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Abstract: 
· Purpose: The study examined whether knowledge-oriented leadership is associated with knowledge sharing in an organization and to what extent, as well as the dimensions of this leadership style.
· Design/methodology/approach: Opinion-based questionnaires were applied in the study. A principal axis factor analysis was conducted to find the main factors in knowledge-oriented leadership (N = 236). The relationship between knowledge sharing and knowledge-oriented leadership was tested with the Pearson’s correlation coefficient method.
· Findings: The findings support the importance of high-quality leader-member exchange for knowledge sharing, because knowledge-oriented leadership had a strong-significant positive association with the extent of knowledge sharing in the organization (N = 96, r = .521). The principal axis factor suggested three factors, all of them were moderate-significantly related to knowledge sharing - the perceived support from the superior, enough time for knowledge sharing, and information flow from the superior.
· Research limitations/implications: The research design in this study was cross-sectional. Thus, the interpretations of the cause-effect-relationship among the variables could not be determined. Furthermore, the findings should be confirmed using a larger sample.
· Practical implications: The study indicates that if innovativeness and the use of human capital are important for organization’s competitive ability, it is vital to train managers to be able to apply knowledge-oriented leadership.
· Originality/value: Not many studies have addressed the relationship between leadership and knowledge sharing. Hence, this study contributes to a better understanding of the relation between knowledge sharing and knowledge-oriented leadership style. Additionally, knowledge-oriented leadership is probably a multidimensional construct, but little empirical work has been done to explore it.
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Introduction
Changes in society and fast development of technology transform, among others, the manner in which companies maintain their competitive ability. For many organizations, it has become necessary to put their human capital in a better use – learn more and faster. Therefore, knowledge sharing (KS) among employees is vital. Sharing knowledge contributes to cost reductions, faster completion of new development projects, bigger innovation capabilities and better performance overall, while growing revenue from new products and services (Sharifkhani et al., 2016). Additionally, most current organizational processes require engagement of several employees, while making sure each of them contribute with their own expert knowledge (Kock and Davison, 2003). Sharing knowledge enables individuals to access new knowledge and varied ideas that they may not themselves encounter (Boh and Wong, 2013). To sum up, better organizational outcomes can be gained by KS (Sharifkhani et al., 2016). Hence, understanding how organizational and individual factors influence KS is essential and beneficial (Li et al., 2014).
Prior research has identified many elements that influence KS. Some studies have turned attention to the importance of leadership in facilitating KS (Sharifkhani et al., 2016), but not many studies have investigated the relationship between leadership and KS so far, even though leaders are essential to shaping KS behaviour by signalling appropriate and normative followers’ behaviour and guiding the formation of KS norms and climate (Li et al., 2014). Empirical evidence showed that both transformational and transactional leadership forces have positive effect on KS, similarly to empowering leadership (Li et al., 2014). On the other hand, Wickramasinghe and Widyaratne (2012) have not found evidence for a positive and significant relationship between team leader support and KS. Li et al. (2014) consequently argue that prior research did not provide adequate guidance on how should a leader effectively promote KS in company’s daily routine. This means the relationship between leadership and KS needs further exploration.
This study examines which manager’s behaviour facilitates KS in the organization. In this way, the study contributes to a better understanding of KS among individuals in organizations. The study took place in the Czech Republic. Despite the popularity of KS in the United States, China, Taiwan or in Western Europe, studies done in the Czech Republic or in other countries from Visegrad Group are still limited. 
The paper is structured as follows: First, theoretical framing is discussed, then the methods used are described. After that, results are presented, followed by their discussion and conclusions.

