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ABSTRACT 

 

As organizations strengthen their presence overseas, the number of expatriates is 

increasing rapidly (Armstrong, & Li, in press; Brookfield Global Relocation Services, 2015). 

Expatriates are often used by multinational corporations (MNCs) for knowledge sharing (Fang, 

Jiang, Makino, & Beamish, 2010; Hocking, Brown, & Harzing, 2004). Knowledge sharing refers 

to a relational act based on a sender-receiver relationship which involves sending one’s 

knowledge to another as well as receiving another’s knowledge (Foss, Minbaeva, Pedersen, & 

Reinholt, 2009). Effective knowledge sharing is key for MNCs in order to create and sustain 

competitive advantage (Jensen & Szulanski, 2004; Schwaer, Biemann, & Voelpel, 2012; Wang & 

Noe, 2010). Given its relevance, organizations invest significant amounts of resources in the 

development of knowledge-management systems and provide employees with incentives to 

encourage knowledge sharing (Cabrera, Collins, & Salgado, 2006). MNCs however often face 

difficulties in encouraging employees to share their knowledge (Cabrera & Cabrera, 2002, 2005) 

and growing evidence suggests that in international contexts employees are even more reluctant to 

share their knowledge due to cultural, nationality, ethnicity and linguistic barriers (Gilson, Lim, 

Luciano, & Choi, 2013; Mäkelä, Andersson, & Seppälä, 2012). It is therefore critical to identify 

how to enhance knowledge sharing between expatriates and host country national (HCN) 

colleagues despite the cultural, linguistic, nationality, and ethnicity barriers they may experience 

when working together (Peltokorpi & Clausen, 2011).  

The first aim of this dissertation was therefore to identify how to enhance knowledge 

sharing between expatriates and HCNs. Survey data was collected from 84 expatriate-HCN dyads 
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working in 31 different host countries in all parts of the world. Drawing upon the supplementary 

person-person (P-P) fit literature, a specific type of person-environment (P-E) fit, it was 

demonstrated that when expatriates perceive high similarity between themselves and their HCN 

colleague in terms of deep-level characteristics such as values, personality, goals, and abilities 

(i.e. high P-P fit) they are more likely to engage in information elaboration which in turn 

facilitates knowledge sharing. Interpersonal citizenship behaviour was identified as a moderator 

which increased information elaboration and knowledge sharing even when expatriates perceived 

low deep-level similarity between themselves and their HCN colleague (i.e. low P-P fit). 

Furthermore, we do not know what types of knowledge expatriates share with their HCN 

colleagues (Armstrong & Li, in press) despite the fact that knowledge is often considered as an 

organization’s most important resource (Zander & Kogut, 1995). The second aim of this 

dissertation was therefore to systematically examine what types of knowledge expatriates share 

with their HCN colleagues. Survey data was collected from 197 expatriates working in 52 

different host countries in all parts of the world. By means of a qualitative content analysis of 

written descriptions regarding the types of knowledge shared, a three dimensional typology of 

expatriate knowledge sharing was constructed which identifies the full range of knowledge types 

shared by expatriates. Three types of knowledge were identified: regulative knowledge, normative 

knowledge, and cultural-cognitive knowledge, each consisting of several subtypes. The theoretical 

and practical implications of these findings are discussed. 

Keywords: Expatriation, Cross-Cultural Management, Person-Environment Fit, Knowledge 

Management. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 RESEARCH BACKGROUND 

As organizations strengthen their presence overseas, the number of expatriates is 

increasing rapidly (Armstrong, & Li, in press; Brookfield Global Relocation Services, 2015). 

Expatriates are often used by multinational corporations (MNCs) for knowledge sharing (Fang, 

Jiang, Makino, & Beamish, 2010; Hocking, Brown, & Harzing, 2004). Knowledge sharing refers 

to a relational act based on a sender-receiver relationship which involves sending one’s 

knowledge to another as well as receiving another’s knowledge (Foss, Minbaeva, Pedersen, & 

Reinholt, 2009). As knowledge agents, expatriates are expected to send their knowledge to and 

receive knowledge from host country national (HCN) colleagues; implement knowledge practices; 

develop top talent and future leaders in the subsidiary; improve the trust/commitment of the 

subsidiary; train local employees to improve their individual and team skills; and to send best 

practices to and receive best practices from HCN colleagues (Bonache & Fernández, 1997; Choi 

& Johanson, 2012; Minbaeva & Michailova, 2004; Reiche, 2011). Effective knowledge sharing is 

key for MNCs in order to create and sustain competitive advantage (Argote & Ingram, 2000; 

Jensen & Szulanski, 2004; Kogut & Zander 1992; Schwaer, Biemann, & Voelpel, 2012; Wang & 

Noe, 2010): it leads to faster completion of new product development projects, reductions in 

production costs, higher levels of firm innovation capabilities, and improved firm performance 

including revenue from new products and sales growth (see Wang & Noe, 2010 for review). 

Given its relevance, organizations invest significant amounts of resources in the development of 

knowledge-management systems and provide employees with incentives to encourage knowledge 

sharing (Cabrera, Collins, & Salgado, 2006). However, MNCs often face difficulties in 
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encouraging employees to share their knowledge (Cabrera & Cabrera, 2002, 2005) and growing 

evidence suggests that in international contexts employees are even more reluctant to share their 

knowledge due to cultural, nationality, ethnicity and linguistic barriers (Gilson, Lim, Luciano, & 

Choi, 2013; Mäkelä, Andersson, & Seppälä, 2012; Mäkelä, Kalla, & Piekkari, 2007; Piekkari, 

Welch, & Welch, 1999). Prior studies therefore indicated that it is critical to identify how to 

enhance knowledge sharing between expatriates and HCNs despite the cultural, linguistic, 

nationality, and ethnicity barriers they may experience when working together (Mamman & 

Richards, 1996; Peltokorpi & Clausen, 2011). Hence, the first aim of the current study is to 

identify how to enhance knowledge sharing between expatriates and HCNs.  

This study draws upon the person-environment (P-E) fit theory and argues and 

demonstrates that when expatriates cognitively focus on the deep-level similarities between 

themselves and their HCN colleagues they are more likely to engage in information elaboration 

which in turn facilitates knowledge sharing. The P-E fit theory states that a good fit between a 

person and aspects of the external environment leads to positive outcomes for both the person and 

the organization (Astakhova, 2016; Jackson & Johnson, 2012; Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2010; 

Muchinsky & Monahan, 1987; Nolan & Morley, 2014). Specifically, this study focus on the 

supplementary person-person (P-P) fit, a specific type of P-E fit, which is concerned with the 

similarities between characteristics of two people in a dyadic relationship. These characteristics 

may include values, personality, goals, and abilities (Kammeyer-Mueller, Schilpzand, & 

Rubenstein, 2013; Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005; Nolan & Morley, 2014). The 

supplementary P-P fit perspective argues that when an individual fits into an external 

environment, because one possesses characteristics that are similar to another employee, positive 
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outcomes for both the persons involved and the organization can be expected (Muchinsky & 

Monahan, 1987).  

In line with this reasoning, this study proposes that when expatriates perceive high 

similarity between themselves and their HCN colleague in terms of deep-level characteristics such 

as values, personality, goals, and abilities (i.e. they perceive more P-P fit) they are more likely to 

engage in information elaboration which in turn facilitates knowledge sharing. In contrast, when 

expatriates perceive low similarity between themselves and their HCN colleague in terms of deep-

level characteristics (i.e. they perceive less P-P fit) they are less likely to engage in information 

elaboration which in turn hinders knowledge sharing.  

Information elaboration is a communication process that involves the exchange of 

information and perspectives, the process of feeding back the results of this exchange to others, 

and the discussion and integration of its implications (van Knippenberg, de Dreu, & Homan 

2004). Prior studies argue that information elaboration is critical to performance when dealing 

with knowledge-intensive work (van Knippenberg et al., 2004) and that information elaboration is 

especially critical in international contexts as expatriates and HCNs often have to share tacit 

knowledge (Kogut & Zander, 1993). Tacit knowledge may be difficult to share as it needs to be 

disembedded from one’s home country environment, translated so that it is understandable to the 

recipient, and adapted to the home country environment of the recipient (Noorderhaven & 

Harzing, 2009). Knowledge sharing is therefore possible only when intensive communication 

occurs between the knowledge sender and the knowledge recipient (Noorderhaven & Harzing, 

2009). This study therefore proposes that the communication process of information elaboration 

mediates the relationship between perceived deep-level similarity and knowledge sharing.  
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Moreover, the challenge in realizing expatriate knowledge sharing is to identify 

moderating influences that motivate information elaboration and knowledge sharing when 

expatriates perceive low deep-level similarity between themselves and their HCN colleague (i.e. 

low P-P fit). This study therefore also examines how the undesirable effects of low deep-level 

similarity on information elaboration and knowledge sharing can be overcome. In the social 

psychology literature on intergroup contact it has been well-established that cooperative 

behaviours are a determinant of attraction and attitude change towards dissimilar others 

(Blanchard & Cook, 1976). For example, individuals who are induced to help (Blanchard & Cook, 

1976) or perform a personal favour to (Jecker & Landy, 1969) a dissimilar person subsequently 

develop greater attraction for the recipient of the help than individuals who are not induced to do 

so. These effects are attributable to cognitive dissonance reduction. According to the cognitive 

dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957), individuals have a fundamental need for a logical and 

consistent view of the world and therefore favour stimuli that reinforce the logic and consistency 

of their world. From the viewpoint of the cognitive dissonance theory, an individual who helps 

another person that is dissimilar to oneself is performing counter-attitudinal behaviour which 

causes feelings of dissonance (Jecker & Landy, 1969). Previous studies demonstrate that in order 

to reduce dissonance, we justify our helping efforts by convincing ourselves that the other person 

is an attractive, likable, and deserving person, and therefore worthy of receiving our help (Jecker 

& Landy, 1969). In a similar vein, the present study proposes that when expatriates perform 

interpersonal citizenship behaviour (ICB; a type of helping behaviour) towards dissimilar HCNs 

they subsequently convince themselves that the HCN is an attractive, likable, and deserving 

person in order to reduce cognitive dissonance and are therefore more likely to make an effort to 
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engage in information elaboration. Thus, those expatriates that perceive low deep-level similarity 

between themselves and their HCN colleague (i.e. low P-P fit), are more likely to effectively 

engage in information elaboration, which facilitates knowledge sharing, when they engage in 

cooperative behaviours, such as ICB. 

Apart from identifying how to enhance knowledge sharing between expatriates and HCNs, 

the second aim of the current study is to systematically examine what types of knowledge 

expatriates share with their HCN colleagues. Although knowledge is often considered as an 

organization’s most important resource (Zander & Kogut, 1995), the majority of studies on 

expatriate knowledge sharing do not define or explain what they mean by “knowledge” and there 

is scant empirical research that has systematically examined what types of knowledge expatriates 

share with their HCN colleagues (Armstrong & Li, in press). Toward this end, by means of a 

qualitative content analysis of written descriptions by expatriates regarding the types of 

knowledge shared, a three dimensional typology of expatriate knowledge sharing will also be 

constructed which identifies the full range of knowledge types shared by expatriates. Three types 

of knowledge are identified: regulative knowledge, normative knowledge, and cultural-cognitive 

knowledge, each consisting of several subtypes. The conceptual model is depicted in Figure 1.  
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Figure 1. Conceptual Model 
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1.2 RESEARCH CONTRIBUTIONS  

This study contributes to two streams of literature - knowledge management and expatriate 

management - in several important ways. 

The first aim of this study - identifying how to enhance knowledge sharing between 

expatriates and HCNs, contributes to the broader knowledge management literature, in which a 

fundamental issue is to identify “the conditions under which moving people will result in 

knowledge transfer” (Argote & Ingram, 2000: 164). More specifically, by examining how 

perceived-deep level similarities promote knowledge sharing between expatriates and their HCN 

colleagues, this study contributes to the knowledge management literature in several important 

ways.  

First, this study moves research on knowledge sharing to the individual level, thereby 

contributing to the literature by offering a more detailed picture of the knowledge sharing 

processes. While knowledge management researchers recognize that the individual is the starting 

point of knowledge processes as knowledge sharing moves tacit knowledge, which is resided 

within individuals, to an organizational level where it is transformed into competitive value for the 

MNC (Ipe, 2003; Voelpel, Dous, & Davenport, 2005; Wang & Noe, 2010), little attention has 

been given to individual-level characteristics of those who make up the organization, which is 

needed in order to get a deeper understanding of knowledge sharing processes (Felin & Hesterly, 

2007; Lee, Yoo, & Yun, 2015; Reinholt, Pedersen, & Foss, 2011). 

Second, by moving research on knowledge sharing to the individual level, this study 

contributes to the literature by demonstrating that individuals differ in their knowledge sharing 

behaviours. In particular, this study provides evidence that knowledge sharing is not a collective 

process that is independent of individuals. This is important given that the knowledge 
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management literature to date generally takes a macro level perspective and focuses on the 

movement of knowledge between larger entities within organizations, such as groups, 

departments, divisions (e.g. Kane, 2010) or between organizations themselves (e.g. Jensen & 

Szulanski, 2004; Williams, 2007) and identifies organizational-level antecedents to promote 

organizational-level knowledge transfer. Implicit in much of the literature on knowledge 

management is the assumption that employees are a homogeneous group (Felin & Hesterly, 

2007). The current study shows that knowledge sharing is not fundamentally about structural and 

organizational processes, but also about the underlying attributes and abilities of the individual 

employees involved in the knowledge sharing process (Bonache & Zárraga-Oberty, 2008; Voelpel 

et al., 2005) and that not all individuals are equally competent for knowledge sharing tasks 

(Wang, Tong, Chen, & Kim, 2009).  

Third, this study contributes to the literature by incorporating individual traits relative to 

the immediate context (i.e. colleagues).Until now research on the antecedents of individual-level 

knowledge sharing has generally focused on environmental factors such as social networks, HR-

practices, job design, and to a lesser extent on individual factors (e.g. Foss et al., 2009; Reiche, 

2012; Reinholt et al., 2011). These studies however neglect the idea that knowledge sharing 

emerges in the context of a dynamic interaction between the knowledge sender and the knowledge 

recipient, who each bring into the relationship an individual mixture of features such as 

personality traits, perspectives and values. Given that the dynamic interaction between the 

knowledge sender and the knowledge recipient is the primary source of knowledge sharing, 

combined with the fact that the existing literature has almost completely ignored issues related to 
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the interaction between the knowledge sender and recipient (Argote & Ingram, 2000; Lee et al., 

2015; Foss, 2007), this study will fill a major gap in the knowledge management literature. 

Fourth, this study contributes to the literature by examining knowledge sharing in an 

expatriation context. This is important given that the international business literature shows that 

knowledge sharing is one of the primary reasons for sending employees overseas (expatriation) 

and that expatriates play a critical strategic role in the internationalization of organizations 

(Harzing, 2001; Hocking et al., 2004). Consequently, a new stream of research has recently 

emerged that acknowledges the important role of expatriates in the international knowledge 

sharing process in MNCs (Armstrong & Li, in press; Chang & Smale, 2013). However, most of 

these studies adopt a qualitative research design (e.g., Bonache & Brewster, 2001; Chang & 

Smale, 2013; Riusala & Suutari, 2004; Vance & Paik, 2005; Wang, Tong, & Koh, 2004) and 

those few with a quantitative research design, take predominantly a macro-level perspective (e.g. 

Björkman, Barner-Rasmussen, & Li, 2004; Chang, Gong, & Peng, 2012; Hébert, Very, & 

Beamish, 2005). Going forward, recent studies state that characteristics of expatriates critical for 

successful knowledge sharing need to be identified (Armstrong & Li, in press; Chang et al., 2012; 

Chang & Smale, 2013; Choi & Johanson, 2012; Wang et al., 2009) as not all expatriates are 

equally competent for the knowledge sharing task (Björkman & Schaap, 1994; Dhanaraj, Lyles, 

Steensma, & Tihanyi, 2004; Tung, 1987). Given that expatriates are important for knowledge 

sharing and yet differ in their characteristics means that MNCs must understand what types of 

expatriates to select or train in order to develop competitive advantages (Chang & Smale, 2013; 

Wang et al., 2009). Consequently, the present study examines expatriate’s characteristics that 

facilitate knowledge sharing. 
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Fifth, this study contributes to the fit literature by introducing a new type of fit: expatriate-

HCN fit. Expatriate-HCN fit is a person-person (P-P) based fit which looks at the similarities 

between the expatriate and a HCN colleague. To date there is still limited research on P-P fit as 

the literature tends to focus on person–organization fit or person–group fit. The few studies that 

however do adopt a P-P fit perspective mainly focuses on person-supervisor fit: the fit of 

characteristics between a supervisor and a subordinate (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; van Vianen, 

Shen, & Chuang, 2011). Little is known about other types of P-P fit (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005) 

such as expatriate-HCN fit, which is surprising given that most employees only feel they really 

“fit” in a job if they have positive dyadic relationships with their colleagues (Kammeyer-Mueller 

et al., 2013). 

The second aim of this study - systematically examining what types of knowledge 

expatriates share with their HCN colleagues, contributes to the broader knowledge management 

literature. Although knowledge is often considered as an organization’s most important resource 

(Zander & Kogut, 1995), the majority of studies on expatriate knowledge sharing do not define or 

explain what they mean by “knowledge” and there is scant empirical research that has 

systematically examined what types of knowledge expatriates share with their HCN colleagues 

(Armstrong & Li, in press). Those few studies that do define “knowledge” rely on a small subset 

of the full range of knowledge types shared by expatriates. These typologies provide a useful 

starting point, however, these typologies also raise several questions. First, are the typologies 

comprehensive? These knowledge types identified in prior studies, although descriptive, do not 

reflect the complexity and richness of the unique knowledge types shared by expatriates. In these 

studies expatriates are usually asked to rate the extent to which they share each type of knowledge 
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from a small list of knowledge types. The full list of knowledge types expatriates actually share 

may include a far greater number of knowledge types not examined in these studies. Another 

question that arises is, are the typologies valid? Although it is quite conceivable that these 

typologies are somewhat accurate classifications of expatriate knowledge sharing, they are not 

empirically derived. Prior studies on expatriate knowledge sharing usually focus on knowledge 

types adapted from studies conducted in domestic contexts. This is problematic given that 

expatriates may share knowledge types that are unique to the international context such as 

knowledge regarding societal values, language, and home/host culture. Toward this end, by means 

of a qualitative content analysis of written descriptions by expatriates regarding the types of 

knowledge shared, a three dimensional typology of expatriate knowledge sharing will also be 

constructed which identifies the full range of knowledge types shared by expatriates.  

In addition, this study makes three methodological contributions to the knowledge 

management literature. First, this study collects the dependent variable: knowledge sharing from 

multiple sources: the expatriate and the HCN colleague with whom one shares knowledge most on 

a daily basis. Knowledge sharing involves at least two parties and is as such fundamentally 

dyadic. In order to gain a comprehensive and valid understanding of knowledge sharing, both 

expatriates’ and HCNs’ perspectives on their work relationship should therefore be considered. 

While the theoretical literature on knowledge sharing explicitly acknowledges the inherently 

dyadic nature of knowledge sharing (e.g., Cabrera et al., 2006; Chang et al., 2012; Foss et al., 

2009; Hocking, Brown, & Harzing, 2007; Schwaer et al., 2012; Watson & Hewett, 2006), it is 

typically not studied as a dyadic phenomenon as most studies on knowledge sharing (e.g., 

Minbaeva et al., 2012; Schwaer et al., 2012; Zhao & Anand, 2009) and expatriate knowledge 
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sharing (Bonache & Brewster, 2001; Carraher et al., 2008; Chang & Smale, 2013; Riusala & 

Suutari, 2004; Vance & Paik, 2005; Wang et al., 2004) rely on data obtained from only one dyad 

member. Studying dyadic phenomena from the perspective of one dyad member is theoretically 

deficient and indicates a misalignment between dyadic theories (e.g. a theory of knowledge 

sharing) and methodological frameworks that rely on data provided by only one party involved in 

the relationship (Krasikova & LeBreton, 2012). In addition, the reliance on data obtained from 

only one dyad member to study dyadic constructs may assume equivalence of dyad members’ 

views on their interaction, which may not always be the case. Research on LMX for example 

demonstrates that leaders’ and subordinates’ differ in their perceptions of LMX (e.g. Sin et al., 

2009). Studies on knowledge sharing in general (e.g. Reinholt et al., 2011; Wang & Noe, 2010) 

and expatriate knowledge sharing in particular (e.g. Chang & Smale, 2013) therefore call for more 

multi-source studies. Although collection of multiple sources may be difficult and result in a small 

number of matched pairs (Zhang & Begley, 2011), the present study explicitly acknowledges the 

inherently dyadic nature of knowledge sharing and considers both the perspectives of expatriates 

and HCNs to provide a more complete, “objective” and multifaceted picture of knowledge 

sharing. In doing so, I overcome the much-criticized practice of ignoring the second party 

involved in the knowledge sharing relationship and thus alleviate construct validity issues, reduces 

concerns over common source variance, and reduce model misspecification. In doing so I also 

indirectly contribute to the international business (IB) literature which calls for more research on 

the role of HCNs in MNCs (Tarique et al., 2006; Toh & DeNisi, 2005; Vance & Paik, 2005; 

Vance et al., 2009) and to the organizational behaviour (OB) literature which acknowledges that 
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dyads are often ignored in OB research (see Gooty & Yammarino, 2011; Krasikova & LeBreton, 

2012; Tse & Ashkanasy, 2015 for reviews). 

Second, this study focuses on both knowledge sending and knowledge receiving to 

measure knowledge sharing. Expatriates typically are involved in a two-way knowledge and 

information flow interactions with HCNs (Vance et al., 2009). They do not only send extant 

knowledge to HCNs, but also receive new knowledge from the HCNs (Vance & Paik, 2005). 

While the theoretical literature explicitly acknowledges that knowledge sharing is a relational act 

based on a sender-receiver relationship which involves a two-way movement of sending and 

receiving of knowledge (Chang & Smale, 2013; Foss et al., 2009; Minbaeva et al., 2012), it is 

typically not studied as a two-way phenomenon as most studies measure (expatriate) knowledge 

sharing as a one-way process involving solely knowledge sending. Studying knowledge sharing as 

a one-way process is theoretically deficient and indicates a misalignment between knowledge 

management theories and methodological frameworks that rely on data focusing only on a one-

way knowledge flow. In the present study I therefore explicitly acknowledge that knowledge 

sharing is a two-way process and measure both knowledge sending and knowledge receiving as 

perceived by both expatriates and HCNs to provide a more complete, “objective” and multifaceted 

picture of knowledge sharing. In doing so, I alleviate construct validity issues.  

Third, this study is among the first to empirically examine expatriation and knowledge 

sharing in a wide array of firms, industries and countries and thereby (1) answers the calls in both 

the general knowledge sharing (e.g. Minbaeva et al., 2012) and the more specific expatriate 

knowledge sharing literature (e.g. Chang et al., 2012) for more empirical studies based on 

individual data gathered from a wider variety of firms, industries, and countries; and (2) expands 
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the general knowledge sharing (e.g. Foss et al., 2009; Hocking et al., 2007; Watson & Hewett, 

2006) and the more specific expatriate knowledge sharing literature (e.g. Bonache & Brewster, 

2001; Carraher et al., 2008; Hocking et al., 2004, 2007) that hitherto have collected data 

predominantly from a single organization .  

