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Abstract 
Managing knowledge is considered an essential resource for both public and private sector organizations. 
Effective transfer of knowledge (KT) among the employees could give a better platform in public entities to 
serve its clients in a more innovative and efficient way. In the context of Southeast Asia, studies on KT in public 
offices in Brunei compared to that in Singapore and Malaysia is relatively low. This study has made an attempt 
to investigation the relationship between cultural elements (trust, communication between employees, rewards 
and learning & development) and Knowledge Transfer with organizational socialization as a moderating variable. 
A structured questionnaire survey was conducted to collect responses from a range of public sector employees. 
In results the findings reveal that there is a significant relationship between learning & development and KT, but 
the hypotheses related to the other three variables: trust, communication and reward remain insignificant. On the 
other hand with the moderating effect trust shows significant influence over KT in building relationship with 
help of socialization.  
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1. Introduction 
Knowledge is considered one of the key resources in many organizations (Jasimuddin, 2012). The creation, 
transformation, and utilization of knowledge are seen as an important concern for management research and 
practice in the 21st century (Hasan, Low, & Islam, 2013). Since the operating core of organizations consist to a 
great extent of specialists and their expert knowledge, there is growing demand from management research to 
determine the key elements of knowledge management (KM) and their interactions (Handzic, 2011; M. 
Wilkesmann & U. Wilkesmann, 2011). In addition, Grant (1996) and Conner and Prahalad (1996) also argued in 
their study that knowledge management has significant influence over strategy formulation and implementation. 
Davenport et al. (1998) also comply with this fact that in a modern economic society, organizational 
competitiveness heavily relies on its ability to leverage and manage knowledge. Moreover, organizations are not 
able to create knowledge themselves since knowledge is created by individuals, leveraging knowledge is only 
doable when individuals are ready to share their knowledge with others (Zhang & Ng, 2012). Constructing this 
wisdom also necessitates the repetitive creation of new knowledge, and the transfer and interpreting of this new 
knowledge within the existing knowledge contexts of other parts of the organization (Kusunoki et al., 1998). 
Overviewing all these perspectives, therefore, a challenge may arise for the contemporary organizations as to 
how to encourage their employees to share their knowledge with others within teams and cross organizational 
units (Choi et al., 2008). According to Ives et al. (2003), the effectiveness of organizational knowledge transfer 
(KT) is influenced by key organizational factors such as structure, culture, processes, strategy and information 
technology. Therefore, knowledge can be enumerated as an important resource for organizations and the 
effective transfer of knowledge between employees could be a striking factor for public organizations to improve 
their services to citizens. Hence, the aim of this research is to propose a conceptual framework to examine the 
relationships between cultural elements (trust, communication between staff, reward, learning & development), 
organizational socialization and KT among the public sector employees in Brunei. 

Public sector organizations have to excel over the long run and use creativity and innovation to add value for 
quality services to the people of the country concerned. In public service context, the term ‘quality’ is more 
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widely perceived by Bovaird and Loffler, who think that quality ranges from ‘fitness for purpose’ (i.e. meeting 
organizational objectives’) to ‘meeting customer expectations’ (i.e. deriving service excellence from customer 
psychology) and even to the extent of ‘passionate emotional involvement’ (i.e. going beyond language and 
number) In their conceptual construct on public service quality, Bovaird and Loffler go beyond quality of public 
services to the ultimate value of ‘quality of life’ (Bovaird & Loffler, 2009). Excellence in public service is 
therefore facilitated by a journey towards understanding the needs and expectations of people. Knowledge 
transfer as an effective instrument in that journey can equip public servants with adequate insights and 
information in an interconnected manner. 

Malaysia and Singapore are considered to be the two leading states in championing knowledge management and 
KT practices in Southeast Asia. Malaysia’s knowledge-based economy was strategically aligned with its vision 
2020. To make this alignment work, the Malaysian Administrative Modernization and Planning Unit gives effort 
to implement knowledge management initiatives in the public sector to enable the government to manage and 
share knowledge possessed by various government agencies (Noorazah et al., 2011). Singapore managed to have 
leveraged its knowledge successfully. With a population of about five million people it is one of the smallest, yet 
one of the leading innovative economies in the World and became a model for many countries including Brunei. 