Theoretical Framing and Hypotheses
KS can be defined as the act of providing task information and know-how in order to help others and to collaborate with others, to solve problems, develop ideas, or implement policies or procedures (Wang and Noe, 2010). KS can occur at individual, group or organizational levels (Razmerita et al., 2016). Regarding the individual level, KS means that employees exchange work-related information, ideas, suggestions, and experience (Assegaff et al., 2017). Although KS is generally not an official task given in a job description, it is known that it is vital to the prosperity of an organization (Mustafa et al., 2016; Son et al., 2017; Wickramasinghe and Widyaratne, 2012). It is a key process in intensification of individual learning and improvement of overall organizational performance (Sharifkhani et al., 2016).
Previous studies have identified many important determinants that have great influence on KS. Their instances are individual characteristics, such as trust, intrinsic motivation, perceived organizational support and certain personality traits, or characteristics of the given organization, such as the organization’s culture and human resource management (Matošková and Směšná, 2017; Wu and Lee, 2017).
To the most important influencers of effective KS belong leadership and management (Boh and Wong, 2013; Seba et al., 2012; Wickramasinghe and Widyaratne, 2012). Empirical research shows that leadership style, such as transformational (Dong et al., 2017; Wang and Noe, 2010; Zheng et al., 2017), transactional (Hussain et al., 2017; Zheng et al., 2017), empowering (Wu and Lee, 2017), or delegating leadership (Singh, 2008), have significant relationship with KS behaviour. This implies that employees’ motivation to share their knowledge cannot be taken for granted (Mustafa et al., 2016). However, leaders usually have a significant influence on their subordinates (Wu and Lee, 2017) and can influence their motivation to KS (Sharifkhani et al., 2016). Effective leadership can enable subordinates to acquire task-related knowledge and skills, which are the key components for creating innovations (Dong et al., 2017). Additionally, managers control most of the other factors that shape KS cultures and environments, including time and rewards (Seba et al., 2012). Mustafa et al. (2016) emphasize especially the position of middle managers who can enable the transformation of knowledge into new products, services and processes in order to exploit opportunities. Similarly, Macneil (2003) accentuates that line managers are in a position to influence the experience of workers, their attitudes to, and perhaps willingness to share knowledge in teams.
The leadership style which supports and encourages KS among subordinates can be called knowledge-oriented leadership (KOL). Donate and Guadamillas (2011) defined KOL as the style whereby leader plays the role of knowledge facilitator and role-models; recognizes and rewards KS; promotes trust and learning, and puts emphasis on staff empowerment. Based on the results of previous studies, this paper proposes that KOL is related to the frequency of KS.
H1. KOL has a significant positive association with the extent of KS in the organization.
An interesting question is what KOL includes, because it can be supposed that KOL is a multidimensional construct. Very little empirical work has been done to demonstrate this, nevertheless. One goal of our study was to develop a multidimensional model. To do so, analysis of characteristics which could be connected with this leadership style was done at first.
Sharifkhani et al. (2016) mention that articulating a vision, role modelling, fostering cooperation and giving high performance expectations could produce a favourable group climate to regulate and stimulate followers’ positive behaviour. People are more willing to share their knowledge if they have the feeling that they share their knowledge in an environment where doing so is appreciated and where their knowledge will actually be used (Hooff and Ridder, 2004). Macneil (2003) highlights communicating a positive learning climate. When people are in a supportive environment, they are more likely to explore different methods and encourage themselves to achieve set objectives, even if setbacks appear (Luthans et al., 2008). Similarly, de Bakker-Pieper and Oostenveld (2010) discuss the importance of supportive communication with subordinates. Giving clear instructions on what to share with whom is also welcomed (Husted and Michailova, 2002; Seba et al., 2012). Moreover, Li et al. (2014) argue that feedback process is equally important. They conclude that positive valence in feedbacks and promotion feedback style work better to facilitate KS among employees, whereas negative valence and prevention style have negative influences. Husted and Michailova (2002) add that managers should send clear measures for punishing lack of initiative and attempts to hide mistakes.
Other authors believe that management's commitment (especially of high-level executives) to knowledge management initiatives is necessary (Bock et al., 2005; Lin and Lee, 2004; Seba et al., 2012; Singh, 2008). Managers need to understand the value of KS to ‘getting the job done’ and they need education and training on ways in which they can facilitate KS (Seba et al., 2012). People who see their co-workers and supervisors value KS feel more inclined to engage in such behaviour (Cabrera et al., 2006). Management's commitment is related to the amount of time that is allowed for members to conduct the sharing of knowledge (Lin and Lee, 2004; Riege, 2005; Singh, 2008). Employees should have adequate power, authority, and responsibility to experiment and innovate with facts and figures which they may come across while working on any tasks (Singh, 2008). Messages how important sharing knowledge is can be also indirect, through rewards, recognition, and performance appraisal (Cabrera et al., 2006; Sandhu et al., 2011). Encouragement and formalisation of KS activity can be generated through leading by example as well (Hall, 2001; Riege, 2005; Seba et al., 2012), by sharing their own knowledge (Husted and Michailova, 2002). A high degree of transparency regarding top management expectations is absolutely necessary (Husted and Michailova, 2002).
One important way how managers exert influence on their subordinates is by fulfilling subordinates’ role expectations, as is discussed by Boh and Wong (2013). Employees have a set of expectations for their managers. Such expectations may contain desirable behaviours, values, or other standards of workplace conduct, and are often grounded in employees’ self-interest and desires. The extent to which a manager’s job behaviours are congruent with their subordinates’ role expectations will affect the staff’s evaluation of the manager’s effectiveness. Subsequently, employees’ perceptions of their managers are likely to be a source of direct influence on how they perceive the utility of KS mechanisms that their managers institutionalize. Individuals who perceive their managers to be more effective tend to be more supportive of top-down initiatives provided by senior management (Boh and Wong, 2013). 
Using the aforementioned findings, it was proposed that KOL could have two dimensions – the quality of supervisor’s managerial skills and official KS support in the organization. Additionally, both dimensions should correlate with the frequency of KS in the organization. Thus, 
H2. All identified dimensions of KOL have a significant positive association with the extent of KS in the organization.

