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Abstract: This study tested a multilevel model of the workplace territorial behaviors and employees’ knowledge sharing
relationship, with team identification serving as a mediator and task interdependence as a moderator. Data were collected
from 253 employees (females = 128, mean age = 28.626, SD = 6.470) from 40 work teams from different industries
in China. Path analysis results indicated that workplace territorial behaviors were associated with lower employee
knowledge sharing. Team identification enhanced employee knowledge sharing and partially mediated the relationship
between workplace territorial behaviors and employee knowledge sharing. Task interdependence enhanced knowledge
sharing and strengthened the relationship between team identification and knowledge sharing. These findings extend
the proposition of social information processing theory by revealing the mediating role of team identification in the
relationship between workplace territorial behaviors and knowledge sharing, and clarifying the boundary conditions of
team identification. Practical implications of these findings include a need for managers to foster collaborative atmospheres,
design interdependent tasks, and mitigate territorial behaviors to enhance team identification and knowledge sharing.

Keywords: workplace territorial behaviors; team identification; knowledge sharing; task interdependence; social
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Introduction
Employee knowledge sharing is critical to organizational
competitiveness (Alsharo et al., 2017; Gibbert & Krause,
2002; Gagné, 2009). It comprises both the supply of new
knowledge and the demand for new knowledge (Ardichvili
et al., 2003) for managing complex and non-routine tasks.
Yet, workplace territoriality would hinder employees’
knowledge sharing in ways that are less well understood,
perhaps depending on employee team identification (Chiu
et al., 2006; Zhu, 2016), and task interdependence. Work-
place territorial behaviors refer to selfish or self-serving
behaviors that involve denying collaboration with cowork-
ers (e.g., “this is mine and not yours!”) (Brown et al.,
2005). We aimed to determine how workplace territorial
behaviors effects on employee knowledge sharing taking
into account team identification and task interdependence.

Workplace territorial behaviors and employees’ knowl-
edge sharing
Knowledge sharing consists of both “knowledge collect-
ing” and “knowledge donating” (Lin, 2007; Tohidinia &
Mosakhani, 2010). Knowledge donating means commu-
nicating one’s personal intellectual capital to others, and
knowledge collecting is defined as consulting colleagues
to obtain their intellectual capital (Van den Hooff & De
Ridder, 2004).

Through workplace territoriality, employees may
encrypt electronic documents, personalize office space,
or refuse collaboration with others. This denial of col-
laboration extends to knowledge items or competences
(Baumeister & Leary, 1995).

Workplace territorial behaviors may cause tensions
among team members (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). For

instance, the boundary-setting of territorial behaviors will
fuel isolation and distrust among members and ultimately
lead to individuals’ deviation from collectivism. Employ-
ees with a strong territorial sense are difficult to collaborate
with (Connelly et al., 2012) and less willing to share work
knowledge. Based on reciprocity (Peng, 2012), they are
less likely to consult colleagues (i.e., knowledge collect-
ing) or share knowledge with colleagues (i.e., knowledge
donating).

Second, workplace territorial behaviors may weaken an
individual’s collectivism orientation. The boundary-setting
of such behaviors fuels isolation and distrust, ultimately
leading to non-conformity with collectivist norms.

Third, workplace territorial behaviors may threaten
individuals’ needs for respect within the team. Such
behaviors increase potential conflict: when an employee’s
territory is threatened by invasion or loss, conflict like-
lihood rises (Brown et al., 2005). Verbal insults during
conflicts and workplace exclusion can easily induce frus-
tration, which severely undermines the need for respect in
teams and weakens individual team identification.

Team identification mediation
Work team identification refers to employees’ co-
ownership of work goals, benefits, and rules (Ellemers
et al., 2004). Team identification is associated with reduced
uncertainty (Hobman & Bordia, 2006), collective ori-
entation (Gundlach et al., 2006), and team pride and
self-esteem (Ellemers et al., 1999).

Team members with high identification are more likely
to develop a sense of psychological security within the
team and therefore are more willing to consult colleagues
to obtain the knowledge they need. Building on social
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identity theory and prior research, team identification has
been positively associated with knowledge sharing (Chiu
et al., 2006; Kane, 2010).