Located in the Borneo Island in Southeast Asia, Brunei Darussalam is a small Sultanate and its government is a 
combination of Weberian bureaucracy and a traditional monarchic system Since its independence in 1984, the 
government of Brunei has made economic diversification as its prime economic agenda to decrease its heavy 
dependence on oil and gas industry (Farhana, 2013) and that agenda has been boldly incorporated in the 
country’s long term policy vision or commonly known as Wawasan 2035 (Vision 2035) (Government of Brunei, 
2014). With its 44,800 employees in 13 Ministries, Brunei has a good size of civil service serving its 400,000 
citizens. In the absence of a vibrant private sector, the significance of public sector is felt everywhere. In his New 
Year 2014 Titah (speech), even the Sultan of Brunei inspires the civil servants to cater to the needs of the private 
businesses: “…public service is the government’s engine in providing quality service to not just the public but 
also the business community (Bulletin, 2014). Of late, the country has engaged and produced good policies in 
education (e.g. SPN21), health (e.g. anti-smoking campaign and improved data-based patient information system 
Bru-HIMS), environment (e.g. zero-burning, plastic bag control) and so on. On the economic front, it has 
introduced innovative program on Islamic banking & finance, halal food and tourism, creative arts, food 
production and so forth. Facilitated by an emerging consultative culture, there is now an increased appetite for 
new knowledge, innovative ideas, good thoughts and good policies in the Bruneian society at large. The 
ministries and departments are visibly more focused than any time in the past to benchmark their services, to 
achieve their strategic goals and also to align their collective efforts to take the country forward to achieve its 
vision-Wawasan2035. However, often times, the knowledge gained from these innovative thoughts, dialogues, 
discussions, policy discourses are not documented, shared and transferred within and between entities. Also, not 
much empirical research has been conducted on KT practices in the public sector domain. Therefore, this 
empirical research, with its modest sample size, attempts to make a breakthrough in getting an overview of the 
KT dynamic and first-hand exposure to understand the relationships between four selected cultural elements (i.e. 
trust, communication between staff, reward, learning &development), organizational socialization and KT in 
Bruneian public organizations. 

2. Literature Review 
2.1 Knowledge Transfer 

In an organizational context, knowledge transfer is a process through which one group (e.g. department or 
division) is affected by the experience of another group (e.g. department or division) since it involves two or 
more parties together (Hasan et al., 2013). Transferring knowledge is thought to be an antecedent of 
organizational learning (Van Grinsven & Visser, 2011). But most of the authors agree that the transfer of 
knowledge depends on the individuals’ characteristics such as experience, values, motivation, beliefs (Albino, 
Garavelli, & Gorgoglione, 2004). Lam and Lambermont-Ford (2010) explained KT as a difficult task since the 
willingness of individual to share and integrate their knowledge is one of the central barriers for knowledge 
transfer. Wilkesmann and Wilkesmann (2011) state another important issue that social interaction and processes 
of personal understanding as well as sense-making are seen to play a more critical role in K. T. Oliver (2001) 
argued that knowledge could not be transferred intact because learning is an active process of constructing 
knowledge in the receiver’s mind. So the best practice for firms is to develop a KT culture that reinforce the link 
between KT and business strategy; fit with overall organizational culture; fit with leadership; fit with human and 
social networks and institutionalization of learning disciplines (Rhodes, Hung, Lok, Lien, & Wu, 2008). But the 
bureaucratic organizational cultures tend to mean that employees in the public sector often see knowledge 
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management as a management responsibility and not necessarily something for which every employee should 
take some responsibility (Seba et al., 2012). Therefore, the researchers of this study are not only interested in the 
KT process, but also in proposing a KT model expedited by trust among public officials, open communication 
between them, organizational reward system and the learning & development environment.  