Methods
This study was a part of a bigger internal university project dealing with knowledge sharing in organizations. The rules for ethical research were applied, the questionnaires were anonymous and participants were informed about the research project. 
The aim of this study was to explore if KOL facilitates KS and to examine the dimensions of KOL. A quantitative research design based on opinion-based questionnaires was applied. Data collection was realised by individual questionnaire method, where each participant responded individually and without any guidance. “Pen and paper” as well as online questionnaires were used. Participation in the study was voluntary. Generally, the willingness of organizations and their employees to cooperate was very low. The questionnaires could have been too long or the topic could have been considered too sensitive by the companies in question.
The structure of participants is recorded in Table 1.

Table 1. Profile of Companies and Respondents.

Measures
This study measured two constructs – the extent of KS in the organization and KOL. Both constructs were measured using multiple items.
KS in the organization. This questionnaire measured the perceived extent of KS in the organization, with regard to the extent of knowledge documentation and work with such knowledge as well as the frequency of social interactions among employees. The inventory used consisted of 15 items (see Appendix 1). All items were chosen based on content analysis of the literature and team discussions and used, for example, the following inventories as inspiration: Bock, Zmud, Kim, and Lee (2005), Zaqout and Abbas (2012), Lin (2007). Two versions of the inventory were distributed – one version was meant for managers and HR employees; the second version was for others. The only difference between the two was that the items for managers and HR employees contained the phrase “typical employee,” whereas the items for others were formulated in first-person voice. Participants evaluated the items according to their agreement with the given statement, on a scale from 1 to 5 (1 = strongly disagree and 5 = fully agree). The scale of KS had high reliability, Cronbach’s α = .86.
KOL. This questionnaire was designed to observe which manager’s characteristics mentioned in the literature as facilitating KS are common among managers. Questions relied on employees’ evaluations. Initially, our inventory consisted of 25 items. The items were chosen with regard to previous content analysis of relevant literature and team discussions. The following studies served as an example and great source of inspiration: Husted and Michailova (2002), Seba, Rowley, and Lambert (2012), Lin and Lee (2004). 18 items were suggested to be related to managerial skills and seven to official KS support. However, based on the initial analysis of the inventory some questions were excluded and only 19 questions were left for the final exploratory factor analysis. Because of the structure of the inventory, it was supposed that two factors would appear – the quality of supervisor’s managerial skills and official KS support in the organization.
Data analysis
All data were transformed into an electronic version. Then IBM® SPSS® Statistics software was used for data analysis. First, items in KOL inventory were analysed. Then, a principal axis factor analysis was conducted on the inventory. Items from the questionnaire which have factor loadings below .40 were excluded from further analysis. An index was counted for each factor which was identified in the analysis as well as for the total KOL. For this aim, the points on the Likert scale were transformed into number scores. The indexes for each factor were counted as quotients from the sum of points gained in items related to the factor to the maximum points which could be gained in these items. The maximum score means a situation where the participant gives a 5 to all statements related to the factor. If the participant left an item blank, this was taken into consideration and the maximum score was adequately reduced. Similarly, the index of the total KOL was counted. It follows that the quotients can acquire a value from 0.2 to 1. After the factor validity of the inventory and its reliability analysis with the use of Cronbach’s alpha, basic statistical characteristics of the tests employed in the survey were examined. Additionally, Pearson’s correlations were used to examine the defined hypotheses.

