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Abstract 

The lack of labour stability in the hospitality industry of the Northern Territory 

suggested the need for research to understand: How is knowledge shared in dynamic 

labour environments? Dynamic labour environments in this study were tourism 

businesses experiencing frequent changes in the composition of teams of employees 

within departments and across the organisation.  

 

The findings revealed that a combination of factors facilitated knowledge in this 

context. The hotel chain offered a supportive structure, infrastructure and practices 

for knowledge sharing. Moreover, the hotel chain promoted labour stability through 

staff and/or knowledge retention strategies to protect the aforementioned. In addition 

the employees used a multi-adaptation strategy to promote knowledge sharing in 

dynamic labour environments. This strategy focussed on the adaptation of employees 

to the place (Darwin), its hospitality industry, the hotel chain and their peers through 

people knowledge.  

 

The successful execution of the multi-adaptation strategy relied heavily both on 

employee’s and hotel chain’s efforts. Employees developed learnt relationship 

characteristics, referred to as people knowledge. People knowledge emerged from 

their professional and non-professional interactions and enabled them to adapt to 

each other’s different style of collaboration.  Both the hotel chain and employees 

triggered these professional and non-professional interactions. The hotel chain 

offered opportunities for staff to interact through their formal organisational 

socialisation or social interactions practices and formal communication structure. 

Similarly, employees developed people knowledge both during their professional and 

non-professional interactions through voluntary behaviours matching the 

organisational citizenship profile such as helping or social interaction behaviours.  

 

People knowledge appeared to be instigated by employees’ employment motivations, 

their hospitality experience and most importantly their tenure in Darwin. Career-

oriented employees ensured labour instability did not affect their own or their team’s 

performance, as the latter was critical to fulfil their career progression aspirations. 

Moreover, having industry experience meant they were familiar with labour 
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instability and the importance of ensuring collaboration and knowledge sharing in 

both short timeframes and with colleagues they had not worked with for a sufficient 

length of time. Non-career-oriented employees did not suffice to solely obtaining a 

professional understanding of their peers. Gaining a non-professional understanding 

of their peers was also an important factor influencing their quality of collaboration 

but also helped them fulfil their experiential motivations. These differences in 

participant’s employment motivations suggested differences in the ways employees 

achieved the common goal of collaboration. Therefore, participant’s employment 

motivations played an important role in supporting knowledge sharing in dynamic 

labour environments. 

 

Employees living and working in Darwin appeared to be positively influenced by the 

inevitability of labour instability in Darwin. This influence helped them develop or 

reinforce the importance of voluntary behaviours towards collaboration in such an 

unstable labour environment. Voluntary behaviours to facilitate collaboration 

suggested the need for certain levels of flexibility towards collaboration and 

knowledge sharing with peers because teams were more than likely to change 

through labour instability. For career-oriented employees, voluntary behaviours 

towards collaboration were not new because they had been exposed to such 

situations before. For all employees (career and non-career-oriented) with no 

industry experience, their tenure in Darwin helped them develop and understand the 

importance of voluntary behaviours. Indeed voluntary behaviours were perceived as 

an important survival strategy. Survival in the sense of coping with labour instability, 

the importance of knowledge sharing and the difficulty to create durable social 

networks. 

 

The findings of this research contribute to the understanding of how knowledge is 

shared in the dynamic labour environment of hospitality. Studies on hospitality 

knowledge sharing (chapter two) focused on the role of organisational culture, 

leadership, individual attitudes, trust, social interactions as well as highlighted the 

fact that knowledge sharing appeared to be informal. It could be argued that both this 

research and the hospitality studies converge on the role of attitudes to knowledge 

sharing, social interactions, social networks, Information and Communication 
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Technologies, job design and organisational socialisation on knowledge sharing. 

However, diverge on the role of organisational hierarchy and leadership styles, 

organisational culture, job satisfaction, organisational commitment, motivation and 

rewards, recruitment and social identification. This convergence and divergence 

could be explained by the differences in the geographical contexts of studies.  