 

 

CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

This study begins by providing an overview of past research on person-environment fit 

theory, knowledge sharing, similarity, and interpersonal citizenship behaviour.  

 

2.1 PERSON-ENVIRONMENT FIT THEORY  

The concept of person-environment (P-E) fit is defined as the degree of compatibility 

between a person and aspect of the external environment (Astakhova, 2016; Jackson & Johnson, 

2012; Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2010; Muchinsky & Monahan, 1987; Nolan & Morley, 2014). The 

person is usually defined by one's values, personality, goals, and abilities. And the environment is 

usually defined by those characteristics external to the individual such as job characteristics, 

characteristics of the organization, or characteristics of the supervisor (Oh et al., 2014). A 

fundamental assumption of the P-E fit theory is that, regardless of the type of fit being considered, 

good fit leads to positive outcomes for both the person and the organization, such as improved 

work attitudes and better performance (Hoffman & Woehr, 2006; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005), 
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whereas poor fit results in negative work outcomes for both the person and the organization, 

thereby confirming the relevance of the fit phenomenon (Astakhova, 2016; Oh et al., 2014). 

Although P-E fit can refer to various types of fit (e.g., person-organization fit, person-job 

fit, person-group fit), the present study focuses on person–person fit (P-P fit) as this type is most 

relevant when examining dyadic work relationships like expatriate-HCN interactions (Jackson & 

Johnson, 2012). P-P fit refers to the dyadic fit between internal aspects (e.g. values, personality, 

goals, abilities) of a focal employee with those of another employee (Jackson & Johnson, 2012). 

Specifically, I focus on supplementary P-P fit which has predominantly been used in past research 

assessing person-person fit (Kristof-Brown et al. 2005; Nolan & Morley, 2014). Supplementary P-

P fit is concerned with the similarities between characteristics of two people in a dyadic 

relationship. These characteristics may include values, personality, goals, and abilities 

(Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2013; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; Nolan & Morley, 2014). 

Supplementary P-P fit suggests that an individual fits into an external environment because one 

possesses characteristics that are similar to the other employee (Muchinsky & Monahan, 1987). 

This study therefore defines expatriate-HCN fit as person-based fit which looks at the similarities 

between the expatriate and a HCN colleague. To date there is still limited research on P-P fit as 

the literature tends to focus on person–organization fit or person–group fit. The few studies that 

however do adopt a P-P fit perspective mainly focuses on person-supervisor fit: the fit of 

characteristics between a supervisor and a subordinate (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; van Vianen et 

al., 2011). Little is known about other types of P-P fit (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005) such as 

expatriate-HCN fit, which is surprising given that most employees only feel they really “fit” in a 
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job if they have positive dyadic relationships with their colleagues (Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 

2013). 

 

2.2 KNOWLEDGE SHARING 

2.2.1 What is knowledge?  

Knowledge is often considered an organization’s most important resource (Zander & 

Kogut, 1995), but what do we exactly mean when we are talking about “knowledge”? The 

growing body of research on knowledge management in the international business literature 

provides a variety of conceptualizations of “knowledge”. Michailova and Hutchings (2006, p. 

384) for instance define knowledge as a “mix of framed experience, values, contextual 

information, and expert insight that provides a framework for evaluating and incorporating new 

experiences and information. Wang et al. (2014, p. 117) on the other hand define knowledge as 

“information processed by individuals including ideas, facts, expertise, and judgments relevant for 

individual, team, and organizational performance”.  

Others identify different knowledge typologies. For example, Johanson and Vahlne (1977) 

distinguish between explicit knowledge which can be acquired quickly and easily and between 

tacit knowledge which can be acquired through learning by doing. Eriksson et al. (1997) propose 

three types of knowledge that organizations need to develop for successful internalization. First, 

internationalization knowledge: knowledge about how to manage the increase in complexity and 

diversity associated with the overall foreign expansion. Second, foreign business knowledge: 

knowledge of clients, markets and competitors abroad. And third, foreign institutional knowledge: 

knowledge of government institutional frameworks, rules, norms and values prevalent in foreign 
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countries. And Foss and Pedersen (2002) distinguish between “cluster-based”, “network” and 

“internally generated” knowledge and show that “cluster-based” knowledge is more difficult to 

transfer than “network” and “internally generated” knowledge. Some make a distinction between 

codified versus tacit knowledge (e.g. Reagans & McEvily, 2003), whereas others make a 

distinction between explicit and implicit knowledge (Bock, Zmud, Kim, & Lee, 2005), or between 

collective knowledge, the “knowledge embedded among organizational members of how to 

coordinate, share, distribute, and recombine individual knowledge”; and individual knowledge, 

the “technical knowledge, project management skills, and necessary job-related competencies” 

(Zhao & Anand, 2009, p. 960-961). Others adopt the typology by Cummings (2004) who 

identified five types of knowledge: general overviews (e.g., project goals, milestone estimates, or 

member responsibilities); specific requirements (e.g., numerical projections, market forecasts, or 

order requests); analytical techniques (e.g., statistical tools, detailed methods, or testing 

procedures); progress reports (e.g., status updates, resource problems, or personnel evaluations); 

and project results (e.g., preliminary findings, unexpected outcomes, or clear recommendations).  

However, the majority of studies on knowledge sharing in expatriate contexts do not 

define or explain what they mean by “knowledge”. Those few studies that do define “knowledge” 

rely on a small subset of the full range of knowledge types shared by expatriates. These 

knowledge types, although descriptive, do not reflect the complexity and richness of the unique 

knowledge types shared by expatriates. In these studies expatriates are usually asked to rate the 

extent to which they share each type of knowledge from a small list of knowledge types. The full 

list of knowledge types expatriates actually share may include a far greater number of knowledge 

types not examined in these studies. Moreover, prior studies on expatriate knowledge sharing 
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usually focus on knowledge types adapted from studies conducted in domestic contexts. This is 

problematic given that expatriates may share knowledge types that are unique to the international 

context such as knowledge regarding societal values, language, and home/host culture. As there is 

scant empirical research that has systematically examined what types of knowledge expatriates 

share with their HCN colleagues (Armstrong & Li, in press), this study will systematically 

examine what types of knowledge expatriates share with their HCN colleagues. More specific, by 

means of a qualitative content analysis of written descriptions by expatriates regarding the types 

of knowledge shared, a three dimensional typology of expatriate knowledge sharing will be 

constructed which identifies the full range of knowledge types shared by expatriates. 

 

2.2.2 What is knowledge sharing? 

The growing recognition of the significance of knowledge sharing has led to the 

proliferation of different and often conflicting definitions and perspectives. Numerous authors 

have discussed knowledge sharing in relation to different phenomena at the individual, team, and 

organizational levels, often using many different names and definitions for this concept. It seems 

that the literature on knowledge sharing has focused more on understanding the relationships 

between knowledge sharing and other constructs, rather than carefully defining the nature of 

knowledge sharing itself. The rapid growth of the knowledge management research has resulted in 

some conceptual confusion about the nature of the knowledge sharing construct. As depicted in 

Appendix 1, which provides an overview of some measurements of knowledge sharing, there exist 

a large variety of “knowledge sharing” definitions, ranging from the willingness to share and seek 

knowledge (Cabrera et al., 2006; Schwaer et al., 2012); the collection and dissemination of 
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knowledge within the organization (Watson & Hewett, 2006); transfer of host-unit knowledge 

(Reiche, 2012); knowledge receipt by the subsidiary (Chang et al., 2012); inpatriates’ boundary 

spanning (Reiche, 2011); knowledge access and communication (Hocking et al., 2007); to the 

receiving and sending of knowledge (Foss et al., 2009). The fact that the knowledge sharing 

concept has been given different labels by different researchers makes it difficult to see the overall 

patterns that exist in the literature.  

Moreover, it is common to see that articles use the constructs “knowledge sharing” and 

“knowledge transfer” interchangeably. The danger in not recognizing the differences in these 

constructs is that the constructs may have conflicting conceptual connotations for different people, 

which is detrimental to the quality of the explanations, predictions, and managerially relevant 

advice in the literature. Thus, more attention should be paid toward more comprehensive 

theoretical explications of the constructs and its measures. A careful reading of the conceptual 

definitions of “knowledge sharing” and “knowledge transfer” suggests that there are some 

important differences between these constructs.  

Knowledge sharing typically has been described as the two-way movement of knowledge 

on the interpersonal level as it involves both the sending and receiving of knowledge (Minbaeva et 

al., 2012). Knowledge sharing is a relational act based on a sender-receiver relationship which 

involves communicating one’s knowledge to another as well as receiving another’s knowledge 

(Foss et al., 2009). Knowledge sharing can occur in different forms and through different channels 

(e.g., face-to-face meetings, written correspondence, formal reports, electronic communication) 

(Cummings, 2004). Knowledge sharing differs from knowledge transfer. Knowledge transfer 

typically has been described as the sharing of knowledge by the knowledge sender and the 
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acquisition and application of knowledge by the knowledge recipient, and has typically been used 

to describe the movement of knowledge between different units, divisions, or organizations rather 

than between individuals (Minbaeva et al., 2012; Wang et al., 2014). 

2.2.3 Antecedents of knowledge sharing 

Given that expatriate knowledge sharing is considered the key for organizations to create 

and maintain competitive advantage (Argote & Ingram, 2000; Jensen & Szulanski, 2004; Kogut & 

Zander 1992; Schwaer et al., 2012; Wang & Noe, 2010), understanding the various factors that 

facilitate knowledge sharing is essential. Most studies have explored its antecedents from two 

perspectives. The most common perspective focuses on environmental factors that may encourage 

individual-level knowledge sharing (e.g. Bock et al. 2005; Cabrera et al. 2006; Matzler et al., 

2011), whereas the other more recent perspective focuses on how individual characteristics may 

encourage individual-level knowledge sharing (e.g. Cabrera et al., 2006). Appendix 2 summarizes 

the research published in leading academic management journals over the past ten years. 

Environmental antecedents of individual-level knowledge sharing. A growing number 

of studies investigate the relationships between environmental factors and individual-level 

knowledge sharing. These environmental factors include social networks, HR-practices, and job 

design, and are discussed as follows. 

Social Networks. With regard to social networks, it is often suggested that social network 

features are an integral part of the sharing process. Wasko and Faraj (2005) for instance found that 

employees with higher levels of network centrality contribute more and with more helpful 

responses to electronic networks of practice. Another study found that although an employee’s 
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network position creates the opportunity to engage in knowledge sharing with colleagues, the 

employee needs adequate motivation and ability to use this opportunity (Reinholt et al., 2011). 

And Reagans and McEvily (2003) examined the contribution of social network structure to the 

knowledge sharing process. They focused on two distinct features of the social network structure: 

social cohesion and network range and found that both facilitate knowledge sharing.  

HR-practices. The literature has also examined HR-practices as antecedent of individual-

level knowledge sharing. This examination has led to a number of propositions for organizational 

interventions, such as incentive compensation plans (Cabrera & Cabrera 2002; Cabrera et al. 

2006; Liu & Liu, 2011), performance appraisal systems, face-to-face communication (Liu & Liu, 

2011), support practices (Cabrera et al. 2006; Reiche, 2012), accountability inducing management 

practices (Wang et al., 2014), and knowledge management systems (Cabrera et al., 2006).  

Job Design. Prior studies have also addressed job design as antecedent of knowledge 

sharing. It has been showed that job design impacts employee motivations to share knowledge 

(Foss et al., 2009). For example, the more the job gives an employee substantial freedom, 

independence, and discretion to decide when and how to carry out specific tasks (i.e. autonomy), 

the more employees tend to be intrinsically motivated to share knowledge (Foss et al., 2009) and 

are willing to participate in knowledge sharing (Cabrera et al., 2006). Also, the greater the degree 

to which the job gives the employee the opportunity to complete a whole, identifiable piece of 

work (i.e. task identity), the more employees tend to be introjectedly motivated to share 

knowledge (Foss et al., 2009). And the more feedback (by means of formal evaluations, 

recognition schemes) the job provides, the more employees are externally motivated to share 

knowledge (Foss et al., 2009).  
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Individual antecedents of individual-level knowledge sharing. Implicit in much of the 

literature on knowledge management is the assumption that employees are a homogeneous group 

(Felin & Hesterly, 2007). Yet, not all (expatriate) employees may be equally competent for the 

knowledge sharing task (Wang et al., 2009). Recent studies on knowledge sharing therefore 

started examining the underlying attributes and abilities of individual employees involved in the 

knowledge sharing process. A variety of antecedents have been identified, such as willingness to 

transfer knowledge (Foss & Pedersen 2002; Liu & Liu, 2011; Watson & Hewett, 2006), the 

degree one accesses and reuses knowledge (Watson & Hewett, 2006), affect-based trust and 

cognition-based trust (Schwaer et al., 2012), the perception that knowledge sharing will enhance 

one’s reputation in the profession (Wasko & Faraj, 2005), structural and relational social capital 

(Reiche, 2012), attitude toward knowledge sharing (Bock et al., 2005), engagement in social 

interaction (Minbaeva et al., 2012), organizational commitment (Cabrera et al., 2006; Minbaeva et 

al., 2012) and affective commitment (Matzler et al., 2011), introjected motivation (Foss et al., 

2009), intrinsic motivation (Foss et al., 2009; Minbaeva et al., 2012), belief in one’s knowledge-

sharing ability (Liu & Liu, 2011), agreeableness, conscientiousness (Cabrera et al., 2006; Matzler 

et al., 2011), openness to experience (Cabrera et al., 2006), and (role breadth) self-efficacy 

(Cabrera et al., 2006; Liu & Liu, 2011; Schwaer et al., 2012). Although these studies improved 

our understanding on the underlying attributes and abilities of individual employees involved in 

the knowledge sharing process, these studies neglect the idea that knowledge sharing emerges in 

the context of a dynamic interaction between the knowledge sender and the knowledge recipient, 

who each bring into the relationship an individual mixture of features such as personality traits, 

perspectives and values. Given that the dynamic interaction between the knowledge sender and 
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the knowledge recipient is the primary source of knowledge sharing, combined with the fact that 

the existing literature has almost completely ignored issues related to the interaction between the 

knowledge sender and recipient (Argote & Ingram, 2000; Lee et al., 2015; Foss, 2007), this study 

will examine antecedents that are interpersonal in nature: perceived deep-level similarity, 

information elaboration and interpersonal citizenship behaviour, thereby filling a major gap in the 

knowledge management literature. 

 

2.3 SIMILARITY 

Interpersonal similarity refers to the “likeness of two individuals with regards to some 

factors or characteristics” (Mäkelä et al., 2007: 8). From the relational perspective, this study 

defines similarity as the similarities between a focal employee (i.e. expatriate) and another 

employee (i.e. HCN colleague) (Chattopadhyay, George, & Lawrence, 2004; Guillaume, 

Brodbeck, & Riketta, 2012). This definition implies that similarity can refer to an almost infinite 

number of attributes. 

As similarity can refer to an almost infinite number of attributes, this makes the 

measurement of the effects of similarity a real challenge. The conventional focus of the literature 

has been on actual surface-level demographic similarities or dissimilarities such as age, gender or 

ethnicity (Harrison, Price, Gavin, & Florey, 2002). Yet, Williams and O’Reilly (1998) reviewed 

40 years of research and concluded that there were no consistent main effects of actual surface-

level demographic (dis)similarity on performance. Accordingly, they suggested examining more 

types of (dis)similarity to increase the complexity of how (dis)similarity is conceptualized. The 

present study incorporates this recommendation by focusing on perceived deep-level similarity, 
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defined as perceptions of similarity held by an individual vis à vis another in terms of non-visible, 

underlying psychological features, a conceptualization consistent with prior work (e.g. Harrison, 

Price, & Bell, 1998; Liao, Chuang, & Joshi, 2008; Shrivastava & Gregory, 2009). 

2.3.1 Actual versus perceived similarity 

The current study does not focus on actual similarity but on perceptions of similarity 

which is a growing construct of interest in the literature (Shemla, Meyer, Greer, & Jehn, 2016) for 

the following reasons. First, this study focuses on perceived similarity as this is the most accepted 

way of operationalizing person-person fit in the literature (Astakhova, 2016; Kristof-Brown et al., 

2005; Nolan & Morley, 2014). 

Second, this study focuses on perceived similarity as perceptions of similarity are 

considered as stronger predictors of social outcomes than actual similarity (Ferris & Judge, 1991) 

because individuals respond to others based on the meanings ascribed to reality, rather than reality 

per se (Symbolic Interactionism Theory, Blumer, 1986). That is, the influence of similarity 

dependents on whether similarities make subjective sense to individuals as similarity lies in the 

eyes of the beholder (Shemla et al., 2016). When encountering the same person people do not 

always see the same person. Some people perceive similarity more or less often than others, 

meaning that individuals respond differently to the same stimuli (Shrivastava & Gregory, 2009). 

Thus what is most critical is that individuals believe another is similar (i.e. perception of reality), 

regardless of whether this other is actually similar (i.e. actual reality) (Shemla et al., 2016; 

Shrivastava & Gregory, 2009; Williams, Parker, & Turner, 2007).  

Third, this study focuses on perceived similarity as results of a recent meta-analysis of 313 

laboratory and field studies suggests that in organizational contexts a perceptual operationalization 
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of similarity should be adopted as (1) organizations are characterized by on-going interactions and 

relationships, and (2) in the context of on-going interactions and relationships, perceived 

similarity in values and personality traits are more important than actual similarity for 

interpersonal attraction (Montoya, Horton, & Kirchner, 2008). 

Fourth, this study focuses on perceived similarity as perceptions of similarity have rarely 

been studied in the field of management (Harrison et al., 2002). This is in contrast to the field of 

psychology, where the central role of perceived similarity has been emphasized as a fundamental 

factor in interpersonal perception (e.g. Shrivastava & Gregory, 2009; van Osch & Breugelmans, 

2012). In the management literature, the conventional focus of (dis)similarity research has been on 

how actual similarities (or differences) among organizational members impact a wide array of 

work-related outcomes. Actual (dis)similarity is often measured in Euclidean distance, which 

reflects the square root of the average squared distance of a focal individual relative to others or in 

D score, which reflects the average dyadic (dis)similarity between the focal individual and others 

(Guillaume et al., 2013; Liao, Joshi, & Chuang, 2004; Liao et al., 2008). Yet, these effects of 

actual (dis)similarity on individual or within-team functioning have been criticized because 

inconsistent effects and low effect sizes have been shown (Harrison et al., 2002; Mohammed & 

Angell, 2004; Shrivastava & Gregory, 2009). To explain these equivocal findings scholars argue 

that similarity can produce effects only when perceived (Harrison et al., 2002; Liao et al., 2008; 

Selfhout, Denissen, Branje, & Meeus, 2009). Accordingly, management researchers call for 

greater emphasis on the degree to which one believes oneself to be similar to others (Guillaume et 

al., 2012).  
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2.3.2 Surface-level versus deep-level similarity 

The current study focuses on deep-level similarity instead of surface-level similarity. 

Deep-level similarity refers to psychological features of employees and includes individual 

similarities in personality traits, values, attitudes, preferences, and beliefs. These features are 

expressed in verbal and nonverbal communication, behaviour patterns, and exchanged via 

personal information (Harrison et al., 1998, 2002). Surface-level similarity on the other hand 

refers to the extent to which an individual’s overt demographic characteristics, which are often 

reflected in physical features such as age, sex or ethnicity, are shared by someone else (Harrison 

et al., 1998, 2002; Mohammed & Angell, 2004).  

The current study focuses on deep-level similarity instead of surface-level similarity for 

several reasons. First, this study focuses on deep-level similarity (in terms of values, personality, 

goals, abilities) as this is the most accepted way of operationalizing person-person fit in the 

literature (Astakhova, 2016; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; Nolan & Morley, 2014). 

Second, this study focuses on deep-level similarity as deep-level similarity is considered a 

stronger predictor of a wide array of work-related outcomes than surface-level similarity 

(Harrison et al., 2002; Hollenbeck, DeRue, & Guzzo, 2004) because (1) organizations are 

characterized by on-going interactions and relationships, and (2) in the context of on-going 

interactions and relationships, the effects of perceived surface-level similarity diminish, whereas 

the effects of perceived deep-level similarity intensify (Harrison et al., 1998, 2002). These 

findings are in line with the contact hypothesis (Amir, 1969) which suggests that although during 

initial interactions employees’ perceptions of each other are based on surface-level features, over 

time, when they have interacted or collaborated more often and had more opportunities to 
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exchange personal information, surface-level similarity becomes less important and deep-level 

similarity more important.  

Third, this study focuses on deep-level similarity as the effects of surface-level similarity 

on individual or within-team functioning have been criticized (e.g. Harrison et al., 1998, 2002; 

Williams & O’Reilly, 1998) because inconsistent, null, and nonlinear effects have been shown for 

sex (Chattopadhyay, 1999; Riordan & Shore, 1997), age (Chattopadhyay, 1999; Liao et al., 2004), 

and racial or ethnic similarity (Chattopadhyay, 1999; Williams & O'Reilly, 1998). Also meta-

analytic results fail to demonstrate effects of surface-level similarity on individual or within-team 

functioning (Webber & Donahue, 2001). To explain these equivocal findings scholars argue that 

similarity can produce effects only when they are deep-level (Harrison et al., 1998, 2002; 

Mohammed & Angell, 2004). Accordingly, management researchers call for greater emphasis on 

deep-level similarities.  

 

2.4 INFORMATION ELABORATION  

Information elaboration is a communication process that involves the exchange of 

information and perspectives, the process of feeding back the results of this exchange to others, 

and the discussion and integration of its implications (van Knippenberg et al., 2004). Information 

elaboration processes extend beyond knowledge or information sharing to capture the extent to 

which employees exchange detailed explanations of their ideas with each other, spend time 

constructively discussing each other’s perspectives, integrating the information, and determining 

how to apply their knowledge resources to problems at hand (Hoever, van Knippenberg, van 

Ginkel, & Barkema, 2012).  
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Prior studies argue that information elaboration is critical to performance when dealing 

with knowledge-intensive work (van Knippenberg et al., 2004) and that information elaboration is 

especially critical in international contexts as expatriates and HCNs often have to share tacit 

knowledge (Kogut & Zander, 1993). Tacit knowledge may be difficult to share as it needs to be 

disembedded from one’s home country environment, translated so that it is understandable to the 

recipient, and adapted to the home country environment of the recipient (Noorderhaven & 

Harzing, 2009). Knowledge sharing is therefore possible only when intensive communication 

occurs between the knowledge sender and the knowledge recipient (Noorderhaven & Harzing, 

2009). 

