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Abstract  Collaborative processes involve two or more independent organizations engaged in interaction with each 

other, working towards common goals and share risks, benefits and their resources. Knowledge transfer is an important part 

of this kind of processes, so it is important to answer the question that "what are the factors that affect knowledge transfer 

in collaborative processes?" There are limited researches on this issue, so it is our main contribution to study determinants 

of inter-organizational information and knowledge transfer in collaborative processes. A questionnaire-based survey was 

conducted in two collaborative processes selected from public and private sector. Collected data were analysed using 

structured equation modelling. According to our finding, knowledge nature, technical tools and similarity are important 

determinants of knowledge transfer. Also organizational leadership have positive effect on it only in private sector. In 

addition to this, we concluded that a good operational protocol can improve knowledge transfer by removing risk from inter 

organizational relationship and giving a positive role to senior manager of organizations. 
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1. Introduction 

Inter-organizational collaboration is increasingly assumed 

to be necessary and desirable as a strategy for business 

environments challenges [1-3]; this lead to emerge 

collaborative processes. Collaborative processes involve two 

or more independent organizations engaged in interaction 

with each other, working toward common goals. These 

organizations share risks, benefits and their resources such as 

human resource, organizational knowledge and etc. [4-8]. 

Collaborative business processes help organizations to create 

dynamic and flexible collaborations to synergically adapt to 

the changing conditions, and stay competitive in the global 

market [7]. There are various factors that need to be properly 

managed in order to achieve an effective collaborative 

process; If not, it is possible that this type of processes can 

result in problem such as internal and external conflicts, cost 

increase and loss of customer satisfaction [5, 9, 10]. During 

collaborative processes development, inter-organizational 

information sharing is important when critical information 

for running sub-processes are usually scattered around 

independent organizations [1, 9-13], thereby knowledge 

sharing has increasingly become an important issue for the 

collaborative processes [5, 14-17]. Importance of knowledge  
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sharing in collaborative processes causes to organizations 

shift from a model that emphasized information protection to 

one where cross-organization information sharing is the new 

goal [11, 14, 16, 18-21]. Although inter-organizational 

knowledge sharing in collaborative processes has received 

more attention, initiatives often fail due to various reasons 

[16, 18, 19, 22-25].  

Accordingly, there has been considerable interest in the 

factors that may influence inter-organizational knowledge 

sharing, but literatures have focused on inter-organizational 

knowledge sharing in collaborative supply chain, virtual 

organizations, and multinational organizations. Also, there is 

no comprehensive study on determinants of knowledge 

sharing in the context of collaborative processes. Given these 

gaps in the literature, this article contributes to understanding 

of knowledge sharing in the collaborative processes through 

a multi case study approach. A questionnaire-based survey 

was conducted in two collaborative processes selected from 

public and private sector. Collected data were analyzed using 

structured equation modelling, in order to test the 

measurement model using confirmatory factor analysis, and 

to test the structural model. 

Structure of this paper is as follows. Firstly, a literature 

review regarding relevant determinants of knowledge 

sharing in collaborative processes and collaborative 

processes definition. Secondly, the research methodology 

followed for the development of this research is explained. 

Thirdly, provide the analysis and discussion of our findings. 

Finally, conclusions and research implications are presented. 
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2. Literatures Review 

2.1. Collaborative Process Definition 

There is a bilateral relationship between collaboration and 

collaborative process [4]. Collaboration needs common 

goals, language and experiences which should be shared in a 

specific environment [26]. In another definition 

collaboration is defined as a process in which independent 

organizations align their strategies and decisions [27]. 

In collaborative processes two or more organizations 

collaborate to realize shared goals; so working more than one 

organization, is one of the most important feature [28]. In 

this case each organization shares its capabilities [29]. 

Qiming and Meichun define collaborative process as a 

process established according to a specific protocol two or 

more independent organizations [30]. According to literature 

review features of collaborative process are gathered in 

Table 1.  