 

This study differed from the rest of the hospitality studies due to the prevalence and 

consideration of labour instability as a contextual characteristic. The research 

constructs and scales used by the empirical hospitality knowledge sharing studies 

seem to not have considered explicitly the issue of labour instability that is so typical 

of hospitality in the Northern Territory. Further, even in cases where labour 

instability was recognised as a contextual factor, it was controlled and thus 

researchers did not allow it to potentially influence the study (Srivastava et al. 2006). 

Another reason could relate to the studies research samples and study designs used. 

For example, 68 per cent of the sample used by Hu et al. (2009) had been employed 

by the hotels for up to three years. This could suggest that, perhaps, the issue of 

labour dynamism was not typical of the Taiwanese hospitality context and therefore 

not included in the study.  

 

This research contributes to the hospitality knowledge sharing literature by providing 

a better understanding of how dynamic labour environments operate and how they 

influence critical organisational practices such as knowledge sharing.  
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Glossary 

Dynamic labour environment: Tourism businesses experiencing frequent labour 

changes in the composition of teams of employees within departments and across the 

organisation.  

 

Front office: ‘The front office is the most visible department in a hotel and the front 

desk typically occupies a prominent place in the hotel’s lobby. Guests come to the 

front desk to register, to receive room assignments, inquire about available services, 

facilities, and the city or surrounding area; and to check out’ (Pizam & Holcomb 

2008, p. 116). 

 

Hospitality: ‘The reception and entertainment of guests or strangers with liberality 

and kindness’ (The Macquarie Dictionary 2006, p. 579). 

 

Hotel: ‘A building in which accommodation and food, and sometimes other 

facilities, are available’ (The Macquarie Dictionary 2006, p. 579). 

 

Inter-organisational knowledge sharing: Inter-organisational knowledge sharing 

investigates knowledge sharing between an organisation and an external entity such 

as a supplier, a partner or a competitor. 

 

Intra-organisational knowledge sharing: Intra-organisational knowledge sharing 

concerns knowledge sharing within an organisation between employees who are part 

of the same team or between teams. 

 

Knowledge management: ‘The process through which organizations generate value 

from their intellectual and knowledge based assets. It is a concept in which an 

enterprise gathers, organizes, shares and analyses the knowledge of individuals and 

groups across the organization in ways that directly affect performance. Knowledge 

management can be described as a process that helps organizations find, select, 

organize, disseminate and transfer important information, and expertise necessary for 

activities such as problem solving, dynamic learning, strategic planning, and 

decision-making’ (Pizam & Holcomb 2008, p. 160). 

 



 

 xiv  

Knowledge sharing: The process in which ‘team-members share task-relevant ideas, 

information and suggestions with each other’ as knowledge sharing (Srivastava et al. 

2006, p. 1239). 

 

Labour changes: The term labour changes encapsulated the different reasons for 

change in the composition of a team. In the hospitality industry, a proportion of 

labour changes could be attributed to the 24-hour operation of hotels and their need 

to align labour supply to irregular demand patterns while other labour changes were 

voluntarily driven by employees (staff resignations, shiftwork, seasonal and casual 

employment, and labour mobility). 

 

Mobility: ‘The movement of people in a population, as from place to place, or job to 

job, or social class to social class’ (The Macquarie Dictionary 2006, p. 773). 

 

People knowledge: A term used to describe the knowledge about people that 

emerges from employees’ professional and non-professional interactions.  

 

Staff or employee turnover: ‘Employee turnover occurs when an employee leaves 

his or her organisation either voluntarily or involuntarily. Operationally, turnover is 

often expressed as a percentage either within a hospitality organizations department 

or the organization as a whole, or sometimes both’ (Pizam & Holcomb 2008, p. 273).
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Chapter 1 - Introduction 

1.1 Introduction 

Knowledge and how knowledge is shared is of great importance, particularly in 

dynamic labour environments. Dynamic labour environments in this research were 

hospitality businesses experiencing frequent changes in the composition of teams of 

employees. In this context it is vital to understand how knowledge is shared and how 

the process of knowledge sharing is influenced by labour instability. 