 

2.5 INTERPERSONAL CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIOUR  

Interpersonal citizenship behaviour (ICB) refers to citizenship behaviour directed towards 

colleagues that go beyond one’s immediate role requirements (Settoon & Mossholder, 2002). It 

includes helping as defined by Van Dyne and LePine (1998) and altruism, the intrinsic enjoyment 

from helping others without expecting anything in return (Organ, 1988). ICB consists of both 

person-focused and task-focused elements. Person-focused ICB has an affiliative–promotive 

character, being grounded in friendship and social support. Examples are listening, being 

accessible, counselling, and demonstrating concern for others. Task-focused ICB has a more 

instrumental character as it deals with organization-based issues. Examples are providing work-

related advice, offering new perspectives on work problems, and supplying factual information 

(Settoon & Mossholder, 2002). 
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This study focuses on ICB rather than the broader construct of organizational citizenship 

behaviour (OCB) because ICB requires a specific recipient, which is not needed for the 

performance of other elements of OCB (Bowler & Brass, 2006). ICB is substantially different 

from other OCB elements. For example, an employee may have negative feelings toward the 

organization and is therefore unlikely to perform OCB directed at the organization. However, the 

same person may have friends in the organization who (s)he wants to help and thus is likely to 

perform ICB directed at a specific colleague (Bowler & Brass, 2006). ICB has drawn increasing 

attention from researchers as it is a good predictor of group and organizational performance 

(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000).  

 

CHAPTER 3: MODEL AND HYPOTHESES 

 

The present dissertation consists of two parts. The first part of the study identifies how to 

enhance knowledge sharing between expatriates and HCNs. The second part of the study 

examines what types of knowledge expatriates share with their HCN colleagues. 

 

3.1 Part 1: Antecedents of HCN-expatriate knowledge sharing 

The first part of this study draws upon the person-environment (P-E) fit theory and 

demonstrates that when expatriates cognitively focus on the deep-level similarities between 

themselves and their HCN colleagues they are more likely to engage in information elaboration 

which in turn facilitates knowledge sharing. In addition, it is demonstrated how the undesirable 
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effects of low deep-level similarity on information elaboration and knowledge sharing can be 

overcome by means of interpersonal citizenship behaviours. The conceptual model is depicted in 

Figure 1.  

 

3.1.1 Perceived Deep-Level Similarity and Information Elaboration 

Drawing upon the person-environment (P-E) fit theory this study first proposes that when 

expatriates cognitively focus on the deep-level similarities between themselves and their HCN 

colleagues they are more likely to engage in information elaboration.  

The concept of person-environment (P-E) fit is defined as the degree of compatibility 

between a person and aspects of the external environment (Astakhova, 2016; Jackson & Johnson, 

2012; Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2010; Muchinsky & Monahan, 1987; Nolan & Morley, 2014). A 

fundamental assumption of the P-E fit theory is that, regardless of the type of fit being considered, 

good fit leads to positive outcomes for both the person and the organization, such as improved 

work attitudes and better performance (Hoffman & Woehr, 2006; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005), 

whereas poor fit results in negative work outcomes for both the person and the organization, 

thereby confirming the relevance of the fit phenomenon (Astakhova, 2016; Oh et al., 2014).  

A specific type of P-E fit is person-person fit (P-P fit). P-P fit refers to the dyadic fit 

between internal aspects (e.g. values, personality, goals, abilities) of a focal employee with those 

of another employee (Jackson & Johnson, 2012). Specifically, this study focuses on 

supplementary P-P fit which has predominantly been used in past research assessing person-

person fit (Kristof-Brown et al. 2005; Nolan & Morley, 2014). Supplementary P-P fit is concerned 

with the similarities between characteristics of two people in a dyadic relationship. These 
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characteristics may include values, personality, goals, and abilities (Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 

2013; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; Nolan & Morley, 2014). The supplementary P-P fit argues that 

an individual fits into an external environment because one possesses characteristics that are 

similar to the other employee (Muchinsky & Monahan, 1987) which leads to favourable work 

relationships and outcomes (e.g. Jackson & Johnson, 2012; Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2013; 

Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). 

In line with this reasoning, this study proposes that when expatriates perceive high 

similarity between themselves and their HCN colleague in terms of deep-level characteristics such 

as values, personality, goals, and abilities (i.e. they perceive more P-P fit) they are more likely to 

engage in information elaboration. Information elaboration is a communication process that 

involves the exchange of information and perspectives, the process of feeding back the results of 

this exchange to others, and the discussion and integration of its implications (van Knippenberg et 

al., 2004). In contrast, when expatriates perceive low similarity between themselves and their 

HCN colleague in terms of deep-level characteristics (i.e. they perceive less P-P fit) they are less 

likely to engage in information elaboration. 

The positive effects of interpersonal fit dimensions have been explained through two 

social psychological mechanisms: the similarity-attraction theory (Byrne, 1971) and the cognitive 

dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957). First, according to the similarity-attraction theory (Byrne, 

1971), high similarity with another person is associated with increased attraction to the person 

whereas low similarity is associated with decreased attraction. The influence of similarity on 

attraction exists cross-culturally (Byrne, 1971), and is evident throughout childhood (Fawcett & 

Markman, 2010), suggesting it is a fundamental aspect of human interaction. The similarity-
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attraction theory suggests that expatriates are attracted to HCNs with who they share personal 

characteristics, attitudes, personalities, and values. As a result, expatriates who perceive 

themselves as similar to their HCN colleagues find it easier to display positive attitudes and 

behaviours towards them. For example, research using the similarity-attraction theory shows that 

similarity leads to frequent communication, desire to maintain affiliation and high social 

integration (Lincoln & Miller, 1979). Similarly, other studies demonstrate that similarity leads to 

more liking (Lankau, Riordan, & Thomas, 2005; Singh & Tan, 1992); more positive affect (Byrne 

& Nelson, 1964); and higher willingness to share assets or information (Byrne, Clone, & Worchel, 

1966; Tajfel, Billing, Bundy, & Flament, 1971). Thus, perceived deep-level similarity with a HCN 

colleague likely makes interactions “easier, reinforcing, and more desirable” (Riordan, 2000: 

135), hence facilitating the exchange of information and perspectives, the feeding back of results, 

and the discussion and integration of its implications, behaviours that are necessary for 

information elaboration (van Knippenberg et al., 2004).  

Second, the positive effects of interpersonal fit dimensions have been explained through 

the cognitive dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957). According to this theory, individuals have a 

fundamental need for a logical and consistent view of the world and therefore favour stimuli that 

reinforce the logic and consistency of our world. People who are similar to us validate the kind of 

person that we are and, in so doing, reinforce the logic and consistency of our world. “Individuals 

who possess similar values tend to share common aspects of cognitive processing and common 

methods of interpreting events that help them reduce uncertainty, stimulus overload, ambiguity, 

conflict, and other negative features of work interaction” (Ostroff, Shin, & Kinicki, 2005: 599), 

hence facilitating the exchange of information and perspectives, the feeding back of results, and 
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the discussion and integration of its implications, behaviours that are necessary for information 

elaboration (van Knippenberg et al., 2004). In contrast, those who perceive themselves as 

dissimilar to their colleagues feel more reluctant to communicate with others and are more likely 

to withdraw from social interactions (Liao et al., 2008). Consequently, it is proposed that 

perceived deep-level similarity is positively related to information elaboration. 

Hypothesis 1: Perceived deep-level similarity is positively related to information 

elaboration. 

 

3.1.2 Information Elaboration and Knowledge Sharing 

In addition, this study proposes that information elaboration facilitates knowledge sharing. 

Prior studies argue that information elaboration is critical to performance when dealing with 

knowledge-intensive work. Knowledge resides inside individual minds, through exchanging 

information and ideas, seeking clarification on the perspectives offered by others, and discussing 

and integrating this information (i.e. engaging in information elaboration processes), employees 

are able to receive knowledge from their colleagues (van Knippenberg et al., 2004). Information 

elaboration is especially critical to performance in international contexts which regularly involve 

tacit knowledge (Kogut & Zander, 1993). Tacit knowledge may be difficult to share as it needs to 

be disembedded from one’s home country environment, translated so that it is understandable to 

the recipient, and adapted to the home country environment of the recipient (Kogut & Zander, 

1993; Noorderhaven & Harzing, 2009). In addition, knowledge “is socially constructed through 

collaborative efforts with common objectives or by dialectically opposing different perspectives in 

dialogic interaction” (Plaskoff, 2003: 163). Knowledge sharing between expatriates and HCNs is 
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therefore possible only when intensive communication occurs between the knowledge sender and 

the knowledge recipient (Noorderhaven & Harzing, 2009). As information elaboration is an 

intensive communication process which involves the exchange of information and perspectives, 

the process of feeding back the results of this exchange to others, and the discussion and 

integration of its implications (van Knippenberg et al., 2004), this study proposes that information 

elaboration facilitates knowledge sharing. This proposition is in line with findings of prior studies 

which demonstrated that increased levels of interaction and communication are positively related 

to knowledge transfer on the firm level (Björkman et al., 2004; Gupta & Govindarajan, 2000; 

Schulz, 2001) and knowledge exchange on the unit level (Hansen, 1999; Minbaeva et al., 2012; 

Reagans & McEvily, 2003; Tsai, 2002; Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998).  

 

Hypothesis 2: Information elaboration is positively related to knowledge sharing. 

 

3.1.3 Mediation Effects of Information Elaboration 

Several scholars have argued that for a full understanding of the knowledge sharing 

process a focus on both people and interpersonal interactions is required (Chen & Huang, 2007; 

Felin & Hesterly, 2007; Foss, 2007). Extending this stream of research, the present study proposes 

in line with the reasoning of the supplementary P-P fit perspective, that when expatriates perceive 

high similarity between themselves and their HCN colleague in terms of deep-level characteristics 

such as values, personality, goals, and abilities (a focus on people), they are more likely to engage 

in information elaboration (a focus on interpersonal interactions) which in turn facilitates 

knowledge sharing. 
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Expatriates and HCNs have different backgrounds (e.g. in terms of culture, language, 

nationality, ethnicity) and therefore possess certain types of knowledge that the other person does 

not have. Prior studies suggest that the sharing of this kind of knowledge between individuals 

from different backgrounds can be facilitated through social interactions (Bartol & Srivastava, 

2002; Chen & Huang, 2007; Hoegl et al., 2003; Koskinen, Pihlanto, & Vanharanta, 2003). Social 

interaction refers to the extent to which colleagues interact with each other, for example in terms 

of trust or communication (Chen & Huang, 2007). Most studies to date that focus on the role of 

social interactions examine trust. Employees with different backgrounds tend to seek relevant 

knowledge from trusty colleagues (Koskinen et al.,2003). In addition, trusting relationships 

improve employees’ willingness to exchange and absorb other's knowledge, thereby leading to 

greater knowledge sharing (Bouty, 2000; Chen & Huang, 2007; Levin & Cross, 2004; Tsai & 

Ghoshal, 1998). In term of communication less is known. So far, it has been demonstrated that 

among colleagues from different backgrounds, increased (face-to-face) communication, wider 

communication channels and richer communication interactions facilitate knowledge sharing and 

transfer and the amount of resources spend to acquire, share, and utilize the needed knowledge 

(Chen & Huang, 2007; Hoegl et al., 2003; Liu & Liu, 2011). This study builds upon this stream of 

research and argues that in a similar way, information elaboration, an intensive communication 

process, facilitates knowledge sharing between colleagues from different backgrounds (i.e. 

expatriate and HCN). Thus, this study proposes that information elaboration plays a mediating 

role in the relationship between perceived deep-level similarity and knowledge sharing. 

Hypothesis 3: Information elaboration mediates the relationship between perceived deep-

level similarity and knowledge sharing. 
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3.1.4 Moderating Effects of Interpersonal Citizenship Behaviour 

Moreover, the challenge in realizing expatriate knowledge sharing is to identify 

moderating influences that motivate information elaboration and knowledge sharing when 

expatriates perceive low deep-level similarity between themselves and their HCN colleague (i.e. 

low P-P fit). This study therefore also examines how the undesirable effects of low deep-level 

similarity on information elaboration and knowledge sharing can be overcome. In the social 

psychology literature on intergroup contact it has been well-established that cooperative 

behaviours are a determinant of attraction and attitude change towards dissimilar others 

(Blanchard & Cook, 1976). For example, individuals who are induced to help (Blanchard & Cook, 

1976) or perform a personal favour to (Jecker & Landy, 1969) a dissimilar person subsequently 

develop greater attraction for the recipient of the help than individuals who are not induced to do 

so. These effects are attributable to cognitive dissonance reduction. According to the cognitive 

dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957), individuals have a fundamental need for a logical and 

consistent view of the world and therefore favour stimuli that reinforce the logic and consistency 

of their world. From the viewpoint of the cognitive dissonance theory, an individual who helps 

another person that is dissimilar to oneself is performing counter-attitudinal behaviour which 

causes feelings of dissonance (Jecker & Landy, 1969). Previous studies demonstrate that in order 

to reduce dissonance, we justify our helping efforts by convincing ourselves that the other person 

is an attractive, likable, and deserving person, and therefore worthy of receiving our help (Jecker 

& Landy, 1969). This reasoning suggests that givers are more concerned with what they have 

done for the receiver than what the receiver has done for them (Flynn & Brockner, 2003). In a 

similar vein, the present study proposes that when expatriates perform interpersonal citizenship 
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behaviour (ICB; a type of helping behaviour) towards dissimilar HCNs they subsequently 

convince themselves that the HCN is an attractive, likable, and deserving person in order to 

reduce cognitive dissonance and are therefore more likely to make an effort to engage in 

information elaboration and knowledge sharing. It is therefore expected that the relationship 

between perceived deep-level similarity and information elaboration and the relationship between 

perceived deep-level similarity and knowledge sharing via information elaboration, are weaker at 

high levels of ICB then at low levels of ICB. This means that for expatriates with high ICB, 

increased levels of perceived deep-level similarity are less strongly associated with information 

elaboration and knowledge sharing than for those with low ICB. Thus, expatriates (including 

those that perceive low deep-level similarity between themselves and their HCN colleague [i.e. 

low P-P fit]), are more likely to effectively engage in information elaboration and knowledge 

sharing when they engage in cooperative behaviours, such as ICB.  

Hypothesis 4: Interpersonal citizenship behaviour moderates the effect of perceived deep-

level similarity on information elaboration, such that similarity has a less positive effect 

on information elaboration when one is more likely to engage in ICB than when one is less 

likely to engage in ICB. 

 

Hypothesis 5: Interpersonal citizenship behaviour moderates the effect of perceived deep-

level similarity on knowledge sharing via information elaboration, such that similarity has 

a less positive effect on knowledge sharing when one is more likely to engage in ICB than 

when one is less likely to engage in ICB. 
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3.2 Part 2: Types of knowledge shared 

Apart from identifying how to enhance knowledge sharing between expatriates and HCNs, 

the second part of this study examines what types of knowledge expatriates share with their HCN 

colleagues.  

Knowledge is often considered as an organization’s most important resource (Zander & 

Kogut, 1995). However, the majority of studies on expatriate knowledge sharing do not define or 

explain what they mean by “knowledge”. Besides, there is scant empirical research that has 

systematically examined what types of knowledge expatriates share with their HCN colleagues 

(Armstrong & Li, in press). Toward this end, by means of a qualitative content analysis of written 

descriptions by expatriates regarding the types of knowledge shared, a three dimensional typology 

of expatriate knowledge sharing is constructed which identifies the full range of knowledge types 

shared by expatriates. A typology is a classification scheme which’ major role is to both order and 

make sense of data. It provides a means for ordering organizational phenomena “and clustering 

them into categorical types without losing sight of the underlying richness and diversity that exist 

within the type” (Rich, 1992: 758).  

CHAPTER 4: METHOD 

4.1 Procedure  

The data for part 1 (antecedents of HCN-expatriate knowledge sharing) and part 2 (types 

of knowledge shared) of this dissertation were collected at the same time. I obtained data from 

expatriates from different home and host countries in all parts of the world. Expatriates were 

identified in four ways.  
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One, the human resource departments of two large Dutch organizations were willing to 

help. First, the director of “Intercultural Professionals BV” which is part of the Royal Tropical 

Institute (“Koninklijk Instituut voor de Tropen” in Dutch; KIT) forwarded my call for participants 

(In Dutch, see Appendix 3) to all the members in their database. The KIT is a Netherlands-based 

organization which provides tailor-made business culture and expat trainings and advice to 

organisations, teams, and individual professionals on how to work effectively in intercultural 

environments. Their clients include major Dutch MNCs such as Philips, DSM, Rabobank, KLM 

(Royal Dutch Airlines), Fokker, and FrieslandCampina. Second, a human resource employee of 

the Port of Rotterdam forwarded my call for participants (In Dutch, see Appendix 3) to her Dutch 

colleagues currently working abroad. The Port of Rotterdam is based in the Netherlands and 

Europe’s largest sea port. 

Two, The Dutch Chamber of Commerce in Hong Kong; The Netherlands Consulate 

General in Hong Kong and Macao; The “Nederlandse Vereniging in Hong Kong” (Dutch 

association in Hong Kong); The “Nederlandse Vereniging Guangzhou” (Dutch association in 

Guangzhou, China); and The “Nederlandse Vereniging Peking” (Dutch association in Beijing, 

China) published my call for participants (In Dutch, see Appendix 3) in their newsletter, website 

and/or Facebook page.  

Third, I published a call for participants (In English, see Appendix 4) in Facebook and 

LinkedIn groups popular among expatriates. These groups include general groups such as 

“Expatriates in Amsterdam” and “Expats in Hong Kong”, and more specific groups such as 

“Dutch expatriates in New York” and “German expats in the Netherlands”. As I received 
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predominantly e-mails from Dutch expatriates or expatriates working in the Netherlands, in 

mainly targeted these groups on Facebook and LinkedIn. 

Fourth, given that international questionnaires tend to have low response rates, I also 

identified expatriates through my personal network of expatriates working in Hong Kong, China, 

and the Netherlands and used a snowballing technique to distribute the questionnaires further. 

This approach is similar to previous expatriate studies (e.g. Peltokorpi & Froese, 2009). 

My calls for participants (see Appendix 3 and 4) briefly describe the purpose of the study, 

that expatriates should have at least one local colleague, and that confidentiality is assured. In 

addition, participants were told that in return for their valued participation, they will receive a 

personalized profile report which summarizes their scores on traits and skills relevant to succeed 

abroad.  

The expatriates who signed up for participation via one of the four methods described 

above, received an email consisting of two parts. Part 1 consists of instructions for the expatriate 

and the link to an online (expat) questionnaire. Part 2 consists of instructions for the HCN and the 

link to an online (HCN) questionnaire. Research demonstrates that Web-based methods of 

collecting data yield results comparable to those from more traditional (e.g., paper and pencil) 

formats (e.g., Krantz & Dalal, 2000). Expatriates were asked to forward Part 2 of the email to one 

HCN colleague with whom one shares knowledge most on a daily basis. This study focuses only 

on relationships between expatriates and HCN colleagues who work closely on a daily basis 

because (1) expatriates develop close associations with only a few HCN colleagues and more 

distant relationships with the rest because of time and energy constraints (Allinson, Armstrong, & 

Hayes, 2001); and because (2) close relationships are essential for knowledge sharing (Bonache & 
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Zárraga-Oberty, 2008) as tacit knowledge is otherwise difficult to share (Nonaka, 1994; 

Subramaniam & Venkatraman, 2001). To match HCN responses to one’s expatriate colleague, 

both were asked to provide the email of the expatriate respondent. See Appendix 5 for the 

Expatriate questionnaire and Appendix 6 for the HCN questionnaires.  

The present research took measures to minimize the potential risk of common method 

bias. First, when designing the survey, well-established and validated measures were used to 

avoid item ambiguity; clear instructions were provided about completing the questionnaire, and 

confidentiality and anonymity were guaranteed to the respondents (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & 

Podsakoff, 2003). Second, the variables were obtained from different sources. Whereas the 

independent variable, mediating variable and some control variables were obtained from the 

expatriates, the moderating and some control variables were obtained from the HCNs. In addition, 

the measurement of the dependent variable was based on ratings by both expatriates and HCNs. 

 

4.2 Measures 

For the first part of this study, which identifies how to enhance knowledge sharing 

between expatriates and HCNs, all variables were measured with well-established and validated 

measures. The variables were obtained from different sources. Whereas the independent variable, 

mediating variable and some control variables were obtained from the expatriate, the moderating 

and some control variables were obtained from the HCN (supervisor/peer/subordinate) with whom 

one shares knowledge most on a daily basis. The dependent variable was obtained from both the 

expatriate and the HCN. 
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Perceived Deep-Level Similarity. Perceived deep-level similarity was measured with the 5-

item perceived similarity scale which measures how similar expatriates think they are on average 

to their HCN colleague (Tepper, Moss, & Duffy, 2011) . “Subordinate” was replaced by “this 

HCN colleague”. The rating scale ranges from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). A 

sample item is: “This HCN colleague and I are similar in terms of our outlook, perspective, and 

values”. The internal consistency (Cronbach's alpha) of the scale was .914. 

Information Elaboration. Information Elaboration was measured with the 4-item 

information elaboration scale (Kearney, Gebert, & Voelpel, 2009). “Team” was replaced by “this 

HCN colleague and I”. The rating scale ranges from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). A 

sample item is: “This HCN colleague and I generate ideas and solutions that are much better than 

those we could develop as individuals”. The internal consistency (Cronbach's alpha) of the scale 

was .784. 

Interpersonal Citizenship Behaviour. Interpersonal Citizenship Behaviour was measured 

with the 14-item Interpersonal Citizenship Behaviour scale (Settoon & Mossholder, 2002). HCNs 

were asked how much each statement is characteristic of their expatriate colleague. The rating 

scale ranges from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). A sample item is: “Makes an extra 

effort to understand the problems faced by co-workers”. The internal consistency (Cronbach's 

alpha) of the scale was .942. 

Knowledge Sharing. Given that knowledge sharing includes both the receiving and 

sending of knowledge (e.g. Foss et al., 2009; Minbaeva et al., 2012) knowledge sharing was 

measured with the 4-item receiving and sending of knowledge scale (Foss et al., 2009). The rating 

scale ranges from 1 (little or no extent) to 7 (very large extent). “Colleagues in your own 
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department” was replaced by “this HCN colleague” in the expatriate questionnaire and by “this 

expatriate colleague” in the HCN colleague’s questionnaire. Sample items are: “To what extent 

have you received knowledge from this HCN (expatriate) colleague?”, and “To what extent has 

this HCN (expatriate) colleague received knowledge from you?”. The internal consistency 

(Cronbach's alpha) of the scale was .720 for expats and .850 for HCNs. The internal consistency 

(Cronbach's alpha) of the dyadic scale was .780. 