‎Table 1.  Main features of collaborative process 

Process Feature References 

Establish between more than one independent 

organizations 
[4, 6, 8, 28, 31-33] 

Common goal(s) for all organizations [35,34,22,6,4] 

Implicit supervision on organizations [4] 

Circulate ‎‎high amount of  knowledge 

and ‎information 
[39,36,33,4] 

Resource sharing [37,36,4] 

2.2. Knowledge Sharing 

According to the literature, there is a difference between 

knowledge sharing and transfer. Knowledge transfer is a 

more general concept that knowledge sharing. Knowledge 

transfer typically has been used to describe the movement of 

knowledge between different units, divisions, or 

organizations rather than individuals [40]. [41] Argue that 

barriers of inter-organizational knowledge transfer are 

knowledge-related such as the recipient's lack of absorptive 

capacity, causal ambiguity, and an arduous relationship 

between the source and the recipient. Riege try to offer 

comprehensive list of actions that help managers to prevail 

over numerous internal knowledge transfer barriers in 

multinational corporations (MNCs). He classified barriers in 

3 classes, people barriers, organizational barriers and 

technological barriers [42]. Zapata and his colleagues 

examined knowledge generation and transfer in information 

technology-related small and medium enterprises (SMEs). 

By this, firm’s strategic planning process should include the 

knowledge to be transferred. Also, the attitudes and abilities 

of those who take part in the transfer process are important 

for knowledge transfer, especially for tacit knowledge 

transfer [43]. In addition some factor such as organizational 

culture and leadership behavior can have a strong effect on 

knowledge creation and transfer processes [44].  

Knowledge transfer can have some risks for organizations 

whom participate in it. Loosing organization autonomy, 

leaked confidential information and knowledge and abusing 

it can make risks for participating organizations. Knowledge 

can be source of organizational power and its loss can threat 

organizational power in the business environments, so 

organizations avoid inter-organizational knowledge sharing 

[22]. Intellectual property law, Identification of roles and 

responsibilities, respecting the autonomy of the parties and 

the authorizing organizations wisely can build trust between 

the parties and reduce risk of inter-organizational knowledge 

sharing [19]. 

In knowledge transfer, power game can raise risk. Power 

games are defined as the unadjusted use of power to increase 

the value or influence an individual or workgroup in an 

organization. Knowledge and information can be a source of 

power in organizations. In another word, knowledge and 

information is considered as an asset and can be used for 

evaluating organizations power, so information sharing can 

be viewed as a loss of power. The more power games exist, 

the less sharing of information and knowledge occurs [19, 

45-47].  

Another barrier to inter-organizational knowledge transfer 

is conflict. Conflict is defined as ‘‘an expressed struggle 

between at least two inter–dependent parties who perceive 

incompatible goals, scarce rewards, and interference from 

the other party in achieving their goals’’. This kind of 

conflict is dysfunctional conflict. Dysfunctional conflict 

constitute behaviors such as distorting information to harm 

other decision makers, interacting with each other with 

hostility and distrust or forming barriers during the process 

of decision-making [16]. Conflict can be managed by 

aligning between common goals of inter-organizational 

relations and exclusive goals of organizations [48]. 

Interpersonal similarity is another key driver behind 

inter-organizational knowledge transfer. Also 

inter-organizational similarity have same effects. Some 

dimensions of interpersonal similarity are religious, cultural 

background, shared language, organizational status, social 

and job position, capability and accepted value. Interpersonal 

similarity leads to a higher tendency for interaction, 

increasing the sharing of business knowledge [46, 49]. 

Inter-organizational similarity can be evaluated according to 

organizational values and culture, joint activity, same 

position in the business environment or workplace and etc. 

[49]. Organizational and individual similarity can create a 

common language between organizations. So it can facilitate 

knowledge transfer by increasing trust between them. Also 

having a shared vision, planning horizon and absorptive 

capacity, job stability, control systems and etc…. help 

organization to trust to each other and improve quality and 

quantity of knowledge transfer consequently [50, 51]. 

Organizations management and leadership have an 

inescapable effect on inter-organizational knowledge sharing. 

Organization management can facilitate inter-organizational 

knowledge sharing by setting a good strategy, providing 

required resources and etc…. A good strategy can facilitate 

reaching agreement between organizations and prevent from 

dysfunctional conflicts. These effects can be augmented by 
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executive interference, creating formal authorities and 

authorizing proper person and conduct inter-organizational 

relationships informally [7, 52].  