Task interdependence moderation
Task independence refers to the degree to which employees
need to cooperate with each other in the team to finish
their work (Kiggundu, 1981; Wageman, 2001). The mod-
erating effect of task interdependence on the relationship
between team identification and knowledge sharing can be
explained as follows: First, higher task interdependence
requires more employee cooperation. To enhance team task
performance, individuals with stronger team identification
are more likely to engage in knowledge sharing, including
both donating and collecting knowledge from colleagues.

Second, higher task interdependence implies greater
reliance on coworkers. To secure support from other
team members, individuals with higher team identification
often exhibit knowledge sharing behaviors as part of a
reciprocal exchange.

Theoretical basis
Drawing on social information processing theory, this
study aims to fill the gap by exploring the influence
of workplace territorial behaviors on employee knowl-
edge sharing, with team identification as a mediator and
task interdependence as a moderator. According to the
logic of “social information-individual attitude-individual
behavior” in social information processing theory (Liu
et al., 2016), workplace territorial behaviors is the social
information which perceived by individuals, while team
identification is individuals’ attitude toward the team
(Salancik & Pfeeffer, 1978). From this perspective, we
suggest that when individuals perceive workplace terri-
tory behavior, their team identification will be weakened
and knowledge sharing behavior also will be reduced as
follows. In addition, social information processing theory
also implies that in terms of moderating mechanism, social
environment which individuals are located in can be view
as an important factor (Peng & Su, 2010). Just as team
interdependence is an important feature of team tasks,
it is the degree to which individuals rely on each other,
and receive direct support from coworkers to finish the
task. Therefore, we predict that the interaction between
team identification and task interdependence can affect
employees’ knowledge sharing.

Goal of the study
Drawing from social information processing theory, this
study constructed a multilevel model (see Figure 1) in
which workplace territorial behaviors influence employ-
ees’ knowledge sharing, with team identification serving
as a mediator and task interdependence as a moderator. We
proposed to test the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1: Workplace territorial behaviors lower
employees’ knowledge sharing.

Hypothesis 2: Workplace territorial behaviors lower
team identification.

Hypothesis 3: Team identification promotes employ-
ees’ knowledge sharing.

Hypothesis 4: Team identification mediates the rela-
tionship between workplace territorial behaviors and
employees’ knowledge sharing.

Hypothesis 5: Task interdependence enhances knowl-
edge sharing.

Hypothesis 6: Task interdependence moderates the
relationship between team identification and knowl-
edge sharing.

Materials and Methods

Participants and setting
The study sample comprised 253 employees (females =
128, mean age = 28.626 SD = 6.470) from 40 work
teams across different industries in China. In terms of
gender, 49.407% of the sample was male, 50.593% of the
sample was female. The average age of the sample was
28 years old. Most participants had 15 years or above
of education (94.467%), 58.103% of the sample had a
bachelor’s degree, 10.672% of the sample had a master’s
degree. Regarding industry distribution, 25.651% were
in manufacturing, 33.525% in communications and IT,
15.376% in services, and 25.448% in finance.

Measures
We utilized validated measures of workplace territorial
behaviors, team identification, knowledge sharing, and
task interdependence. The survey used Chinese language.
Participants used a 5-point scale Likert scale of 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) to rate the items.

Workplace territorial behaviors. Workplace territorial
behavior was measured with a 4-items scale devel-
oped by Liu et al. (2009). Sample items include: “Our
team/department advocates a manage-your-own-space pol-
icy”, “Members in our team/department care much about
their own ideas and do not allow others to use them at will”.
The Cronbach’s alpha for scores from this scale was 0.789.

Team identification. Team identification was measured
with a 5-item scale developed by Hobman and Bordia
(2006). Sample items include “I feel strong ties between
myself and other group members” and “I see myself as a
member of this group”. The Cronbach’s alpha for scores
from this scale was 0.776.

Knowledge sharing. This study used a 6-item knowl-
edge sharing behavior scale designed by De Vries et al.
(2006). The scale consists of both the “knowledge col-
lecting” and “knowledge donating”, Sample items for
knowledge donating are “When I have learned something
new, I always tell my colleagues about it”. The knowledge
collecting three items include such as “When I need certain
knowledge, I ask my colleagues about it”. The Cronbach’s
alpha for scores from this scale was 0.889.

Task interdependence. The 3-item scale developed
by Liden et al. (1997) was utilized to measure task inter-
dependence. Sample item is “Team members must work
together to complete tasks”. The Cronbach’s alpha for
scores from this scale was 0.843.