2.2 Organizational Culture 

Organizational culture is thought to be the most important input to effective KT and organizational learning in 
that corporate culture determines values, beliefs and work systems that could encourage or impede learning 
(knowledge creation) as well as knowledge sharing, and ultimately, decision making (Janz & Prasarnphanich, 
2003). Schein (1985) defined organizational culture as the, ‘‘…. basic assumptions and beliefs that are shared by 
members of an organization, that operate unconsciously, and that define in a basic taken-for-granted fashion an 
organization’s view of itself and its environment’’. De Long and Fahey (2000) identify four comprehensive ways 
in which culture influences: first, culture shapes assumption about what type of knowledge is worth managing; 
second, culture defines relationships between individual and organizational knowledge, determining who is 
expected to control specific knowledge, as well as who must share it; third, culture creates the context for social 
interaction that determines how knowledge will be shared in particular situations; and fourth, culture shapes the 
processes by which new knowledge with its accompanying uncertainties is created, legitimated and distributed in 
organizations. Different studies found that cultural elements such as trust, communication, reward system and 
organizational structure are positively related to knowledge sharing in organizations (Seba et al., 2012; Al-Alawi 
et al., 2007). Although there are various elements of culture that affect KT, but in this study we focuson four 
characteristics such as trust, communication between employees, reward and learning & development. We 
believe these four cultural elements may influence knowledge transfer in public organizations. 

2.3 Organizational Socialization 

Organizational socialization has been receiving attention in the mainstream management research over the past 
two decades, particularly in relation to research on learning and knowledge sharing in the organizations (Ostroff 
& Kozlowski, 1992; Danielson, 2004). Organizational socialization refers to the process in which a person 
acquires and shares his or her knowledge, skills and dispositions that make him or her capable member of the 
organization (Brim & Wheeler, 1966). Furthermore, Antonacopoulou and Güttel, (2010) also argued in their 
study about socialization process highlighting how it facilitates the interaction between a stable social system 
and the new members because it introduces a new employee to the organization with the process of imparting the 
norms on how to behave in a way that is acceptable to the established social group. Socialization also plays a 
vital role in the development of employee's affective and behavioral outcomes. Since a new employee joins an 
organization, his or her immediate task is to understand the setting of the work environment and he/she then 
comes to terms with its demand. Therefore, the social interaction amongst employees enables the sharing of 
skills and the establishment of mutual understanding between the members and outsiders. Since knowledge 
transfer is fundamentally a social process (Rogers, 1995), socialization process can be viewed as an important 
factor in any type of knowledge transfer as it occurs in a shared social context where different units are linked 
and interact with one another (Coleman, 1990; Tsai, 2001).  

3. Research Model and Hypothesis Development 
Based on the above literal construct, this study aims to develop a knowledge transfer model involving four key 
elements of organizational culture (trust, communication between employees, reward and learning & 
development); organizational socialization and knowledge transfer. Figure 1 shows the conceptual model of this 
research: 

Every organization depends on a range of key factors e.g. strategy, structure, culture and technology influencing 
the overall performance of the organization (Galbraith, 2002). It is therefore envisaged that the ability to transfer 
knowledge effectively in an organization can be enhanced by organizational cultural elements such as trust, 
communication, reward, and learning & development. Based on the above conceptual discussions, the study 
proposes the following four hypotheses: 

Trust determines the extent to which an individual is willing to associate and interact with others (Kumar, Rose, 
& Muien, 2009). Hock et al. (2009) showcased trust as an important factor after reviewing several studies. 
Martin (2000) indicates that the key elements of a knowledge culture are a climate of trust and openness in an 
environment where constant learning and experimentation are highly-valued, appreciated and supported. Kale, 
Singh & Perlmutter, (2000) found that trust tends to decrease the perceived risk of opportunism, encouraging 
members of the expert partner to engage in wide-ranging, continuous and intense contact with members of the 
novice partner. The level of trust that subsists between the organization, its subunits and its employees 
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impressively influences the extent to which employees participate in both open dialogue and the free flow of 
knowledge; that flows both between individuals and from individuals into the firm’s databases, best practices 
archives, and other records (De Long & Fahey, 2000). 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Research model 