The ability of an organization for receiving and using 

information from other organizations is in association with 

used information technology [4]. Information technology is a 

physical way for connecting organizations; but technology 

alone cannot establish connection. Before using technical 

tools for inter-organizational information transfer it is 

necessary to check consistency of organizations hardware 

and software. Also Tools are used by the parties, should be 

able to communicate with each other. The ability of 

personnel’s of organizations to use tools is important too [20, 

50]. The tools should have the capability of storing, 

classifying and managing received information [53]. Type of 

tools and technology can be determined by knowledge nature. 

Knowledge characteristics such as being implicit, explicit, 

and vague or its complexity can change rate of knowledge 

sharing and also usability of received knowledge. 

accordingly vagueness of knowledge is a barrier to 

knowledge sharing [19]. Like knowledge nature, knowledge 

architecture is important in knowledge sharing too. 

Knowledge architecture is defined as structure and location 

of knowledge, degree of simplicity and explicitly and how to 

attach to various parts of processes and organization 

departments [54]. 

3. Research Design 

According to our literature review risk, similarity, 

technical tools, knowledge nature and organizational 

leadership are important determinants of knowledge transfer; 

but there are no researches on collaborative processes, so our 

conclusion were based on literatures that focused on 

multinational company, collaborative supply chains and 

virtual companies. Theses situation are similar to 

collaborative processes, so this study develops following 

hypothesizes about factors that affect knowledge transfer in 

collaborative processes and test them in two real 

collaborative processes. 

Hypothesis 1:  risk of invalid knowledge and abuse of 

transferred knowledge can have 

negative effects on inter-organizational 

knowledge transfer in collaborative 

processes. 

Hypothesis 2:  interpersonal and in reorganizational 

similarity can have positive effects on 

inter-organizational knowledge 

transfer in collaborative processes. 

Hypothesis 3:  knowledge nature can change rate of 

inter-organizational knowledge 

transfer in collaborative processes. 

Hypothesis4:  technical tools used in collaborative 

processes can have positive effects on 

inter-organizational knowledge 

transfer. 

Hypothesis 5:  organizations leadership can have 

positive effects on inter-organizational 

knowledge transfer in collaborative 

processes. 

Hypothesizes are shown in Fig 1. 

 

Figure 1.  Primary research model 

4. Research Methodology 

This study adopts a multi case study method to extend 

current literature finding about inter-organizational 

knowledge sharing to a different context. In particular, two 

different cases have been selected, one from private sector 

and the other one from public sector. Process of determining 

inheritance tax in Iran tax administration from public sector 

and process of power plant construction in MAPNA group 

from private sector have been selected for gathering data. 

This study measured six constructs: risk, leadership, 

technical tools, similarity, knowledge transfer, and 

knowledge nature. All constructs were measured using 

multiple items measured on a seven-point Likert scale (from 

‘‘strongly disagree’’ to ‘‘strongly agree’’). Two 

questionnaires were designed for gathering data one for 

MAPNA group and one for tax administrations). These 

questionnaire designed based on previous research [55]. 

Finally we modify questions sentences for better 

understanding by use of experts’ comments in two cases. 

Stratified sampling was used according to the population of 

each subsidiaries in MAPNA group and organizations in tax 

administration. 

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and structural 

equation modeling (SEM) were used to test the hypotheses. 

AMOS (22.0) was used to conduct CFA and SEM analysis 

and SPSS (22.0) was used to conduct standard statistical 

analysis. 

5. Cases Description 

There are number of characteristics that indicate 

differences between public and private sector. For instance, 

there seems to be varying degree of executive control among 

the employees of these two sectors. Other differences 

Leadership 

Risk 

Similarity 

Knowledge nature 

Technical tools 

Knowledge 

transfer 
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include organizing principles, structures, performance 

metrics, relationship with end users, nature of employees, 

sources of knowledge, ownership, performance expectations, 

incentives, etc. [56-58]. For more details see [59]. According 

to these differences cases were selected form private and 

public sector. 