Control Variables. In this study I controlled for gender, age, education level, marital 

status, tenure in host country, host country language proficiency, home country, host country, 

length of relationship between expatriate and HCN, relationship type, and expat type. I controlled 

for gender, age, education level, marital status, tenure in host country, and expat type (self-

initiated versus corporate) because previous research indicates that expatriate demographics (i.e. 

gender, age, education level, marital status), work-family conflict (which is more likely to occur 

for married expatriates), assignment tenure and expat type are associated with expatriate learning 

and adjustment (e.g., Bhaskar-Shrinivas, Harrison, Shaffer, & Luk, 2005; Peltokorpi & Froese, 

2009; Takeuchi, Tesluk, Yun, & Lepak, 2005; Yamazaki & Kayes, 2007). I also controlled for 

expatriates’ host country language proficiency because local language skills predict expatriate 

adjustment and performance (Bhaskar-Shirinivas et al., 2005; Takeuchi et al., 2005). In line with 

recent expatriate studies (e.g. Ren, Yunlu, Shaffer, & Fodchuk, 2015) I did not control for culture 

distance as (1) prior research has criticized the use of a cultural distance measure as it makes an 

invalid assumption of equivalence of countries (Selmer, Chiu, & Shenkar, 2007; Shenkar, 2012); 

and as (2) not all expatriate’s home/host countries in the present study were included in 

Hofstede’s studies on national culture on which the culture distance measure is based. Instead I 
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controlled for expatriate’s home and host country. I also controlled for relationship type 

(expatriate supervisor -HCN subordinate; peer colleagues; HCN supervisor - expatriate 

subordinate) as dyadic research on mentoring shows that relationship type greatly impacts the 

dynamics and outcomes of dyadic relationships (Young, & Perrewé, 2000).In addition, in line 

with prior expatriate research (e.g., Toh & Srinivas, 2012), I control for the length of relationship 

between expatriate and HCN as when their relationship matures, trust grows (Levin, Whitener, & 

Cross, 2006), which facilitates knowledge sharing (Schwaer et al., 2012).  

For the second part of this study, which examines what types of knowledge expatriates 

share with their HCN colleagues, expatriates were asked to describe what types of knowledge they 

share with their HCN colleague during their international assignment. Expatriates were asked: 

“what kind of knowledge have you shared with your HCN colleague?”. An open-ended question 

was used which allows expatriates to respond without constraints and to provide additional 

details. A qualitative content analysis was conducted of the collected answers in order to construct 

a typology of expatriate knowledge sharing, which identifies the types of knowledge that 

expatriates shared with their HCN colleague. Content analysis is “a research technique for the 

objective, systematic, and quantitative description of the manifest content of communication. 

(Berelson 1952, p. 55). Content analysis was selected as the most appropriate approach as it is an 

approach to the analysis of texts which seeks to quantify content in terms of categories in a 

systematic and replicable manner” (Bryman and Bell, 2007). Because the literature to date did not 

clarify what types of knowledge expatriates share with their HCN colleagues (Armstrong & Li, in 

press), there were no predetermined categories available, categories instead emerged out of the 

text. Care was taken with coding to ensure discrete dimensions and mutually exclusive categories. 



 

 

40 

 

In addition, care was taken with interpretation of meaning to ensure consistency, reliability and 

validity. All expatriates’ answers were read carefully, text that appeared to describe a knowledge 

type was highlighted. After open coding of ten transcripts, three preliminary codes were 

developed: regulative knowledge, normative knowledge, and cultural-cognitive knowledge. In 

contrast to a quantitative content analysis, the codes did not remain fixed during the analysis, but 

instead as the analysis proceeded the coding scheme was refined through expatriates’ answers 

(Hsieh & Shannon, 2005; Ryan & Bernard, 2000; Welch, Piekkari, Plakoyiannaki, & Paavilainen-

Mäntymäki, 2011). The typology presented here was progressively developed in the course of the 

analysis of the dataset. The three codes were eventually expanded with several subcategories after 

close textual reading of expatriates’ answers which refines, extends, and enriches our 

understanding of the types of knowledge that expatriates share with their HCN colleague. The 

advantage of this approach is that it allows for enriched conceptual understanding that is also 

supported by empirical data (Welch et al., 2011). 

 

4.3 Sample Part 1: Antecedents of HCN-expatriate knowledge sharing 

Survey data was collected from 84 expatriate-HCN dyads. The average age of the 

expatriates was 40.6 years. The majority was male (60.7%), married or in a committed 

relationship (64.3%), did not live with any children (66.7%) and either completed a bachelor’s 

degree (32.1%) or a master’s degree (45.2%). The expatriates came from 21 different home 

countries and were working in 31 different host countries in all parts of the world. Most 

expatriates were Dutch (48%), American (8%) or Mainland Chinese (5.5%) and working in China 

(13.5%), Hong Kong (7.5%) or the Netherlands (9%). See Table 1 and Table 2 for expatriates’ 
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home and host countries respectively. Of the expatriates 38.1% was professional staff, and 27.4% 

had a middle management, 17.9% an upper management, and 16.7% a lower management 

position. Most worked in the education (17.9%) or manufacturing (15.5%) industry, in large 

organizations with more than 250 employees (50%). Most respondents were self-initiated 

expatriates (60.7%), although some indicated at the end of the questionnaire in the comments 

section (4.8%) that they used to be corporate expatriates. On average they had been staying in 

their host country for 4 years and 11 months and they had been working for their current 

organization for 2 years and 11 months. On average they had been on 3.1 other international 

assignments.  

The average age of the HCNs was 37.7 years. 50% was male, 50% female. The majority 

was married or in a committed relationship (65.9%) and either completed a bachelor’s degree 

(30.5%) or a master’s degree (56.1%). Of these HCNs 41.5% was professional staff, and 31.7% 

had a middle management, 17.1% a lower management, and 9.8% an upper management position. 

The average length of relationship between the expatriate and their HCN colleague was 3 

years and 4 months. Most expatriates and HCNs were peer colleagues (73.8%). Among the other 

dyads, 21.4% of the expatriates was the supervisor of the HCN and 4.8% of the expatriates was 

the subordinate of the HCN. 

 

Table 1: Part 1 Expatriates’ home countries 

Home Country N In percentage 

Australia 3 3.6 

Belgium 1 1.2 

Brazil 1 1.2 

Canada 1 1.2 

China 4 4.8 
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Table 2: Part 1 Expatriates’ host countries 

Croatia 1 1.2 

Denmark 2 2.4 

France 2 2.4 

Germany 3 3.6 

Hungary 1 1.2 

Japan 1 1.2 

Netherlands 45 53.6 

Pakistan 1 1.2 

Romania 1 1.2 

South Africa 1 1.2 

Spain 2 2.4 

Sweden 1 1.2 

Switzerland 2 2.4 

Taiwan 1 1.2 

United Kingdom 3 3.6 

United States 7 8.3 

Total 84 100 

Host Country N In percentage 

Aruba 1 1.2 

Australia 1 1.2 

Austria 1 1.2 

Brazil 3 3.6 

China 14 16.7 

Cyprus 1 1.2 

Denmark 2 2.4 

Finland 1 1.2 

Germany 2 2.4 

Hong Kong 10 11.9 

Hungary 1 1.2 

India 3 3.6 

Italy 1 1.2 

Japan 2 2.4 

Macau 1 1.2 

Netherlands 10 11.9 

New Zealand 4 4.8 

Oman 2 2.4 

Panama 1 1.2 

Paraguay 1 1.2 

Poland 1 1.2 
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4.4 Sample Part 2: Types of knowledge shared 

A total of 212 expatriates answered the question “please indicate what kind of knowledge 

you have shared with his HCN colleague”. Participants with incomplete or those who provided 

invalid data to the question (e.g. “no comments”, “no particular ones”) were omitted from all 

analyses (n = 15 excluded), resulting in a final sample size of 197. The average age of the 

expatriates was 41.1 years. The majority was male (59.8%), married or in a committed 

relationship (69%), did not live with any children (62.5%) and either completed a bachelor’s 

degree (33.7%) or a master’s degree (44.6%). The expatriates came from 30 different home 

countries and were working in 52 different host countries in all parts of the world. Most 

expatriates were from the Netherlands (53.3%), the United States (6.6%) or Mainland China 

(5.1%) and working in China (13.7%), The Netherlands (9.1%), or Hong Kong (7.6%). See Table 

3 and Table 4 for expatriates’ home and host countries respectively. Of the expatriates 35.9% was 

professional staff, and 27.2% had a middle management, 19.6% an upper management, and 17.4% 

a lower management position. Most worked in the education (13.6%), communications (12%), or 

manufacturing (12%) industry. Most respondents were self-initiated expatriates (64.7%), although 

Russia 2 2.4 

Singapore 2 2.4 

South Africa 1 1.2 

Spain 2 2.4 

Switzerland 2 2.4 

Thailand 1 1.2 

United Arab Emirates 1 1.2 

United Kingdom 2 2.4 

United States 7 8.3 

Vietnam 1 1.2 

Total 84 100 
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some indicated at the end of the questionnaire in the comments section (3%) that they used to be 

corporate expatriates. On average they had been staying in their host country for 5 years and 7 

months and they had been working for their current organization for 3 years and 3 months. On 

average they had been on 3.21 international assignments.  

 

Table 3: Part 2 Expatriates’ home countries 

Home Country N In percentage 

Algeria 1 .5 

Australia 5 2.5 

Belgium 3 1.5 

Brazil 2 1.0 

Canada 4 2.0 

China 10 5.1 

Croatia 1 .5 

Denmark 2 1.0 

France 4 2.0 

Germany 3 1.5 

Hungary 1 .5 

India 3 1.5 

Indonesia 1 .5 

Italy 3 1.5 

Japan 1 .5 

Malaysia 1 .5 

Mexico 1 .5 

Netherlands 105 53.3 

Pakistan 3 1.5 

Portugal 1 .5 

Romania 1 .5 

Russia 1 .5 

South Africa 2 1.0 

Sweden 2 1.0 

Switzerland 1 .5 

Taiwan 2 1.0 

Turkey 1 .5 

Ukraine 1 .5 

United Kingdom 5 2.5 

United States 13 6.6 

Missing 13 6.6 
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Table 4: Part 2 Expatriates’ host countries 

Total 197 100 

Host Country N In percentage 

Angola 2 1.0 

Aruba 2 1.0 

Australia 4 2.0 

Austria 1 .5 

Belgium 1 .5 

Brazil 4 2.0 

Burkina Faso 1 .5 

Cambodia 1 .5 

Canada 1 .5 

China 27 13.7 

Costa Rica 1 .5 

Cyprus 2 1.0 

Denmark 1 .5 

Ethiopia 1 .5 

Finland 1 .5 

France 1 .5 

Germany 6 3.0 

Guatemala 1 .5 

Hong Kong 15 7.6 

Hungary 2 1.0 

India 5 2.5 

Indonesia 1 .5 

Ireland 1 .5 

Italy 2 1.0 

Japan 2 1.0 

Kazakhstan 1 .5 

Macau 1 .5 

Madagascar 1 .5 

Netherlands 18 9.1 

Netherlands Antilles 2 1.0 

New Zealand 6 3.0 

Nigeria 2 1.0 

Oman 2 1.0 

Panama 2 1.0 

Paraguay 1 .5 

Poland 1 .5 

Qatar 1 .5 
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CHAPTER 5: RESULTS 

5.1 Results Part 1: Antecedents of HCN-expatriate knowledge sharing 

5.1.1 Descriptive Statistics and Scale Reliabilities 

Interdyad Agreement on Knowledge Sharing Measure. Kenny et al. (2006) 

recommended that dyadic research begins by determining the level of non-independence in the 

data to determine if dyadic level analysis or individual-level analysis should be used. Dyadic level 

analysis requires non-independence of dyad members' scores on the variables (Kenny, Kashy, & 

Cook, 2006). The non-independence in a variable refers to the degree of similarity between the 

two members of the dyad on that variable. If scores within a dyad are systematically interrelated, 

then the assumption of independent observations is violated and significance tests may be biased 

and misleading due to the nesting of data within dyads. Therefore, dyads need to be explicitly 

considered in the analysis. If the scores on the outcome variables are independent, then the 

Russia 3 1.5 

Saudi Arabia 2 1.0 

Singapore 6 3.0 

South Korea 1 .5 

Spain 5 2.5 

Suriname 1 .5 

Sweden 3 1.5 

Switzerland 9 4.6 

Taiwan 1 .5 

Thailand 4 2.0 

United Arab Emirates 3 1.5 

United Kingdom 8 4.1 

United States 12 6.1 

Venezuela 1 .5 

Vietnam 1 .5 

Missing 13 6.6 

Total 197 100 
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individual can be the unit of analysis (Cook & Kenny, 2005; Kenny et al., 2006; Krasikova & 

LeBreton, 2012). In light of the fact that data were collected from distinguishable dyads: i.e. 

expatriates and HCNs, Cook and Kenny’s (2005) recommendations for testing non-independence 

were employed. Specifically, partial correlations between expatriates and HCNs scores on the 

study’s dependent variable knowledge sharing were computed in order to test for non-

independence amongst expatriates-HCNs data. These correlations provide insight into the degree 

to which dyad members’ scores on the outcome variables are significantly similar (or 

interdependent). Partial correlations indicated that knowledge sharing as rated by the expat and 

knowledge sharing as rated by the HCN were significantly correlated after controlling for 

information elaboration (R. = .236, p=.031). Specifically, these correlation values suggest that 

expatriates and HCNs outcome scores are significantly similar to one another, indicating that non-

independence is present in the data. As a result, dyads need to be explicitly considered in the 

analysis. Because the knowledge sharing scores of the expatriate and the HCN were highly 

correlated we combined them and used the average of expatriates and HCNs scores on knowledge 

sharing in our analysis to create a single score for dyadic knowledge sharing (M = 5.35, SD = 

0.77), an approach consistent with other studies on knowledge sharing (e.g. Chowdhury, 2005; 

Shen, D'Netto, & Tang, 2010) and other dyadic studies published in recent top tier journals (e.g. 

Birnbaum, Mikulincer, & Gillath, 2011; Luo, Liu, Yang, Maksimov, & Hou, 2015; Mast, Hall, & 

Schmid, 2010; Shen et al., 2010). The Cronbach alpha for this construct was 0.78. 

Descriptive Statistics and Scale Reliabilities. The means, standard deviations, and 

Cronbach's alpha coefficients were calculated for each variable. Table 5 presents the means, 

standard deviations, and correlations of all key variables. Directions of all correlations were 
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consistent with the theoretical predictions, which indicates high levels of convergent validity. 

Perceived deep-level similarity was positively correlated with information elaboration (r = .560, p 

≤ .01) and knowledge sharing (r = .256, p ≤ .05). In addition, information elaboration was 

positively correlated with knowledge sharing (r = .409, p ≤ .01. There was no sign of 

multicollinearity as all correlations were below .70 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007) which indicates 

high levels of discriminant validity. All scales demonstrated good internal reliability (α=≥ .70): 

Perceived deep-Level similarity (α=.914); information elaboration (α=.784); interpersonal 

citizenship behaviour (α=.942); and knowledge sharing (α=.780).
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Table 5: Means, SDs and Correlations 

  Mean S.D. 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 

1. Gender 

 

.607 .491               

2. Age 

 

40.610 11.346 .237              

3. Education 

 

3.640 .859 -.222 -.403             

4. Marital Status 

 

.643 .482 .113 .279 -.166            

5. Language 

Proficiency 

 

2.670 1.155 -.021 .075 .219* .152           

6. Home Country 

 

.536 .502 .131 .198 -.026 .253* .187          

7. Host Country 

 

.119 .326 -.081 -.249* .154 -.110 -.149 -

.395** 

        

8. Length 

Relationship 

 

39.905 46.479 .093 .072 .072 .115 .205 .041 -.097        

9. Relationship Type

  

 

.738 .442 -.147 -.096 .131 -.048 -.055 -

.283** 

.219* -.037       

10. Expat Type 

 

.607 .491 -.198 -.251* .320** -.193 .127 -.162 .296** .034 .075      

11. Tenure in Host 

Country 

 

59.524 76.236 .175 .344** -.164 .231* .264* .200 -.129 .326** -.031 .197     

12. Perceived Deep-

Level Similarity 

 

4.717 1.170 -

.313** 

.051 .248* .058 .316** -.165 .083 .072 .055 .244* .273*    

13. Information 

Elaboration 

 

5.464 .842 -

.282** 

.072 .086 -.069 .037 .067 -.061 -.009 .023 .140 .151 .560**   

14. ICB 

 

3.831 .724 -.059 .091 .048 -.027 .032 .065 -.052 -.137 -.132 -.034 .035 -.041 -.020  

15. Knowledge Sharing 

 

5.353 .767 .064 .138 .088 .137 .245* .180 -.110 .002 -.097 .056 .088 .265* .409** .214 

Note: N=84; * p ≤ .05; ** p ≤ .01. 
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5.1.2 Hypotheses Testing 

The mediating effect of Information Elaboration. The causal steps described by Baron 

and Kenny (1986) were employed to evaluate the mediating role of information elaboration for 

the relationship between perceived deep-level similarity and knowledge sharing. The control 

variables (Gender, Age, Education, Marital Status, Host Country Language Proficiency, Home 

Country, Host Country, Length Relationship between expatriate and HCN, Relationship Type, 

Expat Type, and Tenure in Host Country) were entered first (see Models 1 and 5).  

As shown in Table 6, the results suggest that perceived deep-level similarity has a positive 

and significant effect on information elaboration (β=.646, p<.001; see Model 2) and a positive and 

significant effect on knowledge sharing (β =.314, p<.05; see Model 6). Hypothesis 1 which states 

that perceived deep-level similarity is positively related to information elaboration was thus 

supported. In addition, information elaboration has a positive and significant effect on knowledge 

sharing (β =.452, p<.01; see Model 7). Hypothesis 2 which states that information elaboration is 

positively related to knowledge sharing was thus supported. 

When both information elaboration and knowledge sharing were included in the model, 

the effect of perceived deep-level similarity on knowledge sharing became non-significant (β 

=.023, p=.880; see Model 7). Therefore, information elaboration fully mediated the effects of 

perceived deep-level similarity on knowledge sharing. Hypothesis 3 which states that information 

elaboration mediates the relationship between perceived deep-level similarity and knowledge 

transfer was thus supported. 

Although the causal steps strategy is the most commonly used method of assessing 

mediation, some argue that a significant total effect of independent variable (i.e., perceived deep-

level similarity) on dependent variable (i.e., knowledge sharing) is not necessary (e.g., James, 
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Mulaik, & Brett, 2006; MacKinnon, Krull, & Lockwood, 2000). Therefore, in line with recent 

articles published in top tier academic journals (e.g., Chen, Zhu, & Zhou, 2015; Hirst, van 

Knippenberg, Zhou, Quintane, & Zhu, 2015; Lim & Tai, 2014; Welsh, Ellis, Christian, & Mai, 

2014), I re-examined the perceived deep-level similarity - information elaboration - knowledge 

sharing link using the bootstrap approach, which is more powerful than the causal step procedure 

for small samples (Preacher & Hayes, 2004, 2008). As recommended by Preacher and Hayes 

(2008), the indirect effects were estimated using bootstrapping procedures with 1,000 resamples 

to place 95% confidence intervals around the estimates of the indirect effects. Bootstrapping 

yielded a significant indirect effect (β = .191) with confidence intervals outside zero (95% CI 

[.062, .371]). As the bootstrapped confidence interval did not contain zero, we can infer that 

perceived deep-level similarity has a significant indirect effect on knowledge sharing. 
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Table 6: Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis  

Variable Information Elaboration Knowledge Sharing 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 

Control Variables        

Gender -.315** -.112 -.113 -.098 .062 .161 .212 

Age .143 .049 .051 .101 .143 .098 .075 

Education .094 -.069 -.067 -.070 .116 .036 .067 

Marital Status -.100 -.143 -.143 -.127 .091 .070 .134 

Host Country Language Proficiency -.056 -.193 -.193 -.236* .183 .116 .204 

Home Country .071 .245* .244* .238* .084 .169 .059 

Host Country -.056 -.078 -.078 -.083 -.048 -.059 -.024 

Length Relationship -.047 .000 -.002 .006 -.070 -.046 -.047 

Relationship Type .002 .049 .047 .056 -.053 -.030 -.052 

Expat Type .063 .055 .054 .123 .105 .101 .076 

Tenure in Host Country .192 -.019 -.017 -.057 -.045 -.147 -.139 

Independent Variables        

Perceived Deep-Level Similarity  .646*** .643*** .597***  .314* .023 

Moderator        

ICB   -.011 .081    

Interaction    -.303**    

Mediator        

Information Elaboration       .452** 

        

F-statistic 1.232 4.292*** 3.908*** 4.832*** .881 1.307 2.299 

R2 .158 .420 .421 .495 .119 .181 .299 

ΔR2  .262***  .075**  .062* .118*** 

Note: N=84 (standardized coefficients are reported). *p ≤ .05; **p ≤ .01; *** p ≤ .001. 
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The moderating effect of ICB. To test the hypothesis that the effects of perceived deep-

level similarity on information elaboration depend on an expatriate’s ICB, a hierarchical multiple 

regression analysis was conducted. To avoid potentially problematic high multi-collinearity with 

the interaction term, the variables were centred and an interaction term between perceived deep-

level similarity and ICB was created (Aiken, West & Reno, 1991). The results presented in Table 

6 indicate that there is a significant interaction effect between perceived deep-level similarity and 

ICB on information elaboration (β =-.303, p<.01; see Model 4). I re-examined the interaction 

effect of ICB and perceived deep-level similarity on information elaboration using the bootstrap 

approach, which is more powerful than the causal step procedure for small samples (Preacher & 

Hayes, 2004, 2008). As recommended by Preacher and Hayes (2008), the indirect effects were 

estimated using bootstrapping procedures with 1,000 resamples to place 95% confidence intervals 

around the estimates of the indirect effects. Bootstrapping yielded a significant moderation effect 

(β = -.240) with confidence intervals outside zero (95% CI [.-.412, -.069]). As the bootstrapped 

confidence interval did not contain zero, we can infer that the moderation effect was significant. 

As demonstrated in Figure 2, the relationship between perceived deep-level similarity and 

information elaboration is weaker at high levels of ICB then at low levels of ICB. Specifically, for 

expatriates with high ICB, increased levels of perceived deep-level similarity are less strongly 

associated with information elaboration (β =.256, p<.05) than for those with low ICB (β =.604, 

p<.001). This means that in case of low similarity, ICB can help expatriates to engage in more 

information elaboration. Therefore, Hypothesis 4, which states that interpersonal citizenship 

behaviour moderates the effect of perceived deep-level similarity on information elaboration, such 

that similarity has a less positive effect on information elaboration when one is more likely to 

engage in ICB than when one is less likely to engage in ICB, was supported.  
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Figure 2: The moderating effect of ICB 

 

 

Moderated Mediation. Hypothesis 5 predicted that ICB would moderate the mediated 

relationship. Moderated mediation occurs when the strength of the mediated effect depends on the 

level of a third variable. According to Preacher, Rucker, and Hayes (2007) moderated mediation 

exists if the estimates of the indirect effects transmitted through the mediator are significantly 

different across levels of the moderator as indicated by a significant interaction. To test moderated 

mediation, I used Model 7 in SPSS PROCESS (Hayes, 2013). Specifically, I estimated the 

conditional indirect effect of perceived deep-level similarity on knowledge sharing through 

information elaboration both with high levels and low levels of ICB using bootstrapping with 

1,000 resamples to place 95% confidence intervals around estimates of the indirect effects.  