 

This research was motivated by an assumption within the knowledge sharing 

literature that labour stability is a prerequisite for knowledge sharing. Labour 

changes, in the form of staff turnover or shiftwork, do not allow employees to 

develop and nurture factors enabling knowledge sharing (Droege & Hoobler 2003; 

Inkpen & Tsang 2005; MacNeil 2003). This explains why stable labour 

environments are perceived as important. 

 

Contemporary businesses, and especially the hospitality industry, are not 

characterised by labour stability. A proportion of labour changes could be attributed 

to the 24-hour operation of hotels and other voluntarily driven by employees (e.g. 

staff turnover or labour mobility). Furthermore cyclic and unpredictable patterns of 

hospitality require businesses to respond to peaks and ‘shoulder’ periods which 

consequently influence the staffing levels re quired to cope (Ingram 1999). 

Businesses respond with the use of flexible utilisation labour strategies (e.g. casual 

workforce or functional flexibility) to align their labour supply to these irregular 

demand patterns. The assumption of labour stability and sufficient time to develop 

and nurture knowledge sharing is also challenged in different destination contexts 

such as the Northern Territory. For at least the last 30 years, the Northern Territory 

has experienced the highest rates of residential mobility compared to other Australian 

states and territories (Carson 2008). This high population turnover affects all types of 

businesses (ABS 2006). In hospitality, the Northern Territory experiences among the 

highest rates of labour turnover in Australia (TTF 2006). Based on the literature, it 

could be assumed that knowledge sharing in such a context could manifest 

differently.  This research project set out to discover if this assumption is correct and 

explore how knowledge sharing takes place in dynamic labour environments.  
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To explore how knowledge sharing took place in dynamic labour environments, 

three research questions guided this research project:  

 

Research Question 1 Which factors influenced knowledge sharing in the 

dynamic labour context of the hospitality industry of the Northern Territory 

of Australia;  

Research Question 2 Which strategies businesses and/or employees used to 

compensate for the absence of knowledge sharing facilitators present in more 

stable labour environments and adapt to the differences of dynamic labour 

environments; and  

Research Question 3 Which factors facilitated or motivated these strategies. 

 

1.2 Key Literature 

Knowledge sharing, as a subject matter, is central to this research. This section 

discusses critical literature pertaining to this subject matter to set the context in 

which this research is embedded. This discussion contributes to the formulation of 

the research problem.  

 

The knowledge sharing literature refers to two types of knowledge shared at intra-, 

within organisational, and inter-organisational, between organisational, levels 

(Ahmad & Daghfous 2010). One type of knowledge concerns knowledge with the 

potential to improve the long-term operation of an organisation and is shared 

voluntarily (e.g. organisational citizenship behaviour) (Bock & Gulkim 2002; Gagne 

2009). The other type of knowledge refers to knowledge that is critical for the 

completion of business activities. Both types of knowledge could also be referred to 

as formal and informal as they might be shared as part of formal work-related 

processes or through informal processes such as social interactions out of work.  

 

The literature suggests that a variety of factors facilitate both types of knowledge 

sharing (Riege 2005). In this context factors can be understood as conditions 

concerning an organisation or individual employees with the potential to facilitate 

knowledge sharing (Goh 2002; Riege 2005). This research focuses on the factors 

influencing intra-organisational knowledge sharing that is critical for the completion 

of business activities. 
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The common assumption within the knowledge sharing literature is the idea that 

businesses operate in stable labour environments and if they do not they should try to 

stabilise them. It is assumed that when labour stability exists, employees collaborate 

with peers and the organisation for a sufficient length of time that enables the 

creation of the factors fostering knowledge sharing (MacNeil 2003). This focus on 

labour stability is evident in knowledge management literature reviews. For example, 

in their reviews, Riege (2005) and Small and Sage (2005; 2006) assumed that 

knowledge sharing only took place in stable labour environments. Indeed, the issue 

of unstable labour contexts was only raised twice by citing the work of Ruggle’s 

(1998) and Shaw and Williams (2009) where it was argued that staff turnover was 

detrimental to knowledge sharing.   