Control variables. Consistent with prior research indi-
cating that individual traits and organization characteristic
can influence employee’s knowledge sharing (De Vries
et al., 2006), this study selected gender, age, education, and
industry as control variables.
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Figure 1. Theoretical model

Table 1. Results of confirmatory factor analysis

Model Factor X2 df X2/df RMSEA IFI CFI GFI

Four-factor model WTB, ID, KS, TI 73.946 48 1.541 0.046 0.982 0.982 0.951
Three-factor model WTB, ID + TI, KS 212.879 51 4.174 0.112 0.889 0.888 0.870
Two-factor model WTB + ID + TI, KS 448.376 53 8.460 0.172 0.729 0.726 0.737
Single-factor model WTB + ID + TI + KS 511.847 54 9.476 0.183 0.686 0.683 0.716

Note. WTB means workplace territorial behaviors; ID means team identification; KS means knowledge
sharing; TI means task interdependence.

Procedure
This study was approved by the Xiangtan University
Ethics Committee. The participants were informed that the
survey was anonymous and solely for academic research
purposes. All participants individually consented to the
study and completed the surveys online. The partici-
pants completed the surveys in two stages: At Time 1
(T1), participants completed surveys on workplace territo-
rial behavior, task interdependence and control variables.
After one month, at Time 2 (T2), the same participants
completed surveys on team identification and knowl-
edge sharing.

Data analysis
We conducted the analysis using MPLUS 8.3, SPSS 25.0,
and HLM 8.0. First, we used MPLUS 8.3 to perform
confirmatory factor analysis and assess common method
variance. Then, we applied SPSS 25.0 to conduct descrip-
tive statistics and correlation analyses. Lastly, we utilized
both SPSS 25.0 and HLM 8.0 to test our hypotheses.
Specifically, this study used SPSS25.0 to test the main
effects of workplace territorial behaviors on knowledge
sharing (Hypothesis 1), and the mediating effect of team
identification on the relationship between workplace terri-
torial behaviors and knowledge sharing (Hypothesis 4).

Confirmatory factor analysis

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed to ver-
ify the convergent and discriminant validity of the research
constructs. Table 1 presents the results of CFA. As shown
in Table 1, compared with the single-factor model, the
two-factors model, and the three-factors model, the four
factors fit the data best (X2/df = 1.451, RMSEA = 0.046,
CFI = 0.982, IFI = 0.982, GFI = 0.951), thereby indi-
cating that the discriminant validity of the questionnaire
was appropriate.

Common method variance
As all the variables in this study were measured via
the employees’ self-evaluation, the problem of common
method variance should be considered. Therefore, the
Harman single-factor method was used for the testing, and
unrotated principal component analysis was conducted for
all the variables. The results indicated that the variance
interpretation rate of the first factor is 41.339% (less than
50%), thereby indicating the absence of common method
variance in this study.

Data aggregation test
Task interdependence is a group-level variable, and the
task interdependence scale is filled out by individuals.
Therefore, the intra-group consistency and inter-group
variability of variables need to be tested before data aggre-
gation. Test results show that the average Rwg is 0.855,
which meets the basic requirements for consistency within
the group; ICC (1) = 0.409, ICC (2) = 0.830, indicating
high intra-group consistency and significant inter-group
difference. Therefore, it is reasonable to aggregate task
interdependence to team-level research.

Results

Descriptive statistics and correlation analyses
Table 2 indicates a significant negative correlation between
workplace territorial behaviors and knowledge sharing
(r = −0.291, p < 0.01) and a significant negative cor-
relation between workplace territorial behaviors and team
identification (r = −0.255, p < 0.01) Also, there is a
significant positive correlation between team identification
and knowledge sharing (r = 0.522, p < 0.01); and a
significant positive correlation between task interdepen-
dence and knowledge sharing (r = 0.620, p < 0.01).
This result provides preliminary support for subsequent
hypothesis verification.
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Table 2. Results of descriptive statistics and correlation coefficients matrix

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Gender 1.510 0.501
2. Age 28.626 6.470 0.084
3. Education 2.740 0.720 0.026 −0.095
4. WTB 2.447 0.940 0.024 −0.105 −0.100
5. ID 3.919 0.801 −0.117 0.114 0.085 −0.255**
6. KS 3.950 0.801 −0.101 −0.166 −0.016 −0.291** 0.522**
7. TI 4.153 0.742 −0.088 −0.089 −0.079 −0.252** 0.322** 0.620**

Note. N = 253. task interdependence is for individual perceptions before aggregation to the group level.
gender, 1 = male, 2 = female; education, 1 = senior high school degree and below, 2 = 3-year college, 3
= 4-year college, 4 = master’s degree and above. **p ≤ 0.01.