Scholars suggest that moderated mediation can occur either when there is a significant 

interaction effect in which a mediation effect exists at some levels of the moderator but not at 

others, or when a mediation effect is present at multiple levels of the moderator, but these effects 
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are significantly stronger or weaker across levels (Edwards & Lambert, 2007; Preacher et al., 

2007). Bootstrapping yielded a significant moderated mediation effect (β = -.240) with confidence 

intervals outside zero (95% CI [-.412, -.069]). As the bootstrapped confidence interval did not 

contain zero, we can infer that the moderation effect was significant. The relationship between 

perceived deep-level similarity and knowledge sharing is weaker at high levels of ICB then at low 

levels of ICB. Specifically, for expatriates with high ICB, increased levels of perceived deep-level 

similarity are less strongly associated with knowledge sharing (β =.1053; 95% CI=.027, .263) than 

for those with low ICB (β =.248; 95% CI=.082, .467) as indicated by the significant interaction 

between perceived deep-level similarity and ICB (B = −.240, t = −2.80, p < .01). Thus, 

Hypothesis 5 was supported. Interpersonal citizenship behaviour moderates the effect of perceived 

deep-level similarity on knowledge sharing via information elaboration, such that similarity has a 

less positive effect on knowledge sharing when one is more likely to engage in ICB than when 

one is less likely to engage in ICB. This means that in case of low similarity (i.e. low P-P fit), ICB 

can help expatriates to engage in more information elaboration which in turn leads to more 

knowledge sharing. 

 

5.2 Results Part 2: Types of knowledge shared 

5.2.1 Three dimensional typology of expatriate knowledge sharing  

To determine types of knowledge shared I coded the knowledge that expatriates indicated 

they had shared with their HCN colleague. Many expatriates indicated more than one type of 

knowledge (see Appendix 7 for their full responses). I identified three types of knowledge 



 

 

56 

 

expatriates share with their HCN colleagues: (1) regulative knowledge, (2) normative knowledge, 

and (3) cultural-cognitive knowledge. Regulative knowledge consists of two types: knowledge 

regarding formal rules and regulations of the home/host society; and knowledge regarding formal 

rules and regulations of the workplace. Normative knowledge consists of three types: knowledge 

regarding informal rules and regulations of the home/host society; knowledge regarding informal 

rules and regulations of businesses; and knowledge regarding informal rules and regulations of the 

workplace. And cultural-cognitive knowledge consists of three types: knowledge regarding 

cognition; knowledge regarding relationships; and knowledge regarding culture. Each of these 

types of knowledge can be split into subtypes. Table 7 depicts the three dimensional typology of 

expatriate knowledge sharing. 
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Table 7: Three dimensional typology of expatriate knowledge sharing 
1. Regulative pillar  

I. Formal rules and regulations of the home/host society  

i. National laws and regulations  

II. Formal rules and regulations of the workplace  

i. Workplace rules (e.g. safety rules) 

ii. Organizational structure 

2. Normative pillar 

I. Informal rules and regulations of the home/host society  

i. Societal values 

ii. Moral behaviour 

 

II. Informal rules and regulations of businesses 

i. Business norms 

ii. Project management 

iii. Sales and marketing knowledge  

iv. Logistics  

v. Local market knowledge 

vi. Technical and production knowledge 

vii. Accounting/finance knowledge 

viii. Product/service knowledge  

ix. IT knowledge 

 

III. Informal rules and regulations of the workplace  

i. Workplace norms 

ii. Organizational culture 

iii. Professional standards (experience, knowledge or skills expected) 

iv. Business strategy 

v. Conceptions of effective management 

3. Cultural-cognitive pillar  

I. Cognition 

i. Cognitive skills 

ii. Cognitive categories (e.g. Class/Ethnicity /gender/religion/political affiliation) 

iii. Social identity 

iv. Private life 

 

II. Relationships 

i. Relationship building (in general) 

ii. Relationship building (with customers and suppliers) 

iii. Relationship building (with the government) 

iv. Relationship building (with locals) 

 

III. Culture 

i. Communication 

ii. Language  

iii. Home/host culture 
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5.2.2 Regulative knowledge. 

The regulatory component includes the laws and rules in a given country that promote 

certain types of behaviours and restrict others (Scott, 1995). Regulatory knowledge is easier to 

share as it is explicit and easily observed and thus more easily available from others. I identified 

two types of regulative knowledge: formal rules and regulations of the home/host society; and 

formal rules and regulations of the workplace.  

 

Formal rules and regulations of the home/host society.  

First, expatriates described that they share knowledge about the formal rules and 

regulations of their home and host society. Some share knowledge about national laws and 

regulations, such as healthcare systems, education systems, and political systems. For example, an 

Italian expatriate working in Sweden (male, 28) shares “knowledge about health care systems in 

other parts of Europe and the world.” And a Dutch expatriate in the United Kingdom (female, 26) 

shares “how the educational system works” and “how politics of our native countries work”.  

 

Formal rules and regulations of the workplace.  

Second, expatriates described that they share knowledge about the formal rules and 

regulations of their workplace. Most often discussed are workplace rules (mainly safety issues) 

and organizational structure. Regarding safety issues, a Dutch expatriate in Oman (male, 42) 

shares “knowledge on safety and environment” and another Dutch expatriate who works in 

Thailand (male, 52) shares “safety knowledge on our work in recycling and trading metal baring 

wastes and by-products”. Regarding organizational culture, a Dutch expatriate who works in the 
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Netherlands Antilles (male, 54) shares knowledge regarding “organizational structures”. An 

Australian expatriate in Hong Kong (male, 51) shares “how to establish an appropriate 

organizational structure”. And a Dutch expatriate in India (male, 37) shares “knowledge about 

the organization structure”.  

 

5.2.3 Normative knowledge 

The normative component refers to shared values, norms and interpersonal expectations 

held by the individuals in a given country. Normative components include prescriptive, 

evaluative, and obligatory dimensions of social life (Scott, 1995). Norms specify how things 

should be done (i.e., the means to accomplish socially accepted ends), thereby defining both the 

goals/objects and the acceptable strategies to reach these targets (Scott, 1995). Normative 

knowledge is more difficult to share as it is encoded in the behaviour of individuals and groups. I 

identified three types of normative knowledge: informal rules and regulations of the home/host 

society, informal rules and regulations of businesses, and informal rules and regulations of the 

workplace. 

 

Informal rules and regulations of the home/host society.  

First, expatriates described that they share knowledge about the informal rules and 

regulations of their home and host country. For example, they share knowledge about societal 

values, and moral behaviour. Regarding societal values, a German expatriate (male, 40) working 

in China shares “values”. An expatriate from The United States who works in Germany (female, 

29), says “often we watch movies together or will talk about work situations, and when one of us 
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doesn't understand something, we explain it.” And an American expatriate in the Netherlands 

shares knowledge regarding “work-Life balance differences”. Regarding, moral behaviour, a 

Dutch expatriate in Hong Kong (male, 28) indicates that he shares “work ethics” with his HCN 

colleague. 

 

Informal rules and regulations of businesses.  

Second, expatriates described that they share knowledge about informal rules and 

regulations of businesses in their home and host country. Expatriates share knowledge regarding 

business norms, project management, sales and marketing knowledge, logistics, local market 

knowledge, technical and production knowledge, accounting/finance knowledge, product/service 

knowledge, and IT knowledge. 

Business norms. Expatriates indicate that they share knowledge regarding business norms. 

For example, a Dutch expatriate working in Indonesia (male, 49), explains that he shares with his 

Indonesian colleague “how business is done in the western parts of Europe”. 

Project management. Expatriates also share knowledge regarding project management. 

For example, an expatriate from Pakistan in the Netherlands (male, 41) shares “work related 

project management”. A Dutch expatriate in India (male, 38) shares “project management 

knowledge”. And an Italian expatriate in Sweden (male, 28) and a Dutch expatriate in the 

Netherlands Antilles (male, 54) both indicate that they share knowledge regarding “project 

management”. 

Sales and marketing knowledge. Expatriates also indicate that they share knowledge 

regarding sales and marketing. For example, an expatriate from Portugal working in Angola 
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(female, 40) says that she shares “every issue related to marketing.” And a French expatriate in 

the United States (female, 46) shares “marketing material”. 

Logistics. Expatriates also share logistics knowledge. An expatriate from France working 

in the Netherlands (male, 27) says: “my colleague has an expertise in Logistics. I need to 

understand his expertise in order to do my job”. And a Dutch expatriate in Angola (male, 32) 

indicates that he shares knowledge regarding “logistics” among others. 

Local market knowledge. Expatriates also share knowledge regarding the home or host 

market. For example, an expatriate from The Netherlands who works in Germany (female, 25) 

explains that she shared with her German colleague “how I thought Dutch customers would react 

on certain aspects of the company I work for.” 

Technical and production knowledge. Expatriates also indicate that they share technical 

and production knowledge. An American expatriate in Guatemala (male, 58) says “we discuss 

technology that relates to film production. As an experienced filmmaker, my young colleagues 

want to know what I know”. A Dutch expatriate working in Burkina Faso (male, 28) shares with 

his Burkinabe colleague “technical analyses of defaults on mining equipment”. An expatriate 

from Japan who works in the United States (male, 37) says “I share [knowledge regarding] 

semiconductor device installation with my colleagues”. A Dutch expatriate based in Paraguay 

(female, 35) shares “technical knowledge on water resources management. And a French (male, 

42) and an Italian (female, 47) expatriate based in China also indicate that they share “technical 

knowledge”. 

Accounting/finance knowledge. Expatriates also share accounting/finance knowledge. For 

example, a Dutch expatriate working in Burkina Faso (male, 28) shares with his Burkinabe 
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colleague “financial insights of refinancing CAPEX”. An Italian expatriate in Sweden (male, 28) 

shares knowledge regarding “finances”. And a Dutch expatriate in India (male, 38) shares 

“financial insight[s]”.  

Product/service knowledge. Expatriates also explain that they share product/service 

knowledge. For example, an expatriate from The Netherlands working in Saudi Arabia (male, 30), 

explains that he shares “technical information about the equipment we sell, in order for him to 

understand our scope of supply better”. 

IT knowledge. Many expatriates from or based in the Middle East or India indicate that 

they share IT knowledge. For example, an American expat in the United Arabic Emirates (male, 

55) shares knowledge with his colleague regarding “selecting, planning and implementing 

Software/Systems delivery”. An expatriate from India who works in Qatar (male, 39) indicates 

that he shares “new IT trends”. And an expatriate from Algeria who works in Madagascar (male, 

40) says he shares “IT technical knowledge”. A Dutch expatriate working in India (male, 53) who 

teaches MSI-packaging (an IT specialty) explains: “Two things in particular struck me: First: 

asking directly if they understood me (as I always do here [in the Netherlands]) is useless. They 

will never answer that one negatively. So the trick is to ask questions to check if they understood. 

Second: humour is totally different. I use a lot of humour in my presentations to break a bit the 

"dry" technical stuff but in India humour is totally different.” 

 

Informal rules and regulations of the workplace.  

Third, expatriates described that they share knowledge about informal rules and 

regulations of their workplace. They share knowledge about workplace norms, organizational 
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culture, professional standards (experience, knowledge or skills expected), business strategy, and 

conceptions of effective management. 

Workplace norms. Expatriates indicate that they share knowledge regarding workplace 

norms in the home and/or host country. For example, an expatriate from Canada working in 

Thailand (male, 43) indicates that he shares knowledge regarding to “differences in work ethic”. 

And a Dutch expatriate in Panama (male, 32) shares knowledge regarding “the way I'm used to do 

things in my organization”. 

Organizational culture. Expatriates also share knowledge regarding organizational culture. 

An expatriate from Belgium based in the United States (male, 42) shares “Info about the company 

[…],info about […] organizational design”. And an Australian expatriate in Hong Kong (male, 

51) shares “how to establish an appropriate workplace culture”  

Professional standards (experiences, knowledge or skills expected). Expatriates also 

identify that they share knowledge related to professional standards, such as the experiences, 

knowledge or skills expected. A Dutch expatriate manager (male, 63) working in Singapore says: 

“I share my experience and hospitality knowledge with all my management staff in meetings, 

trainings and written SOP's (Standard Operating Procedures)”. A Canadian expatriate in China 

(male, 46) shares “leadership skills, […] diplomacy skills, planning skills”. A Dutch expatriate in 

India (male, 38) shares “how to represent the company”. And a South-African expatriate working 

in The Netherlands (female, 37) shares knowledge regarding “guidance standards in order to 

comply with company requirements and industry best practice.”   

Business strategy. Expatriates also share knowledge regarding business strategy. An 

expatriate from Belgium based in the United States (male, 42) shares “info about the strategy of 
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our business”. And a Dutch expatriate (male, 47) and his Brazilian colleague share knowledge 

about “what can be reached as ultimate goal”. 

Conceptions of effective management. Expatriates also indicate that they share knowledge 

regarding effective management. For example, a Dutch expatriate in Brazil (male, 66) shares 

“management knowledge”. An expatriate from China working in The Netherlands (female, 27) 

shares knowledge regarding the “kind of environment we work in [in] China” and that Chinese 

employees “need extra time to work”. A Dutch expatriate in India (male, 38) shares “conflict 

handling” management. And an American expatriate (female, 57) shares knowledge with her 

German colleague regarding “how to effectively manage a team within a large medical equipment 

company”. 

 

5.2.4 Cultural-cognitive knowledge  

The cultural-cognitive component reflects the cognitive categories shared by the people in 

a given country (Scott, 1995). Cognitive programs such as schemas, frames, inferential sets, and 

representations affect the way people notice, categorize, and interpret stimuli from the 

environment. Cultural-cognitive knowledge is the most difficult to share as it requires conscious 

effort to understand one owns and other’s cognitions. I identified three types of cultural-cognitive 

knowledge: cognition, relationships, and culture. 

First, expatriates described that they share knowledge about cognition. Expatriates share 

knowledge regarding cognitive skills, cognitive categories (e.g. class, ethnicity, gender, religion, 

political affiliation), social identity, and private life. 

 



 

 

65 

 

Cognition. 

Cognitive skills. Some expatriates indicate that they share knowledge regarding cognitive 

skills. For example, a Canadian expatriate working in Kazakhstan (female, 48) “shared insights 

on critical thinking”. And a Dutch expatriate working in India (male, 37) shares knowledge 

regarding “how to handle problems in adapting to the local culture”. 

Cognitive categories. Expatriates also share knowledge regarding cognitive categories. A 

Dutch expatriate working in the United States (female, 32) says “The foundation I work for often 

deals with communications from people in the Netherlands, events for Dutch people in the US and 

guest speakers from the Netherlands […]. I share with my host country colleague the meaning of 

their titles, their political affiliation, their social status and interpretation of their 

communications, and the effects of a Care/Socialist State vs. Capitalist State on society. This helps 

her address/interact with visitors appropriately.” A German expatriate working in China (male, 

40) says “we also talk a lot about mind-sets (Westerners vs. Chinese)”. An Italian expatriate in 

Sweden (male, 28) shares knowledge regarding “religion”. In addition an expatriate from Taiwan 

(female, 44) says that she shares “gender-related” knowledge with her Hong Kong colleague. 

Social identity. Some expatriates share with their HCN colleagues that they experience a 

shared identity. For example, a Mexican expatriate (female, 42) working in China explains how 

she experiences a shared identity with her Chinese colleagues. “Mexico and China have both a 

rich ancient history and cuisine and through these two elements we share more than people could 

think.” 

Private life. Expatriates also share aspects of their private life with their HCN colleagues. 

For example, a Dutch expatriate working in Russia (male, 44) shares “personal knowledge and 
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his experiences abroad”. A German expatriate (male, 40) and his Chinese colleague share 

“everyday life in our home countries”. A expatriate from the Netherlands, based in Aruba, the 

Caribbean (male, 61) shares knowledge regarding “private, personal and family issues”. And a 

Taiwanese expatriate (female, 44) shares knowledge regarding “motherhood” with her Hong 

Kong colleague. 

 

Relationships.  

Second, expatriates described that they share knowledge about relationships. Expatriates 

share knowledge regarding relationship building in general, with customers and suppliers, with 

the government and with locals. 

Relationship building (general). Expatriates indicate that they share knowledge regarding 

how to deal with different people. For example, a Dutch expatriate from The Netherlands (female, 

38) working in New Zealand, tells “I manage a group of vets and nurses and she manages 

reception. We share how to deal with different people in various situations.” And an Indian 

expatriate in Saudi-Arabia (male, 30) says “we have shared the knowledge […] how to interact 

with others.” 

Relationship building (customers, suppliers). Expatriates also share knowledge regarding 

how to deal with customers and suppliers. For instance, an American expatriate in China (male, 

59) shares “knowledge of how to deal with customers and suppliers. We work in a sourcing 

business together. It's relatively non-technical, but requires a lot of judgements regarding dealing 

with customer service and sometimes with difficult or non-performing suppliers.” 
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Relationship building (government). Expatriates also share knowledge regarding how to 

deal with the government. For example, an Australian expatriate in Thailand (male, 41) shares 

“experiences regarding connection with government departments and how things can be done” 

Relationship building (locals). Expatriates also share knowledge regarding how to deal 

with locals in both the home and host country. For example, a Dutch expatriate in India (male, 37) 

shares knowledge regarding “how people work together in my country and India”. And another 

Dutch expatriate in India (male, 28) shares knowledge regarding “social interactions between 

Indians”. 

 

Culture 

Third, expatriates described that they share knowledge about culture. Expatriates share 

knowledge regarding communication, language, and home/host culture. 

Communication. Expatriates indicate that they share knowledge about how to 

communicate with locals in both the home and host country. An expatriate from Sweden in Hong 

Kong (female, 60) and an Italian expatriate in Sweden (male, 28) both share “presentation 

techniques”. An expatriate from The United Kingdom, in Venezuela (female, 52) suggests her 

Venezuelan colleague to be “more direct and to the point” to facilitate their communication. And 

a Dutch expatriate and his Indian colleague (male, 37) share knowledge about “communication 

habits of our mutual colleagues”. 

Language. The majority of expatriates also report that they shared knowledge regarding 

language. A German expatriate (male, 40) working in China shares “linguistic knowledge 

(English)”, even though English is his not his native language. A South-African expatriate based 
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in the Unites States (female, 56) says “I work as a system engineer and knowledge sharing is all 

about the different machine languages and system we work on.” A Dutch expatriate in Suriname 

(female, 25), shares the following: “We work at a newspaper, we've discussed the ways language 

can be used, what's common in newspapers, how you can adjust your headlines and lead, how you 

interview people on the phone, what you can do to get more information in an interview, etc.”. 

Even in countries where the expatriate and the HCN colleague speak the same language, 

expatriates indicate that they share knowledge regarding language. For example, a Belgian 

expatriate in the Netherlands (female, 39) says: “probably situations where language was a 

struggle, I would explain how I mean things and how I interpret a word or saying, in contrast to 

how the host country people interpret or voice their sentences.” 

Home/host culture. The majority of expatriates also report that they shared knowledge 

regarding the cultures of their home and/or host country. For example, an expatriate from Croatia 

working in Vietnam (female, 39) says: I have shared […] “local customs and culture.” A Dutch 

expatriate in India (male, 28) shares knowledge regarding “Hindu rituals, [and] cultural 

background”. An expatriate from Sweden working in Hong Kong (female, 60) shares “Swedish 

culture” and “Scania culture”. And a Chinese expatriate in Hong Kong (female, 28) says: “We 

usually share issues about cultural differences. For example, I will ask her things like in some 

situation, how will the local people respond. In return, I will tell her what my country's people 

will do in this situation. We exchange ideas and this helps me a lot to understand deeply this host 

country.” 
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION & CONCLUSION 

 

The present dissertation identified how to enhance knowledge sharing between expatriates 

and HCN colleagues and what types of knowledge they share with each other. 

The first part of this dissertation adopted a P-E fit theory and argued and demonstrated that 

when expatriates perceive high similarity between themselves and their HCN colleague in terms 

of deep-level characteristics such as values, personality, goals, and abilities (i.e. they perceive 

more P-P fit) they are more likely to engage in information elaboration which in turn facilitates 

knowledge sharing. In contrast, when expatriates perceive low similarity between themselves and 

their HCN colleague in terms of deep-level characteristics (i.e. they perceive less P-P fit) they are 

less likely to engage in information elaboration which in turn hinders knowledge sharing. 

Moreover, the challenge in realizing expatriate knowledge sharing is to identify moderating 

influences that motivate information elaboration and knowledge sharing even when expatriates 

perceive low deep-level similarity between themselves and their HCN colleague (i.e. low P-P fit). 

Results demonstrate that expatriates (including those that perceive low deep-level similarity 

between themselves and their HCN colleague [i.e. low P-P fit]), are more likely to effectively 

engage in information elaboration and knowledge sharing when they engage in ICB. Thus, this 

study demonstrates how the undesirable effects of low deep-level similarity on information 

elaboration and knowledge sharing can be overcome by ICB. 

The second part of this dissertation systematically examined what types of knowledge 

expatriates share with their HCN colleague which resulted in a typology of expatriate knowledge 

sharing which identifies the full range of knowledge types shared by expatriates. Three types of 
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knowledge were identified: regulative knowledge, normative knowledge, and cultural-cognitive 

knowledge, each consisting of several subtypes.  

6.1 IMPLICATIONS FOR THEORY 

The first aim of this study - identifying how to enhance knowledge sharing between 

expatriates and HCNs, contributes to the broader knowledge management literature, in which a 

fundamental issue is to identify "the conditions under which moving people will result in 

knowledge transfer" (Argote & Ingram, 2000: 164). First, this study moved research on 

knowledge sharing to the individual level, thereby contributing to the literature by offering a more 

detailed picture of the knowledge sharing processes. Second, by moving research on knowledge 

sharing to the individual level, this study contributed to the literature by demonstrating that 

individuals differ in their knowledge sharing behaviours. In particular, this study provides 

evidence that knowledge sharing is not a collective process that is independent of individuals; that 

knowledge sharing is not fundamentally about structural and organizational processes, but also 

about the underlying attributes and abilities of the individual employees involved in the 

knowledge sharing process; and that not all individuals are equally competent for knowledge 

sharing tasks. Third, this study contributed to the literature by incorporating individual traits 

relative to the immediate context (i.e. colleagues). Until now research on the antecedents of 

individual-level knowledge sharing has neglected the idea that knowledge sharing emerges in the 

context of a dynamic interaction between the knowledge sender and the knowledge recipient, who 

each bring into the relationship an individual mixture of features such as personality traits, 

perspectives and values. Fourth, this study contributed to the literature by examining knowledge 

sharing in an expatriation context as most prior knowledge sharing studies are conducted in 
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domestic contexts. Fifth, this study contributed to the fit literature by introducing a new type of P-

P fit: expatriate-HCN fit.  

The second aim of this study - systematically examining what types of knowledge 

expatriates share with their HCN colleagues, contributed to the broader knowledge management 

literature. Although knowledge is often considered as an organization’s most important resource 

(Zander & Kogut, 1995), it was not known what types of knowledge expatriates share with their 

HCN colleagues (Armstrong & Li, in press). By means of a qualitative content analysis of written 

descriptions by expatriates regarding the types of knowledge shared, a typology of expatriate 

knowledge sharing was constructed which identifies the full range of knowledge types shared by 

expatriates. Three types of knowledge are identified: regulative knowledge, normative knowledge, 

and cultural-cognitive knowledge, each consisting of several subtypes. This typology enables 

future researchers to develop broader, more comprehensive research on expatriate knowledge 

sharing. 