Results 
Table 2 shows basic statistical characteristics of the items in the KOL inventory as well as the correlations with the extent of KS in the organization. It seems that superior’s broadmindedness and interest in employees’ opinions are essential.

Table 2. Means and standard deviations of KOL items and their correlations with KS.

A principal axis factor analysis was conducted on the 19 items of KOL with oblique rotation (direct oblimin). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure verified the sampling adequacy for the analysis, KMO = .93 (“marvellous” according to Hutcheson and Sofroniou, 1999), and all KMO values for individual items were greater than .78, which is well above the acceptable limit of .5 (Field, 2013). An initial analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues for each factor in the data. Three factors had eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and in combination explained 66% of the variance. Table 3 presents the factor loading after rotation. The items that cluster on the same factor suggest that factor 1 represents the perceived support from the superior, factor 2 represents enough time for KS, and factor 3 information flow from the superior (see Table 3).

Table 3. Summary of exploratory factor analysis for the manager-characteristics questionnaire.

All subscales of the KOL had good reliabilities (see Table 3). Similarly, the total scale has a high reliability too, Cronbach’s α = .95.
A summary of the basic statistical characteristics of the examined variables is presented in Table 4. Generally, the means of the indexes related to superior’s characteristics indicate that employees are a bit positive in the evaluation of their superiors. 

Table 4. Basic statistical characteristics of the variables employed in the survey. 

The Pearson's correlation coefficient method was used to examine the correlation between KOL (and its subscales) and the perceived extent of KS in the organization.

Table 5. Pearson’s correlation coefficients among variables employed in the survey and sample sizes.

As shown in Table 5, KOL was strong-significantly related to the extent of KS in the organization. Additionally, all three dimensions of KOL were moderate-significantly related to the extent of KS in the organization. 