Table 3. Results of regression analyses

Variable
Dependent variable

Team identification Knowledge sharing

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Independent variable
Workplace territorial behaviors −0.205*** −0.266*** −0.165***
Mediating variable
Team identification 0.535*** 0.489***
R2 0.040 0.093 0.023 0.117 0.311 0.345
F 1.874 16.891 1.444 6.561*** 22.249*** 21.601***
�R2 0.033 0.245 0.023 0.094 0.311 0.228
�F 1.874* 74.455*** 1.444 26.436*** 22.249*** 85.570***

Note. N = 253. *p ≤ 0.05; ***p ≤ 0.001.

The main effect test: Workplace territoriality and
employee knowledge sharing
As Table 3 shows, workplace territorial behaviors have
a significant negative effect on knowledge sharing (β
= −0.266, p < 0.001, Model 4), Thus, Hypothesis 1
was supported.

Team identification mediation
We conducted the mediation effect test according to the
four-step method (Baron & Kenny, 1986). The results are
shown in Table 3. The first step was to verify the impact
of the independent variable on the dependent variable,
which was supported by Model 4. The second step was
to verify that the independent variable has a significant
influence on the mediating variable. As Table 3 shows,
workplace territorial behaviors demonstrated a significant
negative association with team identification (β = −0.205,
p < 0.001, Model 2). Thus, Hypothesis 2 was supported.
Subsequently, in the third step, we investigated the effect of
the mediator on the dependent variable. Findings revealed
that team identification had a significant positive influence
on knowledge sharing, providing support for Hypothesis
3. The fourth step was to test the mediation effects. Model
6 introduced the mediating variable of team identification.
Compared with Model 2, the regression coefficient of
workplace territorial behaviors on knowledge sharing was
reduced from −0.205 to −0.165 and remained significant
(p < 0.001). At the same time, team identification was
shown to have a significant effect on knowledge sharing

(β = 0.489, p < 0.001, Model 6). These results indicate
that, upon introducing team identification as a media-
tor, the direct effect of workplace territorial behaviors
on knowledge sharing weakened yet remained signif-
icant. This confirms that team identification partially
mediates the relationship between workplace territorial
behaviors and knowledge sharing. Thus, Hypothesis 4 was
supported.

Task interdependence moderation

Since the independent variables, mediating variables, and
dependent variables in this study were all at the individual
level, while the moderating variable was at the team level,
a cross-level analysis framework was required. Therefore,
this study used HLM 8.0 to first test the direct effect of task
interdependence on knowledge sharing (Hypothesis 5),
and the moderating effect of task interdependence on the
relationship between team identification and knowledge
sharing (Hypothesis 6). The results are shown in Table 4.
The intra-group variance and the inter-group variance of
knowledge sharing were tested using null model (Model
1 in Table 4). Results of Model 1 revealed that the intra-
group variance σ2 of knowledge sharing was 0.383, and
the inter-group variance τ00 = 0.265, both being signif-
icant (χ2 = 211.221, df = 39, p < 0.001, Model 1).
Furthermore ICC (1) = 0.409 (>0.138), indicating that the
inter-group variance accounted for 40.900% of the total
variance. This showed that the difference between groups
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Table 4. Results of HLM analyses

Variable
Knowledge sharing

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Intercept (γ 00) 3.890*** 3.889*** 3.891*** 3.898***
Level 1
Team identification (γ 10) 0.420*** 0.326***
Level 2
Task interdependence (γ 01) 0.858*** 0.438**
Team identification * Task interdependence (γ 11) 0.111***
σ 2 0.383 0.285 0.384 0.284
τ00 0.265*** 0.282*** 0.075*** 0.055***
τ11 0.023 0.028
R2

Level1 0.256
R2

Level2 0.717
Deviance 542.955 487.969 509.625 446.044

Note. **p ≤ 0.01; ***p ≤ 0.001.

was large enough to provide the basis for subsequent
cross-level analysis.