5.1. Process of Determining Inheritance Tax in Iran Tax 

Administration (Public Sector) 

Iran national tax administration (ITNA) is intended to 

provide all requirements needed for administrating tax plans 

and for doing legal duties concerning tax collection as 

efficiently as possible. This administration is a government 

institution established under the supervision of the minister 

of economic affairs and finance. Tax re-source such as 

inheritance tax, direct tax, indirect tax, tax on incidental 

income and etc. were defined by this administration. Each of 

these tax resources has own experts and processes. In this 

research for determining the boundary of the case and 

restricting data gathering process, studied case was limited to 

the process of determining inheritance tax. This process is an 

inter-organizational process in which inheritance tax 

determined by collaboration of governmental and 

non-governmental organizations such as tax administration, 

banks, minister of foreign affair, Judiciary and etc. This 

collaboration established by requesting information from 

other organizations. Collaboration will be stopped if 

inter-organizational information flow stopped. According to 

these we can conclude that this process is useful for our 

research. 

5.2. Process of Power Plant Construction in MAPNA 

Group (Private Sector) 

MAPNA Group is a group of Iranian companies involved 

in construction and installation of energy production 

machinery, including boilers, gas and steam turbines, 

electrical generators, as well as industrial scale petroleum 

processing installations, railway locomotives and wind 

power. The company Iran Power Plant Projects Management 

Company (MAPNA) was founded in 1993 with the aim of 

developing indigenous knowledge production capacity for 

petroleum facilities, power plants and other industrial 

facilities, and as a contract management company. MAPNA 

group is a conglomeration of the parent company with 33 

subsidiaries1. 

Process of power plant construction were started by a 

contract between ministry of energy and MAPNA group. 

MD-2 plays a vital role among MAPNA GROUP 

subsidiaries in terms of Management Contract (MC) services 

as well as EPC contracts for implementation of Power Plants. 

This role can be played by MD-1 or MD-3 too. Detailed 

design of project were done by Monenco. Power plants 

projects require procurement of equipment’s. Mapna Group 

has set up a mighty and powerful chain for the procurement 
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of goods and services inside and outside of Iran. By 

completing detailed design, it is possible to start 

procurement chain. International MAPNA provides foreign 

financial services (if it is needed). Design, supplying, 

manufacturing, installation and commissioning of different 

types of power plant hardware such as boilers, turbines and 

its blades and electrical & control systems were done by 

MECO, Boiler, PARS and other subsidiaries. MD-2 selects 

contractors for installation of Software’s and Hardware’s. 

During installation and warranty period of power plants 

some feedback were given to subsidiaries to improve their 

internal processes. Also working jointly makes some implicit 

supervision on subsidiaries2. 

6. Results Presentation and Analysis 

In case of MAPNA group a total of 124 usable responses 

were returned, yielding an effective response rate of 62.0%. 

Factor analysis was conducted to assess the constructs. 

Reliability of our construct scales was estimated through 

composite reliability. Composite reliability was calculated 

using the procedures suggested by [60]. The composite 

reliabilities for the six constructs scales suggested acceptable 

reliability of the scales for further analysis (knowledge 

transfer: 0.79, leadership: 0.82, technical tools: 0.83, 

similarity: 0.81, and risk: 0.87). Cronbach’s alpha for each of 

the six construct were greater than 0.72, revealing 

satisfactory reliability of our questionnaire. Estimated model 

is showed in Fig 2. 

A similar set of fit indices were used to examine the 

structural model as shown Fig 2. This model’s fit indices 

showed good fit (Chi-square/df. = 3.68, GFI = 0.92 and 

RMSEA = 0.07). The structural model helped to determine 

factors which affect inter-organizational knowledge transfer 

in collaborative processes. Estimated factors and their 

corresponding p-value are shown in Table 2. 

Table 2.  Estimated factors for MAPNA group case 

 

R
isk

 (H
1
) 

S
im

ilarity
  

 

(H
2
) 

K
n

o
w

led
g

e 

N
atu

re (H
3

) 

T
ech

n
ical  

T
o
o

ls (H
4
) 

L
ead

ersh
ip

 
 

(H
5
) 

Estimated factor 0.238 0.357 0.16 0.329 0.157 

p-value 0.49 0 0 0 0 

 
According to estimated factors, association between 

knowledge transfer and risk was rejected. The other factors 

have strong and positive association with knowledge transfer. 