 

Similar assumptions are made in knowledge sharing literature focusing on the factors 

influencing knowledge sharing. For example, informal social interactions may 

require employee familiarity. Employee familiarity is the result of allowing 

employees sufficient time to interact and become accustomed to each other. 

Similarly, organisational culture tends to be found in stable labour environments and 

constructed from the interaction between employees and the organisations (Yang 

2007). Moreover, the organisational identification and organisational commitment 

literature appear to disregard the inevitability and reality of dynamic labour 

environments (Konovsky et al. 1994). Furthermore, labour instability may influence 

organisational socialisation as employees might not be with the company long 

enough to immerse into the organisations knowledge sharing orientation.  

 

The assumption and importance of labour stability becomes particularly evident 

within the literature examining social networks as a factor enabling knowledge 

sharing. Social networks enable knowledge sharing by the value created from their 

structure and their emergent properties (Inkpen & Tsang 2005). The social network 

perspective argues that employees relate to each other through a multitude of ways. 

Through time, the structure and content of those relationships create properties that 

influence knowledge sharing activities of teams of employees. However, labour 

changes in hotels suggest frequent changes in the composition of teams. These 

changes further trigger changes in the ways employees relate to each other and 

consequently knowledge sharing activities may be affected. Although the social 
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network literature denotes the availability of stable labour to create and foster 

knowledge sharing conditions, literature on the emergent properties of social 

networks provide insights that could help knowledge sharing in dynamic labour 

environments.  

 

For example, Borgatti and Cross (2003) focused on the role of social network 

properties on knowledge sharing arising from frequently changing networks due to 

labour dynamism. They found that through social relationships, employees develop 

certain characteristics, referred to as learnt relationship characteristics that helped 

them acquire information. These learnt relationship characteristics referred to 

knowing and valuing someone’s expertise, whether he or she will be able to provide 

information in a timely fashion and/or at a cost. In this vein, they suggested that 

attention needed to be shifted to the role of learnt relationship characteristics. In 

particular, how these characteristics could enable knowledge sharing as they had the 

potential to ‘help people become better connected so the organization can get the true 

benefit of their expertise more quickly’ (Cross et al. 2001, p.112). This perspective 

could lend itself to this research to support the idea that labour instability could 

trigger more changes in employee’s social networks and in turn create more 

opportunities to create learnt relationship characteristics. This process and 

characteristics could help employees collaborate and share knowledge with each 

other in a timely manner. 

 

Both hospitality literature as well as literature on managing labour instability 

continues to engage in studies suggesting strategies to minimise or eradicate labour 

instability through staff and/or knowledge retention (Akrivos et al. 2007; Cho et al. 

2006; Marhuenda et al. 2004; Rodwell & Shadur 2000; Singh et al. 2007; Zopiatis & 

Constanti 2007). It could be suggested that the international hospitality research falls 

short of recognising the inevitability of labour instability and fails to accept it as a 

key characteristic of both the hospitality industry and certain tourist destinations (Hu 

et al. 2009; Yang 2004; 2007; 2008; 2009). This could be because previous research 

has addressed research samples that are far more stable than the labour force of the 

Northern Territory. For example, 68 per cent of Hu et al. (2009) sample were 

employed for up to three years by the hotels. Similarly, in Yang’s (2004; 2007; 2008; 

2009) work, the majority of the sample were with each hotel between one year and 
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more than 20 years. This could suggest that Yang’s sample was less mobile and more 

stable than the research sample of this project. The literature has not yet provided 

empirical findings on how knowledge sharing takes place in dynamic labour 

environments.  

 

This research assumes that labour changes are inevitable and cannot be substantially 

reduced or eradicated. On this basis, it aims to understand how knowledge is shared 

in the context of the Northern Territory hospitality industry. In this context, labour 

instability might influence the creation of knowledge sharing factors found in stable 

labour environments.  