 

H1: Trust has positive relationship with Knowledge Transfer 

Communication is a medium between people who are working together to achieve individual or collective 
organizational goals (Du Plessis & Boshoff, 2008). Moss and Warnaby (1998) found that communication is 
required in order to share and transfer knowledge in organizations. Since communication plays a critical role in 
KT process as for knowledge flow, written, oral or other forms of communication are required, including 
ICT-supported communication (Du Plessis & Boshoff, 2008). Complying with these facts Parent et al. (2007) 
also emphasize that communication facilitates the transfer of knowledge by taking advantage of the team 
members’ connections and history of working together. McEvily et al. (2003) suggest that improvement in KT 
can be achieved through the openness of communication channels, social networks and trust. Therefore, effective 
communication process is thought to be a major contributor to the success of change initiatives in organizations. 

H2: Communication between employees has positive relationship with Knowledge Transfer 

Reward is a measure of how well an organization recognizes employee performance with rewards (Janz & 
Prasarnphanich, 2003). Whether incentives are tangible or intangible they are an integral part of the KT process 
because they can be used to motivate employees to share their knowledge they otherwise may hoard (Hansen et 
al., 1999). Rewards based on performance are the most appropriate control mechanism for organizations, bearing 
in mind that knowledge is asymmetrically distributed. But Huber (2001) points out that organizational reward 
structures such as pay-for-performance compensation schemes could discourage KT if employees believe that 
knowledge sharing will hinder their personal efforts to distinguish themselves relative to their co-workers. 
Therefore, providing incentives for donating knowledge in organizations, there is a need to reward employees for 
using the knowledge available to them. 

H3: Reward has positive relationship with Knowledge Transfer 

Organizational learning is described as the way the organizations build, supplement and organize knowledge and 
routines around their business activities and business cultures, as well as the way they adopt and develop 
organizational efficiency by improving the use of broad skills of their workforces (Fiol & Lyles, 1985). A 
synthesis of the learning literature strongly suggests that learning through knowledge acquisition from 
relationships (Huber, 1991) allows organizations to gain capabilities and competencies (Teece et al., 1997). 
Bukowitz and Williams (1999) claimed that the need for a learning strategy that enables KT, which integrates 
both learning and transfer in the analysis stage is supported by the Knowledge Management Process framework. 

H4: Learning and development has positive relationship with Knowledge Transfer 
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On the other hand, organizational socialization process also gets importance in knowledge transfer process as it 
occurs in a shared social context where different units are linked and interact with one another (Coleman, 1990; 
Tsai, 2001). In addition, the social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) also refers this fact and greater socialization 
leads to more knowledge transfer. Because the informal and conducive environment within the organization that 
brings the employee closer to solve problems in organizations more freely and share their views and ideas among 
themselves lead to organizational knowledge transfer. Thus, we propose: 

H5: Organizational socialization moderates the relationship between trust and Knowledge Transfer 

H6: Organizational socialization moderates the relationship between communication between employees and 
Knowledge Transfer 

H7: Organizational socialization moderates the relationship between reward and Knowledge Transfer 

H8: Organizational socialization the relationship between learning and development and Knowledge Transfer 

4. Methodologies 
The population for this study consists of selected public sector employees in Brunei. The reason why this study 
has chosen the public officials is that they are important players in decision making and policy implementation 
as well as the suitable respondents to a research of this nature. A structured questionnaire was used in this study 
for collecting data from selected respondents from a range of pubic organizations including ministries, 
departments and a leading public university. The questionnaire consists of four sections having measurement 
scale for Trust, Communication between employees, Reward, Learning and Development vis-à-vis knowledge 
transfer. Items of enquiries were adapted from previous studies of similar nature, undertaken by Al-Alawi et al. 
(2007) and Gold et al. (2001). All questionnaire items were assessed on a five-point Likert-type scale and 
Cronbach’s alpha was used to evaluate the internal consistency of the items, whereas Regression analysis was 
used to test the hypotheses. 