Between factors, similarity and knowledge nature have 

strongest and weakest association with knowledge transfer 

respectively. 

Similarly, in tax administration a total of 82 usable 
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responses were returned, yielding an effective response rate 

of 54.0%. The composite reliabilities for the six constructs 

scales suggested acceptable reliability of the scales for 

further analysis (knowledge transfer: 0.83, leadership: 0.81, 

technical tools: 0.84, similarity: 0.86, and risk: 0.77). 

Cronbach’s alpha for each of the six construct were greater 

than 0.71, revealing satisfactory reliability of our 

questionnaire. Estimated model is showed in Fig 3. 

A similar set of fit indices were used to examine the 

structural model as shown in Fig 3. This model’s fit indices 

showed good fit (Chi-square/df. = 4.01, GFI = 0.94 and 

RMSEA = 0.06). Estimated factors and their corresponding 

p-value are shown in Table 3. 

Table 3.  Estimated factors for tax administration case 
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Estimated factor -0.104 0.118 0.818 0.343 -0.012 

p-value 0.13 0 0 0 0.9 

According to estimated factors, association between 

knowledge transfer and leadership and risk were rejected. 

The other factors have strong and positive association with 

knowledge transfer. Between factors knowledge nature and 

similarity have strongest and weakest association with 

knowledge transfer respectively. 

Only difference between two cases are about leadership 

factor. This factor is effective in MAPNA case but 

ineffective in other case. Analyzing estimations needs 

focusing on collaborative process characteristics. 

First of all is risk factor; in most of researches on 

determinants of knowledge sharing, risk is a factor that has a 

negative effect on knowledge sharing and transfer. In spite of 

this, in both of cases, association of risk with knowledge 

transfer was rejected. Collaborative processes usually 

established based on a protocol. Protocol determines 

organizations roles and responsibilities in process, violating 

this protocol can cause that process works improperly. By 

this protocols organizations can trust to themselves and 

easily share their resource such as organizational knowledge. 

In process of inheritance tax determination, organizations 

work and cooperate according to the governmental laws. 

Governmental laws have the role of collaborative process 

protocols and is held by central government. According to 

the governmental laws, organizations must answer to 

information request from tax administration. Also it has 

determined list of information that can be requested by tax 

administration. So there is no fear of losing power and vital 

information, leaking information out, and etc. in 

inter-organizational knowledge and information transfer. 

 

Figure 2.  Estimated structural model of MAPNA case 
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Figure 3.  Estimated structural model of TAX administration case 

In other hand, in MAPAN group, subsidiaries are 

cooperating with each other according to an agreement. This 

agreement determines role and responsibility of each 

subsidiary in group. According to this agreement they know 

that there is no abuse of their information and knowledge. 

Also they know that shared knowledge and information used 

only in MAPNA group; so they will not lose their 

competitive advantage or vital knowledge. Accordingly, we 

can say that, in collaborative processes, process protocol 

have a great influence on reducing risk of information and 

knowledge transfer. 

Another factor should be considered carefully is 

leadership. Only in case of MAPNA group it has been 

accepted as an effective factor. This difference can be 

explained by collaborative processes protocol. Setting good 

strategies, providing required resources, building better 

routines by negotiation, and authorizing proper person for 

knowledge transfer are the way that organization leadership 

can facilitate inter-organizational knowledge transfer. 

Process of inheritance tax determination is in public sector. 

Its protocol is governmental laws. The governmental laws 

determine details of inter-organizational relationship such as 

roles and responsibilities, needed resources and etc. The 

governmental laws is rigid and organizations leadership 

cannot violate it in order to facilitating inter-organizational 

knowledge transfer. For example they cannot established 

new routines for knowledge transfer. They should use 

official routine determined by governmental laws for 

knowledge and information transfer. In other hand, MAPNA 

group work in private sector. The organizations leadership 

have more power to change inter-organizational routine 

without violating process protocols. Accordingly we can say 

that in public sector, governmental laws is a rigid protocols 

for collaborative process, so organizations leadership cannot 

do something that are not predicted in governmental laws. 