The first step was to verify the effect of team identi-
fication on knowledge sharing. As shown in Table 4, the
individual team identification has a significant influence
coefficient on knowledge sharing (γ 10 = 0.420, p < 0.001,
Model 2) and intercept term is also significant (γ 00 =
3.889, p < 0.001, Model 2). In the variance test for random
coefficient regression models, the intragroup variance σ2

of Model 2, compared to that of Model 1, decreased from
0.383 to 0.285, a decrease of 25.587%, indicating that
25.587% of the intra-group variance of knowledge sharing
can be explained by individual team identification. Model
2 supported the significant positive effect of team identifi-
cation on knowledge sharing behavior. Thus, Hypothesis 3
was further supported.

The second step was to verify the effect of task interde-
pendence on knowledge sharing. The results showed that
task interdependence had a significant influence coeffi-
cient for the knowledge sharing (γ 01 = 0.858, df = 38,
p < 0.001, Model 3), and the intercept term was also
significant (γ 00 = 3.891, p < 0.001, Model 3). In the
variance test for random coefficient regression models, the
inter-group variance τ00 of Model 3, compared to that of
Model 2, decreased from 0.282 to 0.075, down 73.404%.
These findings suggest that task interdependence explains
a substantial proportion of between-group differences
in knowledge sharing, thereby supporting Hypothesis 5,
which posited that task interdependence positively influ-
ences knowledge sharing.

The third step was to test the moderating effect of
task interdependence on the influence process of team
identification on knowledge sharing. The results showed
that the interaction terms of task interdependence and team
identification had a significant influence on knowledge
sharing (γ 11 = 0.111, df = 37, p < 0.001, Model 4), and
the intercept term was also significant (γ 00 = 3.898, p <

0.001, Model 4). In the variance test for random coefficient
regression models, the intragroup variance σ 2 of Model
4, compared to that of Model 2, decreased from 0.285
to 0.284, down 0.351%, and the inter-group variance τ00

Figure 2. Moderation effect of task interdependence between
team identification and knowledge sharing

decreased from 0.282 to 0.055, down 80.496%, indicating
that 80.496% of the inter-group variance in knowledge
sharing can be explained by the interaction terms of team
identification and task interdependence. Thus, Hypothesis
6 was supported.

To describe the moderating effect more clearly, we
conducted a simple slope analysis. As illustrated in
Figure 2, the simple slope plot showed that under high
task interdependence, the positive relationship between
team identification and knowledge sharing was signifi-
cant (simple slope = 0.520, p < 0.001), while under
low task interdependence, this relationship remained sig-
nificant but weaker (simple slope = 0.355, p < 0.01).
The plot clearly demonstrated that the positive effect of
team identification on knowledge sharing strengthened
as task interdependence increased, confirming that task
interdependence positively moderated this relationship.
Therefore, Hypothesis 6 was further supported.

Discussion
The findings are as follows: First, workplace territo-
rial behaviors have a significant negative effect on team
identification and knowledge sharing. Thus, colleagues’
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territorial behaviors weaken individuals’ team identifi-
cation and impede their knowledge sharing. Workplace
territorial behaviors manifest the competitive relation-
ship between members. Although previous literature has
shown that individuals who implement workplace terri-
torial behaviors are likely to reject cooperation (Brown
& Baer, 2015) and tend to withhold knowledge at work
(Liden et al., 2006), little research has explored the rela-
tionship between workplace territorial behaviors and the
recipients’ knowledge sharing. This study addresses this
gap. From the perspective of the recipients, the findings
indicate that employees’ perceived workplace territorial
behaviors significantly and negatively impact their knowl-
edge sharing.

Second, team identification has a positive effect on
knowledge sharing and partially mediates the relationship
between workplace territorial behaviors and knowledge
sharing. In other words, employees with stronger team
identification are more likely to share knowledge, whereas
workplace territorial behaviors negatively relate to knowl-
edge sharing by weakening team identification. Building
on social information processing theory, our study reveals
the mediating mechanism through which workplace ter-
ritorial behaviors influence knowledge sharing. As team
identification reflects individuals’ attitudes toward the
team (Janssen & Huang, 2008), prior literature indi-
cates that team identification is positively associated
with knowledge sharing (Webster et al., 2008; Chang &
Chuang, 2011). Extending this work and following the
“social information-individual attitude-individual behav-
ior” logic of social information processing theory, we
posit team identification as a mediating variable. The find-
ings suggest that workplace territorial behaviors indirectly
and negatively affect knowledge sharing by weakening
team identification.