 

6.2 IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE 

Given the recognized importance of expatriates for knowledge sharing (Harzing, 2001; 

Hocking et al., 2004), it is important that organizations are provided with research-driven 

guidance on how to enhance knowledge sharing.  

This study demonstrates that when expatriates perceive high similarity between 

themselves and their HCN colleague in terms of deep-level characteristics such as values, 

personality, goals, and abilities they are more likely to engage in information elaboration which in 

turn facilitates knowledge sharing. These results indicate that expatriation practices should move 



 

 

72 

 

away from a focus on the differences between expatriates and HCNs to a focus on the similarities 

between expatriates and HCNs. 

Most MNCs use intercultural training tools to prepare expatriates before and train 

expatriates during their international assignment on issues such as how to interact and work with 

HCN colleagues. However, the current tools for intercultural training are problematic for a 

number of reasons. 

First, intercultural training tools tend to focus on cultural differences instead of on 

similarities (Morris, Savani, Mor, & Cho, 2014). The most studied and used training tools for 

expatriates are cultural assimilators which mainly employ a critical-incident approach to present 

examples of culture clashes (Earley & Peterson, 2004; Morris et al., 2014) and teach expatriates to 

not interpret people from other cultures as how they would interpret people form their own 

culture. However, work on human universals suggests that cultures are alike in as many ways as 

they differ. Thus focusing only on differences and ignoring similarities presents an overly 

simplistic basis for understanding HCNs. The results of this study indicate that focusing more on 

the many ways in which individuals are similar to another is essential in intercultural training. 

This is in line with recent research on diversity training which finds that trainings focused on 

similarities are superior to trainings focused on differences. Specifically, participants in a diversity 

training program focused on similarities reported higher scores on behavioural learning (Holladay 

& Quiñones, 2008). In addition, others argue that intercultural training focused on similarities 

could increase expatriates’ self-efficacy as they come to realize that their existing ability to 

interact with individuals from their home country is equally relevant when interacting with 
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individuals from other countries since they have a lot of characteristics in common (Holladay & 

Quiñones, 2003). 

Second, intercultural training tools are usually not representative of the actual cross-

cultural interactions that expatriates will experience when interacting with HCNs in the host 

country. It has therefore been suggested that training tools might work better with a broader, more 

representative pool of incidents (Morris et al., 2014). As MNCs often rely on expatriates for 

knowledge sharing (Harzing, 2001; Hocking et al., 2004), intercultural training tools should 

include incidents in which expatriates and HCN have to share knowledge with each other.  

Third, intercultural training tools do not portray HCNs correctly. HCN colleagues in the 

training tools are often not representative of actual HCN colleagues. Many of the HCNs working 

in MNCs are not typical locals with stereotype-congruent habits (Earley & Peterson, 2004). Many 

of them might have intercultural experiences such as working with foreign colleagues or living 

abroad. So these HCN colleagues usually do not operate according to traditional local social 

norms, at least not when interacting with a non-local (Earley & Peterson, 2004; Morris et al., 

2014). Intercultural training tools should therefore include the role of multicultural experiences 

and make expatriates aware how multicultural experiences make HCN colleagues more similar to 

themselves. 

In order to improve information elaboration and knowledge sharing among those 

expatriates who even after intercultural training still perceive few similarities with their HCN 

colleague (i.e. low P-P fit), organizations should create a climate that encourages expatriates to 

engage in more interpersonal citizenship behaviour in order to improve knowledge sharing. Prior 

studies suggest that managers could promote practices that facilitate friendships among employees 
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in order to increase interpersonal citizenship behaviour. This might involve organizing social 

activities such as company outings or internal sports events. Rotating employees through 

introductory job assignments (job sampling) may also provide opportunities for building 

relationships which may facilitate interpersonal citizenship behaviour across departments. This 

could lead to increased interpersonal citizenship behaviour (Bowler & Brass, 2006) and 

ultimately, enhanced information elaboration and knowledge sharing. 

 

6.3 LIMITATIONS 

Like other studies, the present study has some limitations that should be noted. First, one 

may criticize the small sample size. Retrieving data from both sides of a dyad (i.e. expatriates and 

HCNs) is a difficult task, with either the expatriate or the HCN often refusing to ask their 

colleague to participate in the research, a problem also experienced in other dyadic research (e.g. 

Bammens & Collewaert, 2012; Higashide & Birley, 2002). In the current setting, this task was 

even more complex to achieve given the type of respondents, expatriates, who are often relatively 

difficult to find. While a sample size of 84 may seem small, my sample is larger than those few 

studies that rely on matched pairs in recent top tier journals such as Journal of Applied 

Psychology and Journal of Management (e.g., Bammens & Collewaert, 2012; Bauer, Erdogan, 

Liden, & Wayne, 2006; Curhan & Pentland, 2007; Eby, Durley, Evans, & Ragins, 2008; Edwards, 

Day, Arthur Jr, & Bell, 2006; Yakovleva, Reilly, & Werko, 2010). Additionally, samples of this 

magnitude are not exceptional in expatriate studies (e.g. Bruning, Sonpar, & Wang, 2012; 

Hocking et al., 2007; Huang, Chi, & Lawler, 2005). Nonetheless, I invite future research based on 

larger sample sizes to validate the current findings.  
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Second, although the measure of perceived deep-level similarity (Tepper et al., 2011) is 

well-established and validated, it contains rather generic statements about an individual’s 

perceived similarities to others in terms of personality, personal values, and work attitudes. Future 

research could therefore develop a more thorough measure of perceived deep-level similarity to 

better capture its complex content (Liao et al., 2008). 

Third, my data is not appropriate for studying how time influences the effects of deep-

level similarities on knowledge sharing. Future research could follow a sample of expatriates over 

time. In this way, it could be examined whether in different stages of the international assignment, 

expatriates’ attitudes and behaviours are affected differentially by perceived deep-level similarity. 

 

6.4 CONCLUSION 

In conclusion, this dissertation sheds new light on expatriate knowledge sharing. The first 

part of this dissertation adopted a P-E fit theory perspective and demonstrated that when 

expatriates perceive high similarity between themselves and their HCN colleague in terms of 

deep-level characteristics such as values, personality, goals, and abilities (i.e. they perceive more 

P-P fit) they are more likely to engage in information elaboration which in turn facilitates 

knowledge sharing. Moreover, interpersonal citizenship behaviour was identified as a moderating 

influence that motivates information elaboration and knowledge sharing even when expatriates 

perceive low deep-level similarity between themselves and their HCN colleague (i.e. low P-P fit). 

The second part of this dissertation developed a typology of expatriate knowledge sharing which 

identifies the full range of knowledge types shared by expatriates. Three types of knowledge were 
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identified: regulative knowledge, normative knowledge, and cultural-cognitive knowledge, each 

consisting of several subtypes.  
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APPENDICES 

Appendix 1: Knowledge Sharing Measures 

Study Measurement Items 

Bock et al. 

(2005) 

Intention to Share Knowledge Intention to share explicit knowledge 

1. I will share my work reports and official documents with members of 

my organization more frequently in the future. 

2. I will always provide my manuals, methodologies and models for 

members of my organization. 

Intention to share implicit knowledge 

1. I intend to share my experience or know-how from work with other 

organizational members more frequently in the future. 

2. I will always provide my know-where or know-whom at the request 

of other organizational members. 

3. I will try to share my expertise from my education or training with 

other organizational members in a more effective way. 

Cabrera et al. 

(2006). 

Willingness to share and seek 

knowledge. 

Sample items for the seeking knowledge scale: 

1. I try to stay updated by exploring all the information I can find 

through the information systems that I have available. 

2. I often publish requests for advice and information that can help me 

in my work.  

Sample items for the providing knowledge scale: 

1. Anytime I have valuable information related to my work, I do 

whatever is in my hand to make it available to other people who I 

think could be interested 

2. I participate actively in one or several forums or workgroups within 

[the organization] providing my ideas and helping others find 

solutions to their problems.  

Chang et al. 

(2012) 

Knowledge receipt by subsidiary Knowledge received. Asked local managers to indicate the amount of 

knowledge that their subsidiaries received from expatriates in the 

following areas:  

1. technological knowhow and skills,  

2. repair-related know-how and skills, 

3. quality control know-how and skills,  

4. product-related know-how and skills,  

5. managerial know-how and skills,  

6. knowledge about corporate culture,  

7. human resource management know-how and skills  

Foss et al. 

(2009) 

Receiving and sending of 

knowledge 

Receiving of Knowledge: 

1. To what extent have you received knowledge from colleagues in 

your own department? 

2. To what extent have you used knowledge from colleagues in your 

own department? 

Sending of Knowledge: 

1. To what extent have colleagues in your own department received 

knowledge from you? 

2. To what extent have colleagues in your own department used 

knowledge from you? 

Haas & Park 

(2010) 

Denials of post-publication 

requests 

In the last three years, about how many times have you received 

requests from other academic scientists for information, data, or 

materials concerning your published research? 

Those who reported receiving at least one request were then asked:  

In the last three years, how many times have you denied giving other 

academic scientists requested information, data, or materials related to 
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your published research? 

Hocking et al. 

(2007) 

Knowledge Transfer Activities: 

Knowledge access (adapted from 

Ghoshal & Bartlett, 1988) & 

Communication 

 

Knowledge access: 

1. Local knowledge access: the frequency of the expatriates’ access to 

knowledge sources at two complementary loci within the host 

country: their own business unit and other business units within the 

host-country organization.  

2. Global knowledge access is the equivalent measure for the two 

complementary loci outside the host country: the company’s global 

headquarters and other international offices.  

Communication: 

1. Local communication (personal),  

2. local communication (nonpersonal),  

3. global communication (personal),  

4. global communication (nonpersonal). 

Matzler et al. 

(2011) 

Knowledge sharing within the 

work group (adapted from 

Cumming, 2004)  

1. On average, how often did you share each type of knowledge during 

the project with group members (1-never; 2-rarely; 3-sometimes; 4-

regularly; 5-a lot)? 

2. General overviews (e.g., project goals, milestone estimates, or 

member responsibilities) 

3. Specific requirements (e.g., numerical projections, market forecasts, 

or order requests) 

4. Analytical techniques (e.g., statistical tools, detailed methods, or 

testing procedures) 

5. Progress reports (e.g., status updates, resource problems, or 

personnel evaluations) 

6. Project results (e.g., preliminary findings, unexpected outcomes, or 

clear recommendations) 

Minbaeva et al. 

(2012) 

Knowledge exchange across 

employee groups 

1. have you gained knowledge from colleagues in other departments? 

2. have you used knowledge from colleagues in other departments?  

3. have colleagues in other departments gained knowledge from you? 

4. have colleagues in other departments used knowledge obtained from 

you? 

Reagans & 

McEvily (2003) 

Ease of knowledge transfer from a 

source to a recipient 

1. It would be easy for me to explain to this person a key idea, concept, 

or theory in my area of expertise. 

2. This person's expertise makes it easy for me to explain a key idea, 

concept, or theory in my area of expertise. 

3. Anyone in my area of expertise can explain easily to this person a 

key idea, concept, or theory in our area. 

4. I can explain easily to anyone in this person's area of expertise a key 

idea, concept, or theory in my area. 

5. It would be easy for me to explain to this person new developments 

in my area of expertise. 

Reiche (2011) 

 

Inpatriates’ Boundary Spanning 

Scale  

 

1. I am willing to share my personal contacts at my home unit with HQ 

staff. 

2. It is important for me to establish close working relationships with 

as many local employees at the HQ as possible. 

3. I see myself as a key person who links employees at the HQ and my 

home unit. 

4. I concentrate on establishing relationships with employees at the 

HQ who are useful for my learning and professional development. 

5. I concentrate on establishing relationships with employees at the 

HQ who are useful for my career advancement within the company. 

Reiche (2012) Transfer of host-unit knowledge 1. It would be easy for me to transfer the knowledge I have developed 

while working in my original inpatriate position to my current 

colleagues. 

2. My current colleagues’ expertise makes it easy for me to transfer the 

knowledge I have developed while working in my original inpatriate 

position. 

3. My current colleagues are interested in the knowledge I have 
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developed while working in my original inpatriate position. 

4. It is expected of me that I transfer the knowledge I have developed 

while working in my original inpatriate position to my current 

colleagues. 

5. The knowledge I have developed while working in my original 

inpatriate position is applicable in my current job. 

Zhang & 

Begley, 2011 

Knowledge transfer 

(Adapted from Jaw & Liu, 2003). 

1. I often actively share my knowledge concerning work with my co-

workers. 

2. My company encourages eagerness on the part of every work unit to 

share best practices proactively. 

3. In my company, I would express my opinion actively. 

4. I always interact with other people to share what I learned 

concerning work. 

5. I often exchange ideas with company members from daily social life 

and informal meetings. 
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Appendix 2: Summary of Selected Research on Knowledge Sharing 

Study Type of Study Data Source  Sample  Proposals or Findings 

Bock et al. 

(2005) 

Empirical Survey 154 managers from 27 

organizations in 7 

industries in Korea 

 

Attitudes toward and subjective norms with regard to knowledge sharing as well as 

organizational climate affect individuals’ intentions to share knowledge. Anticipated reciprocal 

relationships affect individuals’ attitudes toward knowledge sharing while both sense of self-

worth and organizational climate affect subjective norms. Anticipated extrinsic rewards exert a 

negative effect on individuals’ knowledge-sharing attitudes. 

 

Cabrera et al. 

(2006) 

Empirical Survey 372 employees from a 

large multinational in 

the IT and services 

industry. 

 

Self-efficacy, organizational commitment, agreeableness, conscientiousness, openness to 

experience, perceived support, extrinsic rewards, intrinsic rewards, job autonomy, perceived 

availability of knowledge management systems, and perceived quality of knowledge 

management systems predicted self-reports of participation in knowledge exchange 

 

Chang et al. 

(2012) 

Empirical Survey, 

FAME 

database, 

Taiwan 

Economic 

Journal 

database 

 

Three sources: 324 

expatriates, 324 local 

managers  

 

Expatriate competencies in knowledge transfer enhanced subsidiary performance through 

knowledge received by the subsidiary, and this indirect effect was stronger when subsidiary 

absorptive capacity was higher. 

Felin & 

Hesterly (2007) 

Conceptual - - Propose that knowledge based theory and research must begin with individuals rather than the 

collective level. Individual-level heterogeneity may provide a better explanation of collective 

heterogeneity. 

 

Foss et al. 

(2009) 

Empirical Survey 186 employees at 

German MNC in 

Denmark 

The more intrinsically motivated employees are to share knowledge, the more knowledge they 

receive from and send to colleagues. The more introjectedly motivated employees are to share 

knowledge, the more knowledge they send to colleagues. The more externally motivated 

employees are to share knowledge, the less knowledge they send to colleagues. The more 

autonomy the job provides, the more the employee tend to be intrinsically motivated to share 

knowledge. The greater the degree of task identity the job provides, the more the employee tend 

to be introjectedly motivated to share knowledge. The more feedback in the form of formal 

evaluations and recognition schemes the job provides, the more the employee is externally 

motivated to share knowledge. 

     

Foss et al. 

(2010) 

Conceptual - - Argue that more attention to micro (individual) level constructs and mechanisms can refine 

accepted relationships and yield new insights in the field of knowledge sharing. 

 

Foss (2011) Conceptual - - Article argues that micro-foundations in the context of knowledge-based value creation, a key 

theme in resource-based theory, did not receive sufficient attention to date. This article clarifies 

what micro-foundations may add in terms of additional explanatory leverage. 
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Haas & Park 

(2010) 

Empirical Survey, 

interviews 

1,251 geneticists and 

other life scientists from 

100 U.S. universities 

Information withholding by reference group members has a positive influence on withholding by 

a scientist. Information withholding by reference group members has a more positive influence 

on withholding by a scientist if the group members are more professionally similar to the 

scientist. Information withholding by reference group members has a less positive influence on 

withholding by a scientist if the group members vary more in their levels of withholding. The 

withholding behaviours of reference group members have more influence than their attitudes on 

withholding by a scientist if they are the scientist’s status-equals. The withholding attitudes of 

reference group members have more influence than their behaviours on withholding by a 

scientist if they are the scientist’s status-superiors. 

 

Hocking et al. 

(2007) 

Empirical Survey + 

semi-

structured 

interviews 

 

71 expatriate employees 

at Swedish MNC in 

Australia 

Frequent global rather than local knowledge access contributes positively to the expatriates’ 

knowledge applications. Frequent local rather than global knowledge access contributes 

positively to the expatriates’ experiential learning. Frequent non-personal rather than personal 

communication contributes positively to the expatriates’ experiential learning. 

 

Liu & Liu 

(2011) 

Empirical Survey 368 employees from 

nine different high-tech 

companies 

The perceived self-efficacy of knowledge sharing for R&D professionals has a positive influence 

on their knowledge-sharing behaviour. The willingness of R&D professionals to share has a 

positive influence on their knowledge-sharing behaviour. The perceived self-efficacy of 

knowledge sharing for R&D professionals influences their knowledge-sharing behaviour via 

their willingness to share. Incentive compensation plans have a positive effect on the perceived 

self-efficacy of knowledge sharing for R&D professionals, and on the which in turn has a 

positive effect on the willingness to share of R&D professionals. Performance appraisal systems 

have a positive effect on the perceived self-efficacy of knowledge sharing for R&D 

professionals, which in turn has a positive effect on the willingness to share of R&D 

professionals. Face-to-face communication has a positive effect on the perceived self-efficacy of 

knowledge sharing for R&D professionals and on the willingness to share of R&D professionals. 

 

Marzler et al. 

(2011) 

 

Empirical Survey 68 employees of a 

medium-sized 

company in Austria 

The documentation of knowledge positively effects knowledge sharing. Affective commitment 

leads to more documentation of knowledge. Affective commitment is positively associated with 

knowledge sharing. Agreeableness is positively associated with affective commitment. 

Conscientiousness is positively associated with the documentation of knowledge. 

 

Michailova & 

Hutchings 

(2006) 

Conceptual - - Propose that: Vertical collectivism in both China & Russia leads to group solidarity and frequent 

exchanges among organizational members, which, in turn, results in intensive knowledge sharing 

among in-group members in both Chinese & Russian organizations. Particularistic social 

relations in both China & Russia, built on trust in in-group others results in intensive knowledge 

sharing among in-group members in both Chinese & Russian organizations. Chinese 

organizational members share knowledge with their in-groups more intensively than Russians as 

the Chinese have a group-interest motive in preserving the group’s well-being and face whereas 

Russians have a self-interest motive to establish personal domination in the group. The higher 

degree of collectivism in China, compared to Russia, leads to more intensive knowledge sharing 
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among organizational members in in-groups in Chinese organizations than occurs among 

organizational members in in-groups in Russian organizations. 

 

Minbaeva et al. 

(2012) 

 

Empirical Survey 811 employees in three 

Danish MNCs 

 

Individual-level perceptions of organizational commitment to knowledge sharing, and extrinsic 

motivation, directly influence the extent to which employees engage in firm-internal knowledge 

exchange; intrinsic motivation and engagement in social interaction mediate the relationship 

between perceived organizational commitment and knowledge exchange. 

 

Okhuysen & 

Eisenhardt 

(2002) 

Empirical Experiment 180 students at an US 

university 

Formal interventions increase the number of switches to the knowledge integration behaviour 

targeted by the formal intervention. Formal interventions increase the number of attention 

switches to other knowledge integration behaviours that are not the target of the formal 

intervention. Formal interventions increase the organization of attention switches to knowledge 

integration behaviours into clusters. Clusters of attention switches that include more attention 

switches consider more aspects of the knowledge integration process, have a greater number of 

group members participating, have a greater number of specific suggestions for improving the 

knowledge integration process being proposed, have greater change in the knowledge integration 

process after the cluster, or have greater gains in knowledge integration after the cluster. Groups 

using a formal intervention have greater knowledge integration than groups not using a formal 

intervention. 

 

Quigley et al. 

(2007) 

Empirical Experiment 120 undergraduates  

at an US university 

The norms supporting knowledge sharing that develop between a knowledge sender and 

recipient moderates the relationship between incentives and knowledge shared by the sender 

such that the positive relationship between incentives and knowledge shared will be stronger 

when norms supporting knowledge sharing are more positive. The degree to which the 

knowledge recipient trusts the sender moderates the relationship between self-efficacy and goal 

setting such that recipients’ self-efficacy is more strongly related to setting high goals when the 

recipient has a greater degree of trust in the knowledge provider. Shared knowledge and 

knowledge recipients’ self-set goals interacts to influence recipients’ performance such that 

recipients who receive more knowledge and set higher goals for their own performance exhibit 

the highest levels of performance. 

 

Reagans & 

McEvily 

(2003) 

Empirical Survey, 

demographic 

data 

Three sources: 94 

employees, 1 executive 

in charge of KM 

Common knowledge is positively related to the ease of knowledge transfer. The positive 

association between tie strength and knowledge transfer increases with the tacitness (decrease 

with the codifiability} of the knowledge being transferred. Social cohesion is positively 

associated with the ease of knowledge transfer. Network range is positively associated with the 

ease of knowledge transfer. 

 

Reiche (2011) Empirical Survey 269 inpatriates in 10 

German MNCs 

Inpatriates’ boundary spanning positively relates to their effort in transferring knowledge to HQ 

staff. Inpatriates’ boundary spanning positively relates to perceived HQ staff effort in acquiring 

knowledge from inpatriates. Perceived HQ absorptive capacity moderates the positive 

relationship between inpatriates’ boundary spanning and their effort in transferring knowledge to 

HQ staff such that the relationship is stronger when perceived HQ absorptive capacity is high, 
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but weaker when perceived HQ absorptive capacity is low. Perceived HQ absorptive capacity 

moderates the positive relationship between inpatriates’ boundary spanning and perceived HQ 

staff effort in acquiring knowledge from inpatriates such that the relationship is stronger when 

perceived HQ absorptive capacity is high, but weaker when perceived HQ absorptive capacity is 

low. Mentoring by HQ staff moderates the positive relationship between inpatriates’ boundary 

spanning and their effort in transferring knowledge to HQ staff such that the relationship is 

stronger when mentoring is high, but weaker when mentoring is low. Mentoring by HQ staff 

moderates the positive relationship between inpatriates’ boundary spanning and perceived HQ 

staff effort in acquiring knowledge from inpatriates such that the relationship is stronger when 

mentoring is high, but weaker when mentoring is low. 

 

Reiche (2012) Empirical Survey 286 inpatriates at 10 

German MNCs’ HQs 

Inpatriates’ structural social capital with host-unit staff positively relates to their access to host-

unit knowledge upon repatriation. Inpatriates’ relational social capital with host-unit staff 

positively relates to their access to host-unit knowledge upon repatriation. Inpatriates’ relational 

social capital with host-unit staff positively relates to their transfer of host-unit knowledge upon 

repatriation. Inpatriates’ perceived Career and Repatriation Support (CRS) moderates the 

positive relationship between inpatriates’ structural host-unit social capital and their access to 

host-unit knowledge upon repatriation such that the relationship will be weaker at high levels of 

perceived CRS. Inpatriates’ perceived CRS moderates the positive relationship between 

inpatriates’ structural host-unit social capital and their transfer of host-unit knowledge upon 

repatriation such that the relationship will be weaker at high levels of perceived CRS. 