Also modifying governmental laws is so hard and time 

consuming. In other hand, in MAPNA group, leaderships 

can easily request for changing process protocol for facilitate 

knowledge transfer or anything that can improve 

performance of process.  

Finally we can say that in a collaborative process, 

similarity, knowledge nature and technical tools have strong 

and positive relation with knowledge transfer. Also relation 

of risk and knowledge transfer rejected strongly. 

Organizations leadership in private sector can facilitate 

knowledge transfer but in public sector they don’t have this 

authority. So we can say that hypothesizes H-2, H-3 and H-4 

were accepted and hypothesizes H-1 and H-5 were rejected 

in our study. 

7. Conclusions 

While the research has made significant contribution to 

determinants of knowledge transfer in collaborative 
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processes, there are limitation that need to be considered 

when interpreting study finding. Because of our limitation in 

finding and selecting case, using our finding should be done 

carefully. New data may be collected from different cases to 

revalidate our finding. Also, it would be interesting to 

investigate determinants carefully in different cases. In 

another word it will be useful if knowledge nature, similarity, 

technical tools investigated in context of cases. Future 

research should also answer questions like "what are the 

main dimensions of similarity, technical tools and 

knowledge nature in collaborative processes?" 
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[1] Falge, C., B. Otto, and H. Österle. Data quality requirements 
of collaborative business processes. in System Science 
(HICSS), 2012 45th Hawaii International Conference on. 
2012. IEEE. 

[2] Cricelli, L. and M. Grimaldi, Knowledge-based 
inter-organizational collaborations. Journal of Knowledge 
Management, 2010. 14(3): p. 348-358. 

[3] Nix, N.W. and Z.G. Zacharia, The impact of collaborative 
engagement on knowledge and performance gains in episodic 
collaborations. International Journal of Logistics 
Management, The, 2014. 25(2): p. 245-269. 

[4] Rajsiri, V., et al., Knowledge-based system for collaborative 
process specification. Computers in Industry, 2010. 61(2): p. 
161-175 %@ 0166-3615. 

[5] Patel, H., M. Pettitt, and J.R. Wilson, Factors of collaborative 
working: A framework for a collaboration model. Applied 
ergonomics, 2012. 43(1): p. 1-26. 

[6] Matheis, T., J. Ziemann, and P. Loos. A Methodical 
Interoperability Framework for Collaborative Business 
Process Management in the Public Sector. 2006. 

[7] Liu, C., Q. Li, and X. Zhao, Challenges and opportunities in 
collaborative business process management: Overview of 
recent advances and introduction to the special issue. 
Information Systems Frontiers, 2009. 11(3): p. 201-209 %@ 
1387-3326. 

[8] Chen, Q. and M. Hsu. Inter-enterprise collaborative business 
process management. 2001. IEEE. 

[9] Verdecho, M.-J., et al., A multi-criteria approach for 
managing inter-enterprise collaborative relationships. Omega, 
2012. 40: p. 249–263. 

[10] San Martin-Rodriguez, L., et al., The determinants of 
successful collaboration: A review of theoretical and 
empirical studies. Journal of interprofessional care, 2005. 
19(S1): p. 132-147. 

[11] Yang, T.-M., L. Zheng, and T. Pardo, The boundaries of 
information sharing and integration: A case study of Taiwan 
e-Government. Government Information Quarterly, 2012. 29: 
p. S51-S60. 

[12] Busi, M. and U.S. Bititci, Collaborative performance 
management: present gaps and future research. International 

Journal of Productivity and Performance Management, 2006. 
53(4): p. 384 - 396. 

[13] Oberer, B., How to Manage Governments? Innovation 
through Open Government Data Portals. Management, 2013. 
3(7): p. 341-348. 

[14] Olorunniwo, F.O. and X. Li, Information sharing and 
collaboration practices in reverse logistics. Supply Chain 
Management: An International Journal, 2010. 15(6): p. 
454-462. 

[15] Ranaei, H., A. Zareei, and F. Alikhani, Inter-organizational 
Relationship Management A Theoretical Model. International 
Bulletin of Business Administration, 2010(9). 