Third, task interdependence has a significant positive
effect on knowledge sharing and positively moderates the
relationship between team identification and knowledge
sharing. Specifically, in contexts of high task interde-
pendence, knowledge exchange among team members
is more pronounced. Social information processing the-
ory (Salancik & Pfeeffer, 1978) posits that the social
environment is critical for understanding individual behav-
ior and suggests that situational variables can act as
moderators. This aligns with our findings regarding
task interdependence’s moderating role: Higher levels of
task interdependence strengthen the positive relationship
between team identification and knowledge sharing. Thus,
as task interdependence increases, the positive associa-
tion between team identification and knowledge sharing
becomes more robust.

Implications for theory and practice
The results of this study contribute to existing theories in
several aspects. First, within a team, members exhibit both
cooperative and competitive dynamics. However, previous
studies on knowledge sharing have primarily focused on
the cooperative side (Gardner et al., 2012; Gong et al.,
2013), while research on competitive relationships has
been insufficient. Second, our study extends the current
understanding of the boundary conditions under which the

team identification impact on knowledge sharing stronger
or weaker.

Based on this understanding, managers should pay
attention to constructing a harmonious working atmo-
sphere that supports team members in communicating
with each other instead of showing territorial behaviors
toward colleagues. Moreover, since workplace territorial
behaviors have an indirect negative effect on knowledge
sharing by weakening team identification, managers can
take active measures to promote employees to share knowl-
edge with coworkers—which includes both knowledge
donating and knowledge collecting. For example, design-
ing an open office environment (Oldham & Cummings,
1996) may send positive signals to employees and enhance
their team identification. Under higher interdependence
tasks, individuals who have higher team identification will
show more knowledge sharing, including both knowledge
donating and knowledge collecting. Therefore, managers
should create tasks that require both process and resource
interdependence. This means structuring tasks so that
team members must collaborate and share resources to
complete them.

Limitations and future directions
Despite this study’s use of a multilevel analysis approach to
examine the mechanism of workplace territorial behaviors’
impact on employees’ knowledge sharing behaviors, this
study has some limitations. First, due to convenience sam-
pling and the use of cross-sectional design, we are not able
to make strong inferences of causality on the basis of the
current data. Therefore, in future research, a probability
sample and the time-lagged design should be used. Second,
this study only examined the workplace territorial behav-
iors within the team. However, territorial behaviors include
both internal territorial behaviors and external territorial
behaviors. In future research, the behaviors of both internal
and external territories could be integrated into one model
to examine whether the effect on employees’ knowledge
sharing is different.

Conclusion
This study developed and tested a multilevel model to
examine the influence of workplace territorial behaviors
on employee knowledge sharing, with team identifica-
tion acting as a mediator and task interdependence as a
moderator. The findings of this research provide robust evi-
dence to support our hypotheses. Specifically, the results
indicated that workplace territorial behaviors exert a sig-
nificant negative impact on employee knowledge sharing,
highlighting the detrimental effects of such behaviors
on the dissemination and exchange of knowledge within
organizations. Furthermore, team identification emerged
as a positive correlate of employee knowledge sharing
and partially mediated the relationship between workplace
territorial behaviors and knowledge sharing. This finding
underscores the importance of fostering a strong sense of
team identity in mitigating the negative consequences of
territorial behaviors and promoting a culture of knowledge
sharing. Lastly, task interdependence was found to have
a significant positive effect on knowledge sharing and to
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positively moderate the relationship between team identi-
fication and knowledge sharing. This suggests that when
tasks are highly interdependent, the positive influence of
team identification on knowledge sharing is amplified,
further emphasizing the need for organizations to design
work structures that encourage collaboration and interde-
pendence among team members. Overall, the findings of
this study contribute to our understanding of the complex
dynamics that govern knowledge sharing in the workplace
and offer practical implications for managers and organi-
zations seeking to enhance knowledge sharing and foster a
collaborative work environment.
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