5. Data Analysis and Results 
 

Table 1. Demographic characteristics 

Demographic Variable Category Frequency Percentage

Gender Male 67 58.8
Female 47 41.2

Age 

25-35 8 7
36-45 45 39.5
46-50 34 29.8
Above 50 27 23.7

Education level 

PhD Degree 9 7.9
Master's Degree 58 50.9
Bachelor Degree 45 39.5
Others 2 1.8

Your Position in the organization 

Top level manager 24 21.1
Middle level manager 58 50.9
Lower level manager 25 21.9
Others 7 6.1

Number of Employees in your organization

Less than 100 33 28.9
100-200 28 24.6
201-300 14 12.3
301-400 12 10.5
401-500 7 6.1
above 500 18 15.8

How long have you been working in your 
current organization 

Less than 2 years 22 19.3
2-4 years 10 8.8
5-7 years 12 10.5
8-10 years 14 12.3
More than 10 years 56 49.1



www.ccsenet.org/ass Asian Social Science Vol. 11, No. 4; 2015 

228 
 

A total of 120 questionnaires were distributed, 114 were received with a 95% response rate. From among the 
respondents, about 49.1 % government officers have been working in public service for over 10 years. Around, 
21.1% of the respondents are holding top management positions, 50.9% are middle level managers, 25 are junior 
managers (21.9 percent) and the remainder included other circles of 6.1 percent. The number of employees in the 
study organizations varies: 28.9% of the organizations have less than 100 employees, 24.6% have between 100 
and 200, 12.3% are staffed with 201-300, 10.5% have between 301 and 400, 6.1% between 401 to 500 and 
15.8% organizations have a top strength of over 500 people. It shows that all sizes of public organizations (i.e. 
large-medium-small) were represented in the survey. In terms of educational attainment and age, there is a 
typical mix of backgrounds. In terms of education for example, only a few (7.9%) have the top PhD qualification, 
and others are almost equally divided between Master’s (50.9 %) and Bachelor’s degree (39.5%). Table 1 details 
the other demographic characteristics including gender, age, and length of service. 

Table 2 illustrates the reliability assessments for independent variables and dependent variable to describe the 
internal consistency and stability of data. The reliability analysis confirms the degree to which items in each set 
correlate with one another. Cronbach’s Alpha was used in this study to establish this inter-item consistency. 
 
Table 2. Summary of reliability analysis 

Variables Number of items Cronbach’s α
Trust 6 0.72 
Communication between employees 3 0.80 
Reward 3 0.82 
Learning and Development 6 0.82 
Organizational Socialization 6 0.89 
Knowledge Transfer 5 0.82 

 
5.1 Hypotheses Testing 
 

Table 3. Regression summery 

Variable β Sig. 
Trust 009 .925 
Communication between employees .124 .161 
Reward .141 .129 
Learning and Development .495 .000 
R² = 0.417 
Sig. = 0.000 
Durbin Watson = 1.862 
F-value = 19.467 

 

Regression analysis was used to test the relationship between the dimensions of organizational culture and KT. A 
significant level of 0.05 or 5% significance is considered as a basic for accepting or rejecting the hypotheses. 
Regression analysis was conducted to test Hypotheses 1 to 4. In table 3, the coefficient of R2 is 0.417 indicating 
that the independent variables of organizational culture elements can explain 41.7% of the variance of KT. 
Durbin Watson of 1.862 indicates that there is no auto-correlation problem. Tolerance and VIF values are also in 
the acceptable range, which indicate there are no multi-collinearity problems. 

Table 4 illustrates the results of the hierarchical regression when moderating the variable organizational 
socialization was granted as a moderating variable. The coefficient determination of R² significantly increases to 
0.55 when organizational socialization is considered as a moderating variable. 