[16] Cheng, J.-H., Inter-organizational relationships and 
knowledge sharing in green supply chains—Moderating by 
relational benefits and guanxi. Transportation Research Part 
E: Logistics and Transportation Review, 2011. 47(6): p. 
837-849. 

[17] Korsakov, M.N., A.V. Babikova, and T.V. Korsakova, 
Information Stream Management in Organizations. 
Management, 2013. 3(7A): p. 16-23. 

[18] Pardo, T.A., J.R. Gil-Garcia, and G.B. Burke. Governance 
structures in cross-boundary information sharing: Lessons 
from state and local criminal justice initiatives. 2008. IEEE. 

[19] Yang, T.M. and T.A. Maxwell, Information-sharing in public 
organizations: A literature review of interpersonal, 
intra-organizational and inter-organizational success factors. 
Government Information Quarterly, 2011. 28: p. 164–175. 

[20] Zheng, L., et al., Understanding the "Boundary" in 
Information Sharing and Integration, in Hawaii International 
Conference on System Sciences. 2009. 

[21] Cheng, J.-H., Inter-organizational relationships and 
information sharing in supply chains. International Journal of 
Information Management, 2011. 31(4): p. 374-384. 

[22] Zheng, L., S. Dawes, and T.A. Pardo. Leadership behaviors in 
cross-boundary information sharing and integration: 
comparing the US and China. 2009. ACM. 

[23] Panteli, N. and S. Sockalingam, Trust and conflict within 
virtual inter-organizational alliances: a framework for 
facilitating knowledge sharing. Decision Support Systems, 
2005. 39(4): p. 599-617. 

[24] Trkman, P. and K.C. Desouza, Knowledge risks in 
organizational networks: an exploratory framework. The 
Journal of Strategic Information Systems, 2012. 21(1): p. 
1-17. 

[25] Marabelli, M. and S. Newell, Knowledge risks in 
organizational networks: The practice perspective. The 
Journal of Strategic Information Systems, 2012. 21(1): p. 
18-30. 

[26] Jacobs, J., Gartner’s Collaboration Glossary, in Gartner 
Report. 2002. 

[27] Kak, R. and M. Schoonmaker, RosettaNet E-Business 
Standards, in ASCET Project. 2002. 

[28] Morley, C., et al., Process metrics: evaluation and modeling. 
2005. 

[29] Rajsiri, V., Knowledge-based system for collaborative 



 Management 2015, 5(2): 40-47  47 

 

 

process specification. 2009, National Polytecnich Inistitute of 
Toulouse. 

[30] Qiming, C. and H. Meichun. Inter-Enterprise Collaborative 
Business Process Management. in 17th International 
Conference on Data Engineering. 2001. 

[31] Abramowicz, W., et al., Semantic modelling of collaborative 
business processes, in International Conference on 
Information, Process, and Knowledge Management. 2007. 

[32] Karni, R., Modelling of collaborative business process. 2007. 

[33] Lonchamp, J. process model patterns for collaborative work. 
in Proceedings of the 15th IFIP World Computer Congress, 
Telecooperation Conference, Telecoop. 1998. VIENA. 

[34] Touzi, J., Help in designing collaborative information 
systems supporting interoperability of enterprises. 2007. 

[35] Pollard, S., Collaboration – The Cure-All in New Economy 
Competitiveness? 2002, AMR Research Report. 

[36] Truptil, S., F. Benaben, and H. Pingaud. Collaborative 
process design for Mediation Information System 
Engineering. in Proceedings of the 6th International ISCRAM 
Conference. 2009. Gothenburg, Sweden. 

[37] Perrin, O. and C. Godart, A model to support collaborative 
work in virtual enterprises. Data & Knowledge Engineering 
2004. 50(1): p. 63–86. 

[38] Marjanovic, O. and H. Skaf-Molli, Collaborative 
Practice-oriented Business Processes. Creating a new case for 
business process management and CSCW synergy, in IEEE 
Conference Publications. 2007. 

[39] Daneshgar, F., Awareness Net: An Integrated Modelling 
Language for Knowledge Sharing Requirements in 
Collaborative Processes. Journal of Conceptual Modeling, 
2004. 32. 