 

Reinholt et al. 

(2011) 

 

Empirical Survey 705 employees at an 

engineering, IT, and 

management 

consultancy founded 

and headquartered 

in Denmark 

The centrality of an employee’s network position is positively associated with the employee’s 

knowledge acquisition and provision. The positive association between the centrality of an 

employee’s network position and knowledge acquisition is strengthened when the employee is 

autonomously motivated toward knowledge sharing. There is a three-way interaction between 

centrality of an employee’s network position, autonomous motivation for knowledge sharing, 

and knowledge-sharing ability: the level of knowledge acquisition is highest when all three 

dimensions are high. There is a three-way interaction between the centrality of an employee’s 

network position, autonomous motivation for knowledge sharing, and knowledge-sharing ability: 

level of knowledge provision is highest when all 3 dimensions high. 

 

Schwaer et al. 

(2012) 

Empirical Survey 860 employees and 

managers of a medium-

sized, privately owned 

company in China. 

Willingness to seek knowledge had a positive effect on the usage of both formal and informal 

knowledge-sharing tools. Willingness to give knowledge had a positive effect on the usage of 

formal knowledge-sharing tools. Role breadth self-efficacy had a positive effect on the usage of 

both formal and informal knowledge-sharing tools, while its effects on formal tools’ usage were 

stronger than those on informal tools. Affect-based trust had a positive effect on the usage of 

informal knowledge-sharing tools, which was also stronger than its impact on formal tools’ 

usage. Cognition-based trust positively moderated the relationship between willingness to seek 

knowledge and the usage of formal tools, and the relationship between willingness to share 

knowledge and informal tools’ usage. 
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Tallman & 

Chacar (2011) 

Conceptual - - Proposes a framework that explains the mechanism of knowledge ‘absorption’ or transfer by 

exploring the micro foundations of organizational processes. 

 

Wang & Noe 

(2010) 

Conceptual - - This study provides an organizing framework for current research, discusses emerging issues, 

and identifies future research needs and practical implications of knowledge sharing research. 

 

Wang et al. 

(2014) 

Empirical quasi-

experiment 

100 employees 

from a Chinese software 

company 

Knowledge sharing is greater for employees who are evaluated on knowledge sharing 

(accountability) compared with employees who are encouraged to share knowledge (no 

accountability). Knowledge sharing is greater for employees who are evaluated and rewarded 

(accountability and incentive) compared with employees who are evaluated (accountability). The 

relationship between evaluation plus reward (accountability and incentive) and knowledge 

sharing is stronger for employees high in neuroticism, high in conscientiousness, and high in 

openness to experience. 

 

Wasko & Faraj 

(2005) 

Empirical archival, 

network, 

survey, 

content 

analysis  

 

173 members of a 

national legal 

professional association 

in the US. 

 

Individuals who perceive that participation will enhance their reputations in the profession 

contribute more helpful responses to electronic networks of practice. Individuals who perceive 

that participation will enhance their reputations in the profession contribute more responses to 

electronic networks of practice. Individuals with higher levels of network centrality contribute 

more helpful responses to electronic networks of practice. Individuals with higher levels of 

network centrality contribute more responses to electronic networks of practice. Individuals with 

longer tenure in the shared practice contribute more responses to electronic networks of practice. 

Individuals who are committed to the network contribute less helpful responses to electronic 

networks of practice. Individuals guided by reciprocity contribute fewer responses to electronic 

networks of practice. 

 

Watson & 

Hewett (2006) 

Empirical Survey 430 employees from a 

multinational services 

firm 

 

Frequency of knowledge reuse is positively related to the frequency of knowledge contribution. 

Tenure is positively related to the frequency of knowledge contribution. Advancement within the 

organization will be positively related to the frequency of knowledge contribution. Ease of 

knowledge access will be positively related to the frequency of knowledge reuse. Training in 

knowledge reuse will be positively related to the frequency of knowledge reuse. Trust in 

knowledge source will be positively related to the frequency of knowledge reuse. Value of 

knowledge will be positively related to the frequency of knowledge reuse. 

 

Zhang & 

Begley (2011) 

Empirical Survey 170 employees from 

five large high-tech 

Chinese R&D 

companies and157 

employees from US 

R&D companies, based 

in China. 

The positive relationship between empowerment and innovation is stronger in Chinese R&D 

professionals working in China-based US R&D companies in China than those working in 

Chinese R&D companies in China; The positive relationship between knowledge resources and 

knowledge transfer is stronger in Chinese R&D professionals working in China-based US R&D 

companies in China than those working in Chinese R&D companies in China; Knowledge 

transfer more strongly mediates the relationship between team participation and innovation 

among Chinese R&D professionals working in Chinese R&D companies in China than among 

those working in China-based US R&D companies in China. 
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Zhao & Anand 

(2009) 

Empirical Survey, 

archival 

data 

161 units of MNCs in 

the Chinese automotive 

industry 

The more extensive the source organization’s use of collective teaching activities, the greater the 

improvement of the receiving organization’s stock of collect. knowledge. The source 

organization’s use of collect. teaching activities has a greater positive impact than does its use of 

individual teaching activities on the improvement of the receiving organization’s stock of collect. 

knowledge. The more extensive the source organization’s use of collect. teaching activities, the 

greater the improvement of the receiving organization’s stock of indiv. knowledge. The source 

organization’s use of collect. teaching activities has a greater positive impact than does its use of 

individual teaching activities on the improvement of the receiving organization’s stock of indiv. 

knowledge. The greater the receiving organization’s collect. absorptive capacity, the greater the 

improvement of its collect. knowledge. The receiving organization’s collect. absorptive capacity 

has a greater positive impact than does its individual absorptive capacity on the improvement of 

its stock of collect. knowledge. 
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Appendix 3: Call for participants 

[In Dutch] “Ik ben promovendus aan Hong Kong Baptist University. Voor mijn onderzoek wil ik 

graag weten hoe andere Nederlanders het ervaren om in China te werken. Hoe ervaar jij je relaties 

met lokale collega’s? Lukt het je om een band met hen op te bouwen? Hoe ga je om met de 

taalbarrière en de enorme culturele verschillen in normen, waarden, gewoontes en communicatie? 

En welke persoonlijkheidskenmerken en vaardigheden heb jij die jou helpen ‘overleven’ in China? 

Werk jij in China en ben je bereid een online vragenlijst in te vullen? Stuur dan je emailadres naar 

emmyvanesch@hotmail.com en je ontvangt een link naar een online vragenlijst. Als dank voor je 

deelname ontvang je een persoonlijke interculturele competentieprofiel. Aan de hand van dit 

profiel kun je zien welke competenties jou succesvol maken in China en welke competenties je 

eventueel nog verder zou kunnen ontwikkelen”. 
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Appendix 4: Call for participants 

[In English] “I’m a Dutch PhD Candidate in Hong Kong. For my dissertation project I´m looking 

for expats. How do you experience living in another country? What personal characteristics, skills 

and strengths do you possess that help you to effectively work abroad? How do you experience 

interacting with local colleagues? And how do you deal with cultural differences in mindset, 

customs and interpersonal interaction? Do you have at least one local colleague and are you 

willing to fill out a questionnaire? Please send an email to emmyvanesch [at] hotmail.com and 

you will receive a link to an online questionnaire. In return for your valued participation, you will 

receive a personalized profile report which summarizes your scores on traits and skills relevant to 

succeed abroad”. 
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Appendix 5: Expatriate Questionnaire  

 

Thank you for participating in this study. The purpose of this study is to learn more about how you and your host country 

(local) colleagues share knowledge with each other. To understand this process, we would greatly appreciate if you could 

answer all questions below. It requires about 15 minutes of your time to complete. There are no right or wrong answers. All 

information obtained will be treated in strict confidence and is for academic purposes only. 

 

 

SECTION A 

 

Please indicate how much each of the following statements reflects how you typically are. 

   Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 Neither 

Strongly 

Agree 

1. I am conscious of the cultural knowledge I use when interacting with people with different 

cultural backgrounds. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. I check the accuracy of my cultural knowledge as I interact with people from different cultures. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. I know the legal and economic systems of other cultures. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. I know the values and religious beliefs of other cultures. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. I know the rules (e.g., grammar) of other languages 1 2 3 4 5 

6. I enjoy interacting with people from different cultures. 1 2 3 4 5 

7. I am sure I can deal with the stresses of adjusting to a culture that is new to me. 1 2 3 4 5 

8. I change my verbal behavior (e.g., accent, tone) when a cross-cultural interaction requires it. 1 2 3 4 5 

9. I change my non-verbal behavior when a cross-cultural situation requires it. 1 2 3 4 5 

 

Please indicate how much each of the following statements reflects how you typically are. 

   Strongly 

Disagree 

   

Neither 

Strongly 

Agree 

1. I believe that there are two sides to every question and try to look at them both. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. When I’m upset at someone, I usually try to “put myself in their shoes” for a while.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. I sometimes try to understand my friends better by imagining how things look from their 

perspective.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. If I’m sure I’m right about something, I don’t waste much time listening to other 

people’s arguments.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. I sometimes find it difficult to see things from the “other person’s” point of view.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. I try to look at everybody’s side of a disagreement before I make a decision.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. Before criticizing somebody, I try to imagine how I would feel if I were in their place. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. I understand people well. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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9. It is easy for me to develop good rapport with most people. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. I’m able to make most people feel comfortable and at ease around me. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. I find it easy to envision myself in the position of others. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. I’m good at getting others to respond positively to me. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13. I usually try to find common ground with others. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Please indicate how much each of the following statements reflects how you typically are. 

   Strongly 

Disagree 

 

Neither 

Strongly Agree 

1. I would prefer complex to simple problems. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. I like to have the responsibility of handling a situation that requires a lot of thinking. 

 

1 2 3  4 5 

3. Thinking is not my idea of fun. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. I would rather do something that requires little thought than something that is sure to 

challenge my thinking abilities. 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. I try to anticipate and avoid situations where there is likely chance I will have to think in 

depth about something. 

1 2 3 4 5 

6. I find satisfaction in deliberating hard and for long hours. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

7. I only think as hard as I have to. 1 2 3 4 5 

8. I prefer to think about small, daily projects to long-term ones. 1 2 3 4 5 

9. I like tasks that require little thought once I’ve learned them. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

10. The idea of relying on thought to make my way to the top appeals to me. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

11. I really enjoy a task that involves coming up with new solutions to problems. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

12. Learning new ways to think doesn’t excite me very much. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

13. I prefer my life to be filled with puzzles that I must solve. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

14. The notion of thinking abstractly is appealing to me. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

15. I would prefer a task that is intellectual, difficult, and important to one that is somewhat 

important but does not require much thought. 

1 2 3 4 5 

16. I feel relief rather than satisfaction after completing a task that required a lot of mental 

effort. 

1 2 3 4 5 

17. It’s enough for me that something gets the job done; I don’t care how or why it works. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

18. I usually end up deliberating about issues even when they do not affect me personally. 1 2 3 4 5 
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Please indicate how much each of the following statements reflects how you typically are. 

   Strongly 

Disagree 

   

Neither 

Strongly 

Agree 

1. I am constantly on the lookout for new ways to improve my life. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. Wherever I have been, I have been a powerful force for constructive change. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. Nothing is more exciting than seeing my ideas turn into reality. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. If I see something I don't like, I fix it. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. No matter what the odds, if I believe in something I will make it happen. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. I love being a champion for my ideas, even against others' opposition. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. I excel at identifying opportunities. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. I am always looking for better ways to do things. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. If I believe in an idea, no obstacle will prevent me from making it happen. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. I can spot a good opportunity long before others can. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statements about work life. 

   Strongly 

Disagree 

   

Neither 

Strongly 

Agree 

1. I often feel as if I have low energy. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. I often feel as if things are taking a lot of effort. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. If I were to quit my job, I could find another job that is just as good. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. I would have no problem finding an acceptable job if I quit. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Please indicate the degree to which you are adjusted or not to the following in your host country 

    Not at all 

adjusted 

  

Neutral 

Very well 

adjusted 

1. Living conditions in general 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. Housing conditions 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. Food 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. Shopping 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. Cost of living 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. Entertainment/recreation facilities and opportunities 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. Health care facilities 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. Socializing with host nationals 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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9. Interacting with host nationals on a day-to-day basis 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. Interacting with host nationals outside of work 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. Speaking with host nationals 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. Specific job responsibilities 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13. Performance standards and expectations 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

14. Supervisory responsibilities 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

SECTION B 

 

YOU AND YOUR HOST COUNTRY COLLEAGUE 

 

For this section, please refer to the host country national you will ask (or have asked) to fill out the “HCN Questionnaire”. [A host 

country national is a local colleague who has grown up in your host country and has citizenship there.] This person is the one with 

whom you often share knowledge/ information and is your reference point for all the following questions in section B.  

 

 

Please rate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about you and your host country colleague. 

This host country colleague and I:    Strongly 

Disagree 

  

Neither 

Strongly 

Agree 

1. Are similar in terms of our outlook, perspective, and values. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. Analyze problems in a similar way. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. Think alike in terms of coming up with a similar solution for a problem. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. Are alike in a number of areas. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. See things in much the way 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Please rate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about you and your host country colleague. 

    Strongly 

Disagree 

  

Neither 

Strongly 

Agree 

1. I would be aware of our respective nationalities when I am in contact with this host country 

colleague. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. I feel that we would meet as two people belonging to the same cultural group.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. I would be aware of our respective cultures when I am in contact with this host country 

colleague. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. I would consider this host country colleague as ‘one of them’ and the other foreign 

nationals in the organization to be ‘one of us.’ 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. This host country colleague would be more similar to other locals in the organization than 

(s)he is similar to the foreign nationals in the organization. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. This host country colleague complements me by openly sharing his/her knowledge 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. This host country colleague carefully considers all perspectives in an effort to generate 

optimal solutions. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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8. This host country colleague considers the unique information provided by me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. Together, this host country colleague and I generate ideas and solutions that are much 

better than those we could develop as individuals. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. It would be easy for me to explain to this host country colleague a key idea, concept, or 

theory in my area of expertise. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. This this host country colleague’s expertise makes it easy for me to explain a key idea, 

concept, or theory in my area of expertise. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. Anyone in my area of expertise can explain easily to this host country colleague a key idea, 

concept, or theory in our area. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13. I can explain easily to anyone in this host country colleague’s area of expertise a key idea, 

concept, or theory in my area. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

14. It would be easy for me to explain to this host country colleague new developments in my 

area of expertise. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Please rate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about you and your host country colleague regarding 

knowledge/information you share with each other.  

     Little or no 

extent 

Neutral Very large 

extent 

Receiving of Knowledge:         

1. To what extent have you received knowledge from this host country colleague?  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. To what extent have you used knowledge from this host country colleague? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Sending of Knowledge:        

1. To what extent has this host country colleague received knowledge from you?  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. To what extent has this host country colleague used knowledge from you?  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

The purpose of this survey is to learn more about how you and one of your host country colleagues share knowledge with each other. To 

understand this process, we would greatly appreciate if you could indicate what kind of knowledge you have shared with this host country 

colleague: 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

Please think of a recent incident at work in which this HCN colleague requested knowledge from you and you declined to share 

your knowledge or expertise with him/her or did not give all of the information needed. For example, you might not have shown 

this HCN how to do something, only gave a part of the information needed, declined to tell something s/he needed to know, or 

did not help him/her learn something important. 

 

Please rate the extent to which you engaged in the following behaviors during this incident: 

     Little or no 

extent 

Neutral Very large 

extent 

1. Agreed to help him/her but never really intended to. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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2. Agreed to help him/her but instead gave him/her information different from what s/he 

wanted. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. Told him/her that I would help him/her out later but stalled as much as possible. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. Offered him/her some other information instead of what he/she really wanted. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. Pretended that I did not know the information.  

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. Said that I did not know, even though I did.  

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. Pretended I did not know what s/he was talking about.  

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. Said that I was not very knowledgeable about the topic.  

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. Explained that I would like to tell him/her, but was not supposed to. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. Explained that the information is confidential and only available to people on a particular 

project. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. Told him/her that my boss would not let anyone share this knowledge. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. Said that I would not answer his/her questions.  

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

SECTION C 

 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

 

What is your gender? 

 
   Male  Female   

How old are you?   ____ years   

What is the highest level of education you 

have completed? 

 

 None               High/secondary school 

 Bachelor’s degree     Master’s degree 

 Doctoral or professional degree (e.g. PhD, DBA, MD etc.) 

 

 

What is your marital status?   Single 

 Separated/Divorced/Widowed  

 Married/in a committed relationship 

 

 

Do you have children living with you?  

If yes, how many? 

 

 Yes  No 

………………………. 

 

 

What is your home country? ………………………. 

 

 

What is your nationality? ……………………….  

In which country are you now working?  

 

………………………. 

 

 

How long have you been working in this 

host country? 

____ years  ____ months  
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How long have you been working in your 

current organization in this host country? 

 

____ years  ____ months  

How long have you worked abroad before 

this assignment? 

 

____ years  ____ months  

How many other international assignments 

have you been on?  

 

____  

Host country language proficiency  

 
 None  Basic  Conversational  Fluent  

Would you describe yourself as a: 

 
 Corporate expatriate (you were sent abroad by your organization) 

 Self-initiated expatriate (you found your job abroad yourself)  

 Other, please specify:___________________________________ 

 

 

In which industry are you working?   Agriculture, Hunting and Forestry 

 Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation  

 Banking, Finance and Insurance 

 Construction 

 Communications 

 Community, Social and Personal  

  Services 

 Education 

 Electricity, Gas and Water 

 Food and Beverages 

 

 Government  

 Health and social work 

 Hotels and restaurants 

 Legal services 

 Manufacturing 

 Mining and quarrying 

 Real estate 

 Transport and Storage  

 Wholesale and Retail trade 

 Other, please specify: 

_____________________ 

Into which of the following categories does 

your position best fit?  

 

 Upper management (e.g. CEO, director) 

 Middle management (e.g. manager, branch/department head) 

 Lower Management (e.g. officers, executives) 

 Professional Staff (e.g. lawyer, teacher, engineer, architect) 

 Other, please specify: _____________________________ 

 

 

I wish to receive a personalized profile 

report which summarizes my scores on 

traits and skills relevant to succeed abroad.  

 

 Yes*   No 

 

 

I wish to receive a summary of the research 

results.  

 

 Yes*   No 

 

 

*Please provide your email address for 

correspondence : 

 

………………………………………………………………………… 

 

 

Please provide your colleague’s email 

address for matching purposes : 

 

………………………………………………………………………… 

 

 

 

END OF SURVEY 

 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR VALUED PARTICIPATION! 
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Appendix 6: Host Country Colleague Questionnaire 

 

Thank you for participating in this study. The purpose of this study is to learn more about how you and your expatriate 

colleague share knowledge with each other. To understand this process, we would greatly appreciate if you could answer all 

questions below. It requires about 10 minutes of your time to complete. There are no right or wrong answers. All information 

obtained will be treated in strict confidence and is for academic purposes only. 

 

 

 

SECTION A 

 

YOU AND YOUR EXPATRIATE COLLEAGUE 

 

For this section, please refer to the expatriate colleague who asked you to fill out the “HCN questionnaire”. This person (expatriate)  

is the one with whom you often share knowledge/ information and is your reference point for all the questions in Section A. 

 

 

1. Length of relationship with this expatriate colleague.  

 

____ years ____ months 

2. What is your relationship with this expatriate colleague? 

 
 Peer relationship 

 S/he is my supervisor 

 S/he is my subordinate 

 

 

3. How often do you interact with this expatriate colleague currently?   

 Daily Multiple times 

a week 

Weekly Bi-weekly Monthly Less often 

1. By e-mail 1 2 3 4 5 6 

2. By telephone 1 2 3 4 5 6 

3. Face-to-face 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

Please rate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about your expatriate colleague. 

   Strongly 

Disagree 

 Strongly 

Agree 

1. Listens to me when I have to get something off my chest.  1 2 3 4 5 

2. Takes time to listen to my problems and worries.  1 2 3 4 5 

3. Takes a personal interest in me.  1 2 3 4 5 

4. Shows concern and courtesy towards me, even under the most trying business situations.  1 2 3 4 5 

5. Makes an extra effort to understand the problems faced by me.  1 2 3 4 5 

6. Always goes out of the way to make me feel welcome in the work group.  1 2 3 4 5 

7. Tries to cheer me up when I’m having a bad day.  1 2 3 4 5 

8. Compliments me when I succeed at work.  1 2 3 4 5 

9. Takes on extra responsibilities in order to help me when things get demanding at work.  1 2 3 4 5 

10. Helps me with difficult assignments, even when assistance is not directly requested. 1 2 3 4 5 

11. Assists me with heavy workloads even though it is not part of job.  1 2 3 4 5 
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12. Helps me when I’m running behind in my work activities.  1 2 3 4 5 

13. Helps me with work when I have been absent.  1 2 3 4 5 

14. Goes out of way to help me with work-related problems. 1 2 3 4 5 

 

Please rate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about you and your expatriate colleague. 

     Strongly 

Disagree 

 

Neither 

Strongly 

Agree 

1. It would be easy for me to explain to this expatriate colleague a key idea, concept, or 

theory in my area of expertise. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. This expatriate colleague’s expertise makes it easy for me to explain a key idea, concept, or 

theory in my area of expertise. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. Anyone in my area of expertise can explain easily to this expatriate colleague a key idea, 

concept, or theory in our area. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. I can explain easily to anyone in this expatriate colleague’s area of expertise a key idea, 

concept, or theory in my area. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. It would be easy for me to explain to this expatriate colleague new developments in my 

area of expertise. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Please rate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about you and your expatriate colleague regarding 

knowledge/information you share with each other.  

     Little or no 

extent 

Neutral Very large 

extent 

Receiving of Knowledge:         

3. To what extent have you received knowledge from this expatriate colleague?  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. To what extent have you used knowledge from this expatriate colleague?  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Sending of Knowledge:        

3. To what extent has this expatriate colleague received knowledge from you?  

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. To what extent has this expatriate colleague used knowledge from you?  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Please think of a recent incident at work in which you requested knowledge from your expatriate colleague, but s/he declined to 

share knowledge or expertise with you or did not give all of the information needed. For example, s/he might not have shown 

you how to do something, only gave a part of the information needed, declined to tell something you needed to know, or did not 

help you learn something important. 

 

Please rate the extent to which your expatriate colleague engaged in the following behaviors during this incident: 

    Little or no 

extent 

 Neutral Very large 

extent 

1. Agreed to help me but never really intended to. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. Agreed to help me but instead gave me information different from what I wanted. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. Told me that s/he would help me out later but stalled as much as possible. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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4. Offered me some other information instead of what I really wanted. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. Pretended that s/he did not know the information. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. Said that s/he did not know, even though s/he did.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. Pretended s/he did not know what I was talking about.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. Said that s/he was not very knowledgeable about the topic. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. Explained that s/he would like to tell me, but was not supposed to. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. Explained that the information is confidential and only available to people on a particular 

project. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. Told me that my boss would not let anyone share this knowledge. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. Said that s/he would not answer my questions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

The purpose of this survey is to learn more about how you and one of your expatriate colleagues share knowledge with each other. To 

understand this process, we would greatly appreciate if you could indicate what kind of knowledge you have shared with this expatriate 

colleague: 

 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

SECTION C 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

 

Please enter your colleagues’ email-

address by which we are able to match 

your questionnaire with that of your 

colleague.  

