionnaire among 175 employees of telecommunications companies by e-mail 
and in a printed version. The headnote introduced the purpose of the study and confirmed the anonymity of the survey. 
67 responses were obtained on paper and 108 via an online survey. The data was coded in Excel and analysed using 
Statistica 13.1 and R Studio. The tests included correlation analysis, descriptive statistics, and multiple linear regression 
analysis. 

2.5. Data analysis 

In order to verify the research hypotheses H1 and H2, regression analysis was conducted to analyse the links between 
interpersonal trust, tacit knowledge transfer, and team cooperation. The mediating effect of team cooperation on the 
trust and knowledge transfer relationship was verified using a four-stage method designed by Baron and Kenny (1986) 
which has the following conditions: (1) the independent variable (interpersonal trust) must be related to the mediator 
(team cooperation); (2) the mediator must be related to the dependent variable (tacit knowledge transfer); (3) the inde-
pendent variable must not have an effect on the dependent variable when the mediator is included (full mediation), or 
its effect should be substantially reduced (partial mediation) (Kenny, Kashy, & Bolger, 1998). 

3. Results 

3.1. Descriptive statistics 

The means, standard deviation and Pearson’s correlation among variables are given in table 2. The analysis implies 
links between interpersonal trust and tacit knowledge transfer. None of the correlations exceeds r = 0.50, suggesting it 
is unlikely that it will bias the results of the regression analysis (Zimmerman, Zumbo, & Williams, 2003). Further, the 
positive and statistically significant correlation has been verified between variables. 

Table 2. Means, Standard Deviations and Correlation among study variables (source: created by authors) 

Variables Mean SD 1 2 3 4 

Generalised trust 3.960 0.783 1.000    

Interpersonal trust 4.040 0.729 0.425** 1.000   

Tacit knowledge transfer 4.001 0.749 0.133 0.483** 1.000  

Team cooperation 3.985 0.797 0.091 0.504** 0.438** 1.000 

Notes: N = 175; ** correlation is significant at p < 0.01, *correlation is significant at p < 0.05 

3.2. Hypotheses testing 

Testing the H1 and H2 hypotheses, multiple regression analysis was conducted. H1 concerns the relationship between 
interpersonal trust and tacit knowledge transfer. Table 3 presents the results of regression analysis of H1. 

These results support hypothesis H1. There is a positive association between interpersonal trust and tacit 
knowledge transfer (β = 0.459, p < 0.001). Trust explains 21.9% of the variance in tacit knowledge transfer. 
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H2 proposes a relationship between trust and team cooperation. The results support this hypothesis and indicate 
that interpersonal trust positively affects team cooperation (β = 0.430, p < 0.001). This explains 20.1% of the variance. 
The results are presented in Table 4. 

Table 3. Regression analysis of H1: interpersonal trust as a predictor of tacit knowledge transfer (path c)  
(source: created by authors) 

 Tacit knowledge transfer 

Independent variables B SE B β t (172) p 

Interpersonal trust 0.492 0.079 0.459 6.174 0.000 

Generalized trust 0.021 0.074 0.021 0.285 0.775 

F 24.226*** 

R2 0.219 
Notes: n = 175; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001; B-unstandardized beta; SE B the standard error for the unstandardized beta; β the standardized beta;  
t the t test statistic; p the probability value. 

Table 4. Regression analysis of H2: team cooperation as a predictor of tacit knowledge transfer (path b)  
(source: created by authors) 

 Tacit knowledge transfer 

Independent variables B SE B β t (172) p 

Team cooperation 0.404 0.064 0.430 6.284 0.000 

Generalized trust 0.090 0.065 0.094 1.385 0.167 

F 21.679 *** 

R2 0.201 
Notes: n = 175; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001; B-unstandardized beta; SE B the standard error for the unstandardized beta; β the standardized beta;  
t the t test statistic; p the probability value. 

Table 5. Regression analysis of interpersonal trust as a predictor of team cooperation (path a) (source: created by authors) 

 Team cooperation 

Independent variables B SE B β t (172) p 

Interpersonal trust 0.621 0.078 0.568 7.918 0.000 

Generalized trust –0.153 0.073 –0.150 –2.096 0.037* 

F 32.332 *** 

R2 0.273 
Notes: n = 175; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001; B-unstandardized beta; SE B the standard error for the unstandardized beta; β the standardized beta;  
t the t test statistic; p the probability value. 

 
In order to verify the mediating effect of team cooperation on the relationship between interpersonal trust and 

tacit knowledge transfer, a 4-step analysis was conducted (Hayes, 2013). First, the relationship between interpersonal 
trust and tacit knowledge transfer (path c) was established. Secondly, the dependence on trust and team cooperation 
(path a) was found (Table 5). Thirdly the relation between team cooperation and tacit knowledge transfer (path b) was 
confirmed. Finally, the last step was conducted (path c’). When team cooperation was included in the regression anal-
ysis, the effect of interpersonal trust on tacit knowledge transfer was reduced, which supports hypothesis H3. 

Table 6. Regression analysis of interpersonal trust as a predictor of team cooperation (path c’) (source: created by authors) 

 Tacit knowledge transfer 

Independent variables B SE B β t(172) p 

Interpersonal trust 0.237 0.071 0.253 3.341 0.001 

Team cooperation 0.386 0.085 0.376 4.513 0.000 

generalized trust –0.046 0.069 –0.049 –0.678 0.498 

F 22.872 ** 

R2 0.286 
Notes: n = 175; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001; B-unstandardized beta; SE B the standard error for the unstandardized beta; β the standardized beta;  
t the t test statistic; p the probability value. 
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The summarised steps included in the path model are presented in Table 7. This analysis indicates that there was 
a 31% reduction of the total effect that interpersonal trust had on tacit knowledge transfer when team cooperation was 
included in the analysis. Taken together, the results suggest partial mediation. 