From the hierarchical regression, it was found that the moderator organizational socialization was significant 
enough to be considered as an independent variable; however, as proposed in the study, the model plays a role as 
a moderator. The hypothesized relationship between trust and knowledge transfer which was rejected in model 1 
is positively moderated by Orgs in model 3. 



www.ccsenet.org/ass Asian Social Science Vol. 11, No. 4; 2015 

229 
 

Therefore, from the findings above, we can accept the following hypotheses: 

H4: Learning and development has positive relationship with Knowledge Transfer; 

H5: organizational socialization moderates the relationship between trust and Knowledge Transfer. 
 
Table 4. Hierarchical regression summery 

 β Sig. R2 R2

Change
F 

Change 
Sig. F 

Change 
Durbin 
Watson 

Variables  
Trust (Tru) -0.07 0.46  
Communication between employees 
(Com) -0.02 0.85      

Reward (Rew) 0.07 0.41  
Learning and Development (Lear) 0.30 0.02  
Organizational Socialization (Orgs) 0.45 0.00  
Tru × Orgs 1.66 0.04  
Com × Orgs 0.33 0.62  
Rew × Orgs -0.93 0.15  
Lear × Orgs -0.63 0.35  
Model  
1 0.42 0.42 19.47 0.00 

2 0.49 0.08 16.25 0.00 

3 0.55 0.06 3.54 0.09 1.8

 
6. Research Findings 
This study examined the relationships between cultural elements (trust, communication between staff, reward 
and learning & development) and KT. The findings concluded that trust has insignificant relationship with KT; in 
fact this dimension of organizational culture is negatively related with KT process in the public sector 
organizations in Brunei. This result contradict with the research findings of Migdadi (2009) and Seba et al. (2012) 
which found trust as one of the most commonly stated factors to affect knowledge creation and transfer around 
the world. Heumer et al. (1998) argue that trust facilitates learning between partners, and that decisions to 
exchange knowledge under certain conditions are based on trust. This surprising outcome in the public 
organizations in Brunei indicates that when there are cognitive codes of trust, employees are not only willing to 
listen to others but are also able to absorb knowledge from others (Seba et al., 2012).  

Communication between employees shows insignificant relationship with KT and the results of this correlation 
fully disagree with the studies by Al-Alawi et al. (2007) and Parent et al. (2007). Since communication between 
employees is one of the important aspects for KT, this study shows different outcome which confirms that public 
organizations operating in Brunei have lack of focus on internal communication. Therefore, it would be good for 
public organizations to maintain a proper communication system where employees could communicate with 
each other frequently in the direction of solving problems related with the successful transfer of knowledge. 

Reward is also found to have insignificant relationship with KT. Again, the findings of this study are different 
from the findings of Migdadi (2009). Hansen et al. (1999) found in their study that whether incentives are 
tangible or intangible they are an integral part of the KT process because they can be used to motivate employees 
to share their knowledge they otherwise may hoard. This actually complies with the findings of this study that 
reward system may not be working up to its expected level in the public sector organizations of Brunei. Oliver 
and Kandadi (2006) claim that respondents of their study suggested that indirect reward such as appreciation and 
recognition played a big role than the monetary incentives. Therefore, in offering incentives for participation in 
the KT public organizations in Brunei need to deliver the appropriate incentives. 

It is the fourth element-learning & development-that shows positive and significant relationship with KT. This 
result fully complies with the study of Migdadi (2009) and Rhodes et al. (2008). Rhodes et al. (2008) suggested 
that knowledge management could be viewed as a social process and KT as part of organizational learning since 
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a major objective in KT is the organizational accessibility of this knowledge. Learning as the ability to learn 
from others and the culture of openness within the organization could have significant impact on how knowledge 
is transferred. Considering this finding it can be claimed that the Bruneian public sector entities are believed to 
be enhancing KT through learning and development. 