 

……………………………………………………………………………   

What is your gender? 

 
   Male  Female   

How old are you?   ____ years   

What is the highest level of education you 

have completed? 

 

 None               High/secondary school 

 Bachelor’s degree     Master’s degree 

 Doctoral or professional degree (e.g. PhD, DBA, MD etc.) 

 

 

What is your marital status?   Single 

 Separated/Divorced/Widowed  

 Married/in a committed relationship 

 

What is your home country? ………………………. 
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How many employees does your 

organization have? 

 

<10 10-49 50-249 250>  

How long have you been working in your 

current organization? 

 

____ years  ____ months  

In which industry are you working?   Agriculture, Hunting and Forestry 

 Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation  

 Banking, Finance and Insurance 

 Construction 

 Communications 

 Community, Social and Personal  

  Services 

 Education 

 Electricity, Gas and Water 

 Food and Beverages 

 

 Government  

 Health and social work 

 Hotels and restaurants 

 Legal services 

 Manufacturing 

 Mining and quarrying 

 Real estate 

 Transport and Storage  

 Wholesale and Retail trade 

 Other, please specify 

_____________________ 

Into which of the following categories does 

your position best fit?  

 

 Upper management (e.g. CEO, director) 

 Middle management (e.g. manager, branch/department head) 

 Lower Management (e.g. officers, executives) 

 Professional Staff (e.g. lawyer, teacher, nurse, architect) 

 Operational Staff (e.g. clerical, transport) 

 Others (please specify) _____________________________ 

 

 

If you wish to receive our research results, 

please provide your email address:  

……………………………………………………………………………  

 

END OF SURVEY 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR VALUED PARTICIPATION! 
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Appendix 7: Types of Knowledge Shared as Indicated by Expatriates 

1.  Mainly work based information, i.e. ways of going about a task, the results of a task etc. A 

couple things about our homelands 

2.  research 

3.  Work-specific knowledge 

4.  I think it'd be the fact that despite me being for far away we share a few things in common 

such as family values and food preparation. Mexico and China have both a rich ancient 

history and cuisine and through these two elements we share more than people would 

think. 

5.  My area of expertise is Marketing and Communications (Customer and Sales perspective). 

My colleague has an expertise in Logistics. I need to understand his expertise in order to do 

my job, and he needs to understand part of my expertise to contribute to his own Marketing 

actions. 

6.  My colleague had to participate to an international exhibition in Venezia. She is an Italian 

artist and had no knowledge in communication, marketing, personal branding and psycho-

sociology. I helped her, as a consultant, to best prepare this event. 

7.  cultural things and info about marketing 

8.  Like I told them what kind of environment we work in china. We need extra time to work. 

9.  Leadership skills, communication techniques, diplomacy skills, planning skills 

10.  knowledge about: judging students, making new courses, making schedules for large 

groups of students 

11.  I have mainly been developing and sharing technical, procedural and safety knowledge on 

our work in recycling and trading metal baring wastes and by-products. Examples are 

sampling and essaying, use of PPE (Personal Protection Equipment), handling and 

shipping, etc. 

12.  Working with big IT environments... there aren't that many in New Zealand... New 

Zealanders in general lack "overseas" knowledge and they sometimes don't have a clue 

what's going on in the rest of the world. "The grass is always greener..." 

13.  Farm management 

14.  I shared in-depth technical and content knowledge about our company in other locations in 

the world, product, processes, key indicators. This happens on a daily basis in 

conversations, organized in meeting or more informal. It happens initiated from both 

directions. 
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15.  values, past experiences, certain personal information 

16.  Ways of communicating 

17.  I have shared knowledge about the Dutch language and culture - given my point of view on 

things and my opinion on how I thought Dutch customers would react on or thing of 

certain aspects of the company I work for. Also I have shared knowledge I have gained 

during my education to become a Bachelor of Commerce. 

18.  Information on the proposed schedule of an event we co-organized in which we both had 

our different tasks. 

19.  I manage a group of vets and nurses and she manages reception. .we share how to deal with 

different people in various situations 

20.  Knowledge about health care systems in other parts of Europe and the world. Influences 

from cultural perspectives, but also religion and finances. Also I have provided a lot of 

input on data-mining and text-mining techniques as well as project management and 

presentation techniques. 

21.  OK. This host country colleague was my Chinese teacher. We both work in a Community 

Centre, she as a Chinese teacher, I as an English teacher. I did my TEFL course while I 

was having Chinese lessons with her and since her teaching method is SO excellent, based 

my ideal teacher on her ideas. I still use ideas that she developed for the Chinese classroom 

for my English classroom. The other way round, unfortunately we haven't been able to get 

together to talk about it, we are both too busy. But we DO plan to have some sessions to 

exchange ideas. 

22.  administrative, organizational knowledge 

23.  design, prototyping of medical equipment 

24.  Financial 

25.  Culture, Techniques, Science 

26.  New Business opportunities 

27.  In general we cross sell countries way of working and match that with the local needs 

28.  ICT, Generic management, Testing, Banking 

29.  Research ideas, methodologies, philosophies, work ethics. 

30.  How to think about every detail when we organize and event. I think of the complete 

package. 
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31.  Am a swimming teacher, have explained different stroke techniques and explained 

different safety rules with regard to children around water. Dutch breast stroke is very 

identifiable. 

32.  To be more direct and to the point 

33.  We work in a haberdashery, and I taught her how to crochet, she taught me how to knit. 

But we've also shared different childhood tv-programs, how the educational system works, 

how politics of our native countries work. 

34.  people skills 

35.  Hindu rituals, cultural background, social interactions between Indians, managements skills 

36.  We work at a newspaper, we've discussed the ways language can be used, what's common 

in newspapers, how you can adjust your headlines and lead, how you interview people on 

the phone, what you can do to get more information in an interview, etc. 

37.  About daily habits, about work, about raising children...... Daily life 

38.  International experience and business processes 

39.  business processes, private life aspects, political issues, ... 

40.  Knowledge about how to live in this city and country. Knowledge about differences in 

understanding of each other's language. It's easier for me to actually USE this knowledge 

since I live here, and this colleague not in my country of origin. 

41.  We sell businesses on commission basis as a payment only. My expertise in the past has 

been cold calling and lead-generation. This knowledge and 'werkwijze' was well 

appreciated and adopted by some. With 30 people in the office we have people of all 

nationalities (Philippines, India, China, England, South African, Australian) 

42.  econometric modelling of mortality rates 

43.  I have a camping so I shared info about how this village can profit from that. Also shared 

ideas to create new jobs but in this former communistic country new ideas are "not done" 

really. 

44.  understanding of the slight differences between British people and Dutch people in general 

living, work ethos and values 

45.  Science related knowledge, how to perform experiments, how to interpret results, how to 

present results 

46.  technical knowledge on the topics we work on together, cultural knowledge on our 

respective countries, informal knowledge 
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47.  I am an international business consultant. I also teach at several institutions on international 

business. What I work on is new markets, cultural and social interactions, finding new 

opportunities for companies’ international trade. 

48.  Marketing strategies Management approaches Technical/IT skills 

49.  Marketing knowledge, presentation skills - the former 2 as part of being a coach during his 

further studies in the field of Marketing 

50.  pharmaceutical development 

51.  It's a pre-school setting with lots of different ethnicities, I have helped her understand the 

cultural differences that may make a certain behaviour or reply seem rude, where it is 

totally acceptable in the other culture. I have suggested resources and ideas that will help 

children acquire the host language without losing their home language. 

52.  cultural differences in managing foreign clients 

53.  aviation industry and dentistry 

54.  Technical information about the equipment we sell, in order for him to understand our 

scope of supply better. To understand better the importance of certain spare parts etc. 

55.  the social system in mainland and culture 

56.  Being the GM of the organisation at the time, I shared my experience and hospitality 

knowledge with all my management staff in meetings, trainings and written SOP's 

(Standard Operating Procedures) 

57.  The food and history 

58.  Basic information about the products, including required service and sales information. 

59.  I taught MSI-packaging (an IT specialty) to a group of Indian colleagues in India. 

Meaning, I shared my knowledge and expertise and they tried to understand. Two things in 

particular struck me: asking directly if they understood me (as I always do here) I useless. 

They will never answer that one negatively. So the trick is to ask questions to check if they 

understood. Second: humour is totally different. I use a lot of humour in my presentations 

to break a bit the "dry" technical stuff and India humour is totally different. 

60.  Technical knowledge on poultry feed, physiology, pathology, Knowledge on professional 

behaviour and differences between cultures. 

61.  Everyday practices, the way I'm used to do things in my organization/culture, 

62.  Mainly some technical details or programme issues/project priorities. 
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63.  I share semiconductor device installation with my colleagues. 

64.  Benchmarking with opions of other cultures. What can be reached as ultimate goal. 1st 

world vs 2nd/3rd world 

65.  The foundation I work for often deals with communications from people in the 

Netherlands, events for Dutch people in the US and guest speakers from the Netherlands 

who come to speak before a Dutch-American audience. I share with my host country 

colleague the meaning of their titles, their political affiliation, their social status and 

interpretation of their communications, and the effects of a Care/Socialist State vs. 

Capitalist State on society. This helps her address/interact with visitors appropriately 

66.  We usually share issues about cultural differences. For example, I will ask her things like 

in some situation, how will the local people respond. In return, I will tell her what my 

country's people will do in this situation. We exchange ideas and this help me a lot to 

understand deeply this host country. In addition, we will also exchange ideas on how we 

thinking things. 

67.  The physics of medical imaging in nuclear medicine and X-rays. 

68.  Mostly about family life 

69.  General knowledge about the host country region and culture. Shared experiences and 

opinions in our field of work. 

70.  Most of the knowledge I have shared with my host country colleague is about how 

business are managed in "our" world (I have worked for European and US based 

companies), about how things are organised in "our" world and how this can be used in the 

company that is from this host country colleague. 

71.  in depth knowledge about companies products and procedures 

72.  Cultural differences between the USA and Netherlands.  Social and Economic 

differences between the USA and Europe. Work-Life balance differences. 

73.  my experiences 

74.  Before starting the day drink a coffee with all the colleagues and plan and share the day 

75.  Trends and developments in camera equipment, internet and computer technology. 

76.  This host country colleague took over my job as early career talent manager, that's why I 

have shared more information with her than she with me. This concerns knowledge about 

figures, systems, processes, suppliers and people. However with the information on figures 

for example she created a dash board to inform the executive committee that is far better 

than I could have ever done it! 
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77.  The culture of China, the operation and information about a famous Chinese B2C/C2C e-

commerce websites, something about Mandarin 

78.  I am working as a psychologist for children. Some of my Chinese colleagues find it 

difficult to maintain contact with clients during a process, which is something I did a lot 

back in Holland. I guess this is about communication/expectation things. 

79.  Knowledge regarding international (non-local) student recruitment 

80.  Technology and Expertise in relation to the developments in law enforcement cooperation 

81.  As he is one of my managers reporting to me this is business related knowledge 

82.  We shared information on policies, guidelines and way of working on HR related items for 

Executives. 

83.  explaining Rabobank shareholder model, how Dutch people in general think and perceive 

things, etc. 

84.  In order to cooperate we share knowledge about our respective professions (finance and 

engineering) 

85.  Professional knowledge on our area of expertise: scientific research (medical sciences) 

86.  For a project, we shared knowledge on Nutritional benefits and packaging benefits to 

develop a new product. 

87.  Technical knowledge Suggestions about changes in processes Suggestions about 

changes in professional behaviour 

88.  Work related R&D topics 

89.  Work related project management 

90.  Info about the company (we acquired them). Info about the strategy of our business. Info 

about people, culture, organizational design, ... 

91.  Way of organizing projects, setting up processes 

92.  how to effectively manage a Team within a large medical Equipment company 

93.  Knowledge on how to handle problems in adapting to the local culture. Knowledge on my 

project area from Netherlands which is micro insurance. Knowledge about how people 

work together in my country and India, the local host country and how I can use this I 

achieving my goals. Knowledge about the organization structure, communication habits of 

our mutual colleagues. Knowledge of the local culture. 
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94.  ways of working of Financial systems in my organization 

95.  I have shared knowledge about the working procedures from our head office and I have 

learnt a lot about local working procedures. 

96.  I answered some questions about how to word something in English so that it would be 

correct. 

97.  Leadership Project management knowledge Conflict handling How to represent the 

company Financial insight 

98.  We are both (volunteer) teachers of English. We share teaching skills and ideas of how to 

improve and to motivate the students 

99.  Cultural knowledge Language knowledge Corporate knowledge Personal knowledge 

and experience abroad 

100.  Anthropological, Gender-related, social sciences in general, motherhood. 

101.  Daily life related information (e.g. where to eat, go for shopping) and political background 

and development in HK 

102.  Insurance knowledge. 

103.  Banking knowledge 

104.  Key developments in the high tech, information technology and telecommunications 

industry, scientific research on social and corporate collaboration and networking, key 

drivers of cost, revenue and overall profitability in mobile applications 

105.  Technical job information 

106.  Technical knowledge 

107.  I was working in the aviation industry here which was very new for all of them. So they 

relied on my knowledge and expertise in this field 

108.  - Work information - Knowledge in general - Work experiences in the past - 

Expectations - Private, personal and family issues - Future options 

109.  High level technical knowledge Market knowledge BD knowledge 

110.  I have explained my thoughts of ordering and structuring information, and have Always 

preferred to steer, rather than tell other people what I would like them to do. I'm no fan of 

giving 'homework'-like assignments, but am quite articulate on my expectations. 

111.  Underwriting & Claims policies, Insurance processes, Financial and Management 

Reporting, Organisational Structures, Management Control Systems, Project Management 
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112.  General conditions of the company, working routines and experience. 

113.  Specific hospitality insights/industry knowledge Practical human resource techniques/how 

to deal with staff How I go about my job/job philosophy/how to position yourself in the 

organisation 

114.  Language and translation information, we work together as self-employed translators 

115.  Specific company and people/resource knowledge 

116.  Marketing material 

117.  Financial analysis approaches and information 

118.  We are both in outside sales. By sharing ideas and experiences we are able to bring this 

into action and predict the new trends. 

119.  how business is done in the western parts of EUROPE 

120.  I am managing this host country colleague. I have shared knowledge around resource 

planning, managing associate costs. And I did development planning with her as well. 

121.  In most cases: knowledge of differences in business activities. I am an auditor and need to 

cooperate with clients in my host and home country. Together with my host colleague we 

can find a better way of cooperation with both and relevant for both of us 

122.  Knowledge about New Zealand culture and language. Knowledge about Christchurch 

(city) culture and about the company we work for (I'm in HR) 

123.  I shared knowledge in the following areas: general management, leadership, project 

management, sales 

124.  I have shared experiences, examples and deliverables from projects and work I have done 

in Europe where they are a bit further ahead in my field. 

125.  Specific knowledge on project analysis, business valuations and investment planning. 

126.  Having almost 40 years of experience in the business it is easy for me to pass on 

knowledge on any subject that is of interest in our work. This stands aside of any 

difference in cultures. 

127.  We are in the shipping business Cyprus has a lot of experience in that respect 

128.  Logistics, organizational structures, management styles 

129.  Teaching methods, business methods. Culture and awareness. 

130.  Supply Chain and Management knowledge 
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131.  Linguistic knowledge (English) but we also talk a lot about mindsets (Westerners vs. 

Chinese), values, everyday life in our home countries. 

132.  cost per hour on machines optimal fleet recommendation on mining projects technical 

analyses of defaults on mining equipment financial insight of refinancing CAPEX 

133.  knowledge about civil and structural design and construction works 

134.  Technical knowledge 

135.  different cultural background between mainland China and Hong Kong; different ways of 

getting work done; different working behaviour and cultural; share news, information(e.g. 

food),stories and sometimes life experience with each other; share views, thoughts on hot 

topics 

136.  Route cause problem identification vs tackling effects of route cause. In other words: solve 

the real problem, vs keep being busy with fixing negative effects of route cause problem. 

137.  I supervise the host country colleague, and so share a lot of knowledge and expertise. The 

most productive combination is to tackle our differences and use those different viewpoints 

to find a solution to whatever problem discussed. I have found that open address of the 

different cultural viewpoints is clarifying a lot and can countermand any 'blind spots', both 

in me and in the (very respected) colleague! We very often use the term 'cross fertilisation' 

to characterise this process. (No, we are not botanist!) 

138.  I work in international education, specifically pertaining to international school and 

program development in mainland China and international exchange programs with the 

US. Most of my knowledge revolves US program management and cross cultural 

communication. Program management knowledge is used much less than cross cultural 

communication; intercultural training is done for Chinese working with foreigners and 

foreigners working with Chinese in an office setting. 

139.  Knowledge and international view of different company's method and commercial 

planning. 

140.  Local knowledge, cultural info, basic info. 

141.  Sales processes, Western way of thinking. Sales tricks 

142.  Every issue related to marketing. 

143.  Marketing theory and skills. 

144.  Telecom and IT technical knowledge 
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145.  The process is shaped in six important steps as follows: 1.Building a common vision. Who 

are we? Who do we want to be? What are our goals, expectations and interests? 

2.Recognizing our reality. How are we? Why are we like this? We need to analyze our 

beliefs and precise data information. 3.Decision-making. What are our proposals to 

improve our present? We need to build and establish agreement about participation. 

4.Developing proposals. What are we doing to change the situation? Who? Everyone needs 

to know all the actions. 5.Evaluating our actions. How and how much have we advanced? 

Are our agreements functioning? What needs to be modified, strengthened or 

implemented? We need to make necessary adjustments. 6.Beginning anew. Which areas do 

we need to improve? What do we do? New actions for improvement 

146.  Probably situations where language was a struggle, I would explain how I mean things and 

how I interpret a word or saying, in contrast to how the host country people interpret or 

voice their sentences. So, language and cultural knowledge often occurs. 

147.  A lot of the knowledge we have shared is linguistic and cultural references. Often we 

watch movies together or will talk about work situations, and when one of us doesn't 

understand something, we explain it. We also talk about how we would deal with thigs like 

any two people would normally do, whether it's social or professional problems, opinions 

about politics, or even simple things like talking about food. 

148.  I have shared perspectives on my home country, the colleagues we both worked with, and 

life in general -through these exchanges we have become friends. Because we work on the 

same brand, but have different roles, we have often discussed strategies and tactics for the 

brand and come together to find better solutions than either of us could find alone 

149.  ESL teaching tips. Practical classroom techniques 

150.  Differences in work ethic and methods of teaching. 

151.  general information 

152.  Guidance standards in order to comply with company requirements and industry best 

practice. 

153.  We have shared the knowledge about the work, culture and how to interact with others also 

the places to visit. 

154.  English language knowledge, and business process/IT knowledge. 

155.  Professional knowledge about how to manage others. 

156.  We discuss technology that relates to film production. As an experienced filmmaker, my 

young colleagues want to know what I know. 
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157.  I have shared my practical experience with this host country and I would prefer that they 

would also like to take my experience for getting better in their offices and even to make 

their lives easy 

158.  I work as a system engineer and knowledge sharing is all about the different machine 

languages and system we work on. 

159.  Selecting, planning and implementing Software/Systems delivery. 

160.  Knowledge of how to deal with customers and suppliers. We work in a sourcing business 

together. It's relatively non-technical, but requires a lot of judgements regarding dealing 

with customer service and sometimes with difficult or non-performing suppliers. 

161.  knowledge about changes in the home country organization and port management 

knowledge 

162.  steel construction 

163.  technical knowledge on safety and environment 

164.  Teaching techniques. Life coaching techniques. 

165.  I have shared legal thinking, experience in legal field. Learning from the local colleague - 

local customs and culture. 

166.  Cultural and professional - I am a professor of Political analysis and Intercultural 

Communication. Shared insights on critical thinking 

167.  Knowledge related to the files that we work on; mostly on policy and regulations (note that 

our work does not have a specific international or cultural dimension). 

168.  Thoughts and experiences from prior work and foundations, experiences regarding 

connection with government departments and how things can be done. 

169.  Knowledge on pricing, costing, effective planning and handling issues... 

170.  technical knowledge on water resources management, management experience and policy 

influence 

171.  -glossary of different construction tools, materials and equipment -cultural differences 

between two countries -life stories in our lives 

172.  training 

173.  I share all business related information without any limits 

174.  Construction Contracts and procurement flexibility. 
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175.  Telecommunications policy options and their rationales 

176.  technical knowledge 

177.  I m a researcher and I have to share with my host country college several aspects of my job 

because I was supposed to be here to help him to complete his own project. 

178.  We shared my vast experience in project management in large projects dealing with 

financial institutes like World Bank and others. Just managing the process of ending in a 

"win/win" situation by controlling budget-time-quality. 

179.  We have shared stories about our. Oh tries and cultures. We have also helped each other 

with ideas and solutions in our workplace. 

180.  restoring severely malnourished children 0-6 years old back to health 

181.  I was writing my thesis about the rising demand for senior housing in China and worked 

together with a Chinese colleague. She shared her knowledge about the Chinese situation, 

for example the deeply rooted family traditions and the fact that children were obliged to 

take care of their elderly. Furthermore she shared her knowledge about how to write a 

thesis, for example the structure of a thesis report, how a theoretical framework looks like 

and how to form a research question. 

182.  One example that comes to mind is that I gave a host colleague a copy of "How to Win 

Friends and Influence People". He had never given much thought to how his actions affect 

others, how to be considerate, etc. A different host has given me a great deal of information 

about local history and customs. 

183.  Although separated into a "local" and "expat" team we work closely together when 

designing and implementing strategy. 

184.  knowledge about culture, production theory universities in Europe etc. 

185.  I have explained how to successfully run a business offering chairs for rent on the beach 

and surfing lessons. How to take money you make and invest back into your business by 

buying surfboards and storage for equipment so as to keep your business growing. 

186.  Legal knowledge 

187.  trained the person on a specific program which I am the leader 

188.  Internal and external Marketing/communications approach/execution 

189.  Car & driver education, different company cultures 

190.  New IT Trends 

 



 

 

135 

 

191.  He is a colleague but also a mentor for me. He has great knowledge in his area, and loves 

sharing it with other people. He is very much my senior without forcing a hierarchy on me. 

Working with him and beside him feels very natural. 

192.  We started a new support team in the Worldwide organisation. I was the only one in the 

team (including the manager) having the knowledge of the business we were going to 

support. I worked in a Country (Italy) as Delivery Project Manager therefore I knew t 

193.  Ways of working in England, office culture, behaviours etc. 

194.  Organizational change our organization is going through and particularly how to establish 

an appropriate workplace culture and organizational structure that we have decisively to. 

Also discussed international placement. 

195.  Computer systems and processes; how the company operates in different countries; 

problem solving and computer issues. 

196.  Self-awareness, presentation technique, general knowledge about the content in different 

training programmes, Swedish culture, Scania culture. 

197.  Professional; Caring of people. 
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