Discussion and Conclusions
Due to the increase in the pace of change, employees' extra‐role behaviours, such as KS, have become the essential quality to overall organizational performance and effectiveness (Son et al., 2017). Despite the fact that managers have a big influence on their subordinates, little research has focused on the relationship between leadership and KS. The study wanted to see to what extent does the KOL matter in relation to the extent of KS in an organization. It furthermore examined the dimensions of the KOL.
All items in the KOL inventory correlated with the extent of KS, which supports the claim by Sharifkhani et al. (2016) about the importance of high-quality leader-member exchange for KS. The most vital qualities are probably superior’s broadmindedness and interest in employees’ opinions. It may be that the given leader’s behaviour supports trust in the leader, wherein trust is also mentioned to be essential for KS as mentioned by Collins and Smith (2006) or Cabrera and Cabrera (2005). Furthermore, providing subordinates with opportunities to discuss their problems can support their understanding of the organization’s philosophy and its goals, which can help them to align their personal goals with organizational objectives (Sharifkhani et al., 2016). 
The current study suggests that KOL has three dimensions: 1) the perceived support from the superior, 2) enough time for KS, 3) information flow from the superior. These results further support the idea that managers need to allow their teams to ‘make time’ for KS, including time for formal meetings and also for social interaction (Riege, 2005; Seba et al., 2012). Furthermore, the results are in agreement with those obtained by Cabrera and Cabrera (2005) and Cabrera et al. (2006) in that the perceived support from colleagues and supervisors is associated with KS. Similarly, Vries et al. (2010) emphasize the importance of leader’s supportiveness when communicating with subordinates. Additionally, the findings appear to be consistent with other research which found that individuals will be more willing to share what they know in an open and trusting culture (Cabrera and Cabrera, 2005; Chen et al., 2012; Hooff and Ridder, 2004).
Another important finding was that KOL (and its dimensions as well) was significantly correlated with the extent of KS in the examined organizations. This result seems to be consistent with that of Seba et al. (2012) or Pham, Nguyen, and Nguyen, (2015) who found that leadership affects KS. A possible explanation for this might be that employees consider their superiors to be their role models (Matošková and Směšná, 2017). Additionally, managers create standards for the exchange of knowledge (Husted and Michailova, 2002). As the studies of Collins and Smith (2006), Chen and Huang (2009), or Zheng, Wu and Xie (2017) describe the relationship between KS and organizational innovativeness, and the findings of Elrehail (2018) support the view of connection between leadership and innovation and the moderation effect of KS, one of the issues that emerge from these findings is that it is vital to train and develop managers to be able to apply KOL. Such an approach could drive the organizational performance and help to establish a competitive advantage. As the findings of Rahman et al. (2015) indicate, leader’s communicative skills and the ability to be a good listener are one of the important factors that significantly influence the strength of the relationship between leadership style and KS. Employers should thus pay more attention to the development of such skills.

Limitations of the Study
One limitation of this study is its cross-sectional design. Yet participation in it was voluntary, which could have influence on the representativeness of the sample. Moreover, only a relatively small group of employees completed both questionnaires. The data were furthermore self-reported and such data are prone to errors of memory and to biasedness due to social desirability. However, bootstrapping was used to get 95% confidence intervals and they offer more appropriate idea of the probable significance of the found correlation coefficients in the entire population. Nevertheless, the results should not be over-generalized.

Perspective for Future Research
More research is required to determine the relation between KOL and KS. A longitudinal study would be fruitful. Additionally, further studies need to be done to confirm and thus establish the dimensions of KOL identified by the aforementioned research. Another research question that could be asked is which personality traits are related to KOL. Future research could also look into KOL’s influence on employees’ personality traits or the cause-effect-relationship between KOL and organizational culture. 
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Appendix 1 - KNOWLEDGE SHARING INVENTORY
1. A typical employee of our company contributes through ideas and inspiration to the knowledge archive of the company, e.g. the company knowledge database.
2. A typical employee in our company is involved in the documentation of important knowledge, e.g. elaborates instructions from the project, knowledge about clients.
3. Proposals are collected in the company from other employees, clients, partners, and vendors and are used during decisions.
4. Employees are informed of the turnover, revenue, economic and strategic issues in the company.
5. Any time a typical employee in our company has important work-related information, he/she tries to pass it to those who could benefit from it.
6. A typical employee in our company provides others with feedback.
7. A typical employee in our company helps others to manage the knowledge and skills needed for their work.
8. During decision-making, e.g. about investment into a company, the proposals of employees are taken into consideration.
9. A typical employee in our company shares knowledge acquired from education or a development programme with other members of the organisation.
10. A typical employee in our company regularly participates in seminars and workshops to share knowledge and learn from others.
11. A typical employee in our company shares stories of success and procedures that are well established.
12. Communication in our company is bilateral (i.e. from the supervisor to subordinates, and vice versa).
13. A typical employee in our company communicates his/her most recent work-related errors and mistakes, as well as procedures that were not well established in order to prevent others from making the same mistakes and errors.
14. Each team regularly meets and resolves problems and reviews the options and opportunities in its area.
15. A standard part of the work of employees is to pass on information, e.g. within meetings.