A Sobel test (Sobel, 1982) was also performed to verify the significance of the indirect effect of the predictor 
viable according to Hayes and Preacher (2014). The unstandardized regression coefficient and standard errors were 
used. The Sobel test statistics = 4.946, Se = 0.050, p < 0.001, which supports the significance of the indirect effect of 
interpersonal trust on tacit knowledge transfer through its relationship with team cooperation. Thus, team cooperation 
mediates the relationship between interpersonal trust and tacit knowledge transfer. 

Table 7. Regression analysis of H3: The effect of team cooperation as a mediator between interpersonal trust  
and tacit knowledge transfer (source: created by authors) 

Independent variables 
Path a Path b Path c Path c’ 

B B B B 

Interpersonal trust 0.621*** – 0.492*** 0.237** 

Team cooperation – 0.404*** – 0.386*** 

generalized trust –0.153 0.090 0.021 –0.046 

F 32.332 *** 21.679 *** 24.226*** 22.872 ** 

R2 0.273 0.201 0.219 0. 286 

ΔR2 0.067 

Notes: n = 175; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001; B-unstandardized beta; SE B the standard error for the unstandardized beta; β the standardized beta; t 
the t test statistic; p the probability value. 

 

Figure 2. Unstandardized beta weights representing the mediated relationship between interpersonal trust and tacit knowledge 
transfer via team cooperation (source: created by authors) 

Figure 2. illustrates the mediation analysis results by including the unstandardized regression coefficient for the 
paths a, b, c, and c’. 

4. Discussion 

Tacit knowledge transfer is considered a critical factor that supports organisational performance (Harlow, 2008). The 
significant contribution of this research is the establishment of links between interpersonal trust and tacit knowledge 
transfer. The multiple regression analysis suggests that interpersonal trust has a significant effect on tacit knowledge 
transfer (H1). Taken together, the results demonstrate that trusting relations with fellow employees facilitate tacit 
knowledge dissemination. The findings provide further evidence that supports the associations between interpersonal 
trust and tacit knowledge transfer (Foos et al., 2006). It implies that a trusting environment facilitates tacit knowledge 
sharing by encouraging interaction and allowing employees to learn (Bennet & Bennet, 2008). 

Moreover, the conducted data analysis confirmed that tacit knowledge transfer depends on team cooperation (H2). 
Further, the study explains the relationship between interpersonal trust and tacit knowledge transfer, mediated via team 
cooperation (H3). Drawing on SET and SCT, the research identified the linkage that enhances tacit knowledge transfer 
in organisations. 
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Conclusions 

This research suggests that the sharing of tacit knowledge depends on interpersonal trust and team cooperation. In 
order to effectively manage knowledge in contemporary organisations successful knowledge transfer is vital. 
Knowledge workers’ ability to create and use knowledge is related to their capacity to share it. The dissemination of 
knowledge leverages the quality of knowledge management. It is especially important concerning tacit knowledge. 
The tacit knowledge is difficult to codify and to convey. However, it concerns know-how and individual expertise. 
Therefore, the willingness of tacit knowledge sharing among employees is essential for successful knowledge applica-
tion. The organisation should support tacit knowledge transfer. This research identifies the central aspect that facilitates 
the attitudes toward tacit knowledge transfer in organisations. This study suggests that the sharing of tacit knowledge 
depends on interpersonal trust and team cooperation. It indicates that trust is a core factor that enhances this process. 

Additionally, it identifies the role of collective experience in developing the tacit knowledge sharing attitude 
among employees. Such a successful collaboration allows establishing the common understanding within a team which 
in turn enhances the knowledge transfer. Moreover, tacit knowledge can be successfully disseminated through collec-
tive experience and cooperative learning. Therefore, tacit knowledge transfer based on trust, but this relationship is 
mediated through team collaboration, which enables the ability to convey individual expertise and know-how. 

The theoretical implication relates to the empirical confirmation of the SET-based model that concerns the mech-
anism of tacit knowledge transfer. This study confirms that knowledge transfer is a reciprocal process. Additionally, it 
provides an empirical verification that the linkage between interpersonal trust and tacit knowledge transfer is mediated 
by team collaboration. It suggests that collective experience establish a platform for such an exchange. It is in alignment 
with the SCT, which emphases the importance of mutual understating in the tacit knowledge sharing process. What is 
more, it confirms that highly personal tacit knowledge can be transferred based on collective experiences. 

The practical implications highlight the importance of common collaborative experience and interpersonal trust 
that facilitates trust among coworkers and consequently influences tacit knowledge transfer. Additionally, team coop-
eration enhances tacit knowledge transfer. Since this research suggests that trust in fellow employees is the significant 
factor, creating an environment which encourages trust leads to improved tacit knowledge transfer in organisations. 
This study provides a guide for managers on how to foster trust-based relationship and motivate the team's engagement 
in collaborative experience, in order to enable tacit knowledge to be shared among employees. Additionally, it supports 
the importance of collective learning in the process of tacit knowledge transfer. 

Further research should examine various additional variables that affect the relationship between trust and tacit 
knowledge transfer. 
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