The relationship between trust and knowledge transfer is positively moderated by organizational socialization. 
Organizational socialization makes the way easy for the employees to acquire and sharetheir knowledge, skills 
and dispositions through a stable social system where members are going to be familiarized with the existing 
system which may play an important role in the employee’s behavioral outcomes (Antonacopoulou & Güttel, 
2010). Consequently, knowledge transfer is considered as a social process because transferring knowledge 
between employees in different units in the organization can be possible by linking and interacting employees 
with one another (Coleman, 1990; Tsai, 2001). Therefore, practicing this process will increase the 
trustworthiness among employees towards an effective knowledge transfer. 

7. Implications of the Study 
The contribution of this research can be seen in the following ways: 

a) There is limited research on knowledge transfer in the public sector organizations in Brunei. This empirical 
research contributes on the future theoretical knowledge on the subject.  

b) This is one of the few studies in Brunei that examines the views of cultural aspects that effects knowledge 
transferring behavior among the employees in public organizations in the sultanate. 

c) The study also reveals why knowledge transferring behavior is not sustained as a whole considering the 
negative correlation between KT and trust, communication, and reward aspects. This may need a potential 
explanation by another level of research to identify the issues and to suggest how these three elements of 
organizational culture could ease knowledge transfer rather than obstruct it.  

d) The study also encourages the socialization process in to the organizations as it increases the interaction 
between employees through trust which is one of the predetermined factors in knowledge management literature 
for successful knowledge transfer. Therefore, emphasizing more socialization may react differently in future 
studies by confirming other variables as a significant predictor of KT.  

However, in this study we examined a theoretical model, hypothesizing the relationship between four 
organizational culture elements and KT with a moderator organizational socialization. Based on the results of the 
study some practical implications can be drawn for the public sector organizations in Brunei. Since knowledge 
management is recognized as a source of competitive advantage for organizations, learning about other factors 
that may facilitate a rapid and successful transfer of knowledge within organizational units is imperative. 
Therefore public organizations should set priorities in allocating resources to optimize the opportunities for 
better KT and organizational performance. On the other hand, results of this study and more in-depth studies in 
the future will help the policymakers in Brunei to configure a system or policy towards sustainable knowledge 
transfer in the public organizations that can improve service excellence and in the long run lead to achieving the 
national strategic vision of 2035. Moreover, the proposed model of this study can also be tested in different 
organizational setup of other countries to draw a general conclusion. 

8. Suggestions for Future Research 
The study uncovered a number of opportunities to further examine the reasons for less correlation between the 
three above cultural elements and knowledge transfer in order to address any inadequacies in the current public 
sector organizational environment in Brunei. After what has been an exploratory research, a diagnostic and 
analytical study will now help identify the real issues behind the disconnect between knowledge transfer and the 
three studied elements. Few other elements including leadership and organizational structure could also be 
looked into to see how they influence the knowledge behavior among the public officials in Brunei. A next step 
in research could also include private sector to see how different is their cultural environment and elements in 
terms of influencing knowledge transfer.  

9. Conclusions 
The study has revealed different literal constructs to see the importance of knowledge transfer in public 
organizations in a given context of Brunei as knowledge is considered one of the key resources to improve 
organizational value and performance. Though learning and development are found to be the only significantly 
important catalyst for knowledge transfer in the Bruneian public bodies, only learning and development could 
not be able to motivate the flow of knowledge sharing in organizations. Therefore, the socialization practice 
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should be prioritized in the premise of Bruneian public organizations for an improved outcome of knowledge 
transfer.  

The study is limited by some reasons: first, the sample size of this study is too small which has been modestly 
targeted due to time and resource constrains; second, the convenience sampling limits generalization of results; 
third, the difficulty of getting response also limits the study and finally, the study did not cover all types of public 
sector organizations in Brunei. Nonetheless, this technique has been often used by knowledge management 
research (Islam et al., 2011). In conclusion, we suggest future research opportunities to be taken to examine the 
others factors in the public sector and private sector organizations in Brunei. 
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