[40] Wang, S. and R.A. Noe, Knowledge sharing: A review and 
directions for future research. Human Resource Management 
Review, 2010. 20(2): p. 115-131. 

[41] Szulanski, G., Exploring internal stickiness: Impediments to 
the transfer of best practice within the firm. Strategic 
management journal, 1996. 17(S2): p. 27-43. 

[42] Riege, A., Actions to overcome knowledge transfer barriers in 
MNCs. Journal of knowledge management, 2007. 11(1): p. 
48-67. 

[43] Cantú, L.Z., J.R. Criado, and A.R. Criado, Generation and 
transfer of knowledge in IT-related SMEs. Journal of 
Knowledge Management, 2009. 13(5): p. 243-256. 

[44] Sun, P., Yih-Tong, and J.L. Scott, An investigation of barriers 
to knowledge transfer. Journal of knowledge management, 
2005. 9(2): p. 75-90. 

[45] Carlsson, J. and L. Wohlgemuth, Learning in development 
co-operation. 2000: Almqvist & Wiksell International 
Stockholm. 

[46] Hartley, J. and J. Benington, Copy and paste, or graft and 

transplant? Knowledge sharing through inter-organizational 
networks. Public Money and Management, 2006. 26(2): p. 
101-108. 

[47] Kesh, S. and P. Ratnasingam, A knowledge architecture for 
IT security. Communications of the ACM, 2007. 50(7): p. 
103-108. 

[48] Smith, E.M., M.A. Lyles, and E.W.K. Tsang, 
Inter‐organizational knowledge transfer: Current themes and 
future prospects. Journal of Management Studies, 2008. 45(4): 
p. 677-690. 

[49] Makela, K., H.K. Kalla, and R. Piekkari, Interpersonal 
similarity as a driver of knowledge sharing within 
multinational corporations. International Business Review, 
2007. 16(1): p. 1-22. 

[50] Li, S. and B. Lin, Accessing information sharing and 
information quality in supply chain management. Decision 
Support Systems, 2006. 42(3): p. 1641-1656. 

[51] Ahmad, N. and A. Daghfous, Knowledge sharing through 
inter-organizational knowledge networks: Challenges and 
opportunities in the United Arab Emirates. European 
Business Review, 2010. 22(2): p. 153-174. 

[52] Gil-Garcia, J.R., I.S. Chengalur-Smith, and P. Duchessi, 
Collaborative e-Government: impediments and benefits of 
information-sharing projects in the public sector. European 
Journal of Information Systems, 2007. 16(2): p. 121-133. 

[53] Pollalis, Y.A. and N.K. Dimitriou, Knowledge management 
in virtual enterprises: A systemic multi-methodology towards 
the strategic use of information. international journal of 
information management, 2008. 28(4): p. 305-321. 

[54] Lane, P.J. and M. Lubatkin, Relative absorptive capacity and 
interorganizational learning. Strategic management journal, 
1998. 19(5): p. 461-477. 

[55] Aghdasi, M., M. Bazrafshan, and M. Ranjbae, Identifying the 
barriers of knowledge transfer in collaborative processes of 
public service sector: a study of tax determination process, in 
Industrial Engineering Operations Management, A. Ali, 
Editor. 2015, IEEE: Dubai. 

[56] Chawla, D. and H. Joshi, Knowledge management initiatives 
in Indian public and private sector organizations. Journal of 
Knowledge Management, 2010. 14(6): p. 811-827. 

[57] Yao, L., T. Kam, and S.H. Chan, Knowledge sharing in Asian 
public administration sector: the case of Hong Kong. Journal 
of Enterprise Information Management, 2007. 20(1): p. 
51-69. 

[58] Rainey, H.G., R.W. Backoff, and C.H. Levine, Comparing 
public and private organizations. Public Administration 
Review, 1976: p. 233-244. 

[59] Chiem, P., In the public interest: government employees also 
need incentives to share what they know. Knowledge 
Management Magazine, 2001. 8. 

[60] Fornell, C. and D.F. Larcker, Evaluating Structural Equation 
Models with Unobservable Variables and Measurement Error. 
Journal of Marketing Research, 1982. 18(1): p. 39-50. 

 