 

Preliminary findings from this project have already been published. In the dynamic 

labour context of the hospitality industry of the Northern Territory, Chalkiti and 

Carson (2009) and Chalkiti (2009) explored knowledge sharing and argued that 

despite employees’ variable strength of social relationships, a knowledge sharing 

strategy was adopted. This knowledge sharing strategy appeared to be informal and 

spontaneous between employees, triggered by voluntary behaviours, which might be 

considered organisational citizenship behaviours (Smith et al. 1983). Behaviours 

included were social interactions, offering voluntary work assistance to new trainees, 

voluntary introduction to the tourist destination and others concerning the new 

employees’ orientation to the destination, the hotel, the front office peers and the 

work content. The motivation to engage in these behaviours was related to the 

employees’ employment motivations, their exposure to the tourist destination and 

their work experience in the hospitality industry. These approaches helped 

employees’ re-build relationships and create learnt relationship characteristics that 

enabled them to share knowledge irrespective of labour instability. 

 

1.3 Research Problem 

The lack of labour stability in the hospitality industry of the Northern Territory 

(Carson 2008; ABS 2006; TTF 2006) suggests the need for further empirical 

research to understand: How is knowledge shared in dynamic labour environments? 

Dynamic labour environments in this study were hospitality businesses (hotels) 

experiencing frequent changes in the composition of teams of employees within 
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departments and across the organisation. This research will answer the 

aforementioned research problem by addressing three research questions: 

 

Research Question 1 Which factors influenced knowledge sharing in the 

dynamic labour context of the hospitality industry of the Northern Territory 

of Australia;  

Research Question 2 Which strategies businesses and/or employees used to 

compensate for the absence of knowledge sharing facilitators present in more 

stable labour environments and adapt to the differences of dynamic labour 

environments; and  

Research Question 3 Which factors facilitated or motivated these strategies. 

 

This project brings the literature of knowledge sharing, labour instability and social 

networks together. This project argues that the informal and spontaneous sharing of 

knowledge critical for the operation of businesses between hospitality employees is 

possible despite the absence of stable labour and sufficient time. Indeed, informal 

and spontaneous knowledge sharing is facilitated from learnt relationship 

characteristics (also referred to people knowledge), that peers develop from both 

their professional and non-professional capacity. To develop these characteristics, 

employees engaged in voluntary behaviours fitting the organisational citizenship 

behaviour profile often influenced by the tourist destination, the hospitality industry 

and the employee’s employment motivations. 

 

1.4 Justification 

For the hospitality industry, the findings have the potential to raise management’s 

awareness of the necessary conditions for knowledge sharing in light of inevitable 

labour changes. Indeed, businesses could benefit by avoiding the sole 

implementation of staff and knowledge retention practices or revising their 

recruitment practices to help employees adapt to places and business. Additionally, 

this research contributes to the research literature (organisational behaviour, human 

resource management and hospitality management) by exploring the manifestation of 

a key organisational issue in unstable labour conditions. Contemporary destinations 

(places) and sectors are becoming more and more dynamic labour environments (e.g. 

fly-in/fly-out miners, nursers). In this vein, future research is required in other 
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destinations or industries to understand knowledge sharing in dynamic labour 

environments in its entirety. 

 

1.5 Methods 

A case study of the front office departments of three hotels based in Darwin 

(Northern Territory), part of the Intercontinental Hotels Group hotel chain, was used. 

Data collection took place over nine months between August 2008 and April 2009 

inclusive. Seventy-six employees representing six hierarchical levels participated. 

Primary data were collected from 309 semi-structured interviews, two focus groups, 

observation of monthly front office meetings, leadership meetings and training 

sessions and fieldnotes. Secondary data were collected from published material 

provided by each hotel. Both primary and secondary data were analysed using NVivo 

software for qualitative data analysis. In this research, the perceptions of individual 

employees were analysed because knowledge of how employees share knowledge 

informally and spontaneously is limited (Walsh & Deery 1999; Yang & Wan 2004). 

This study was conducted with the ethical clearance of the Charles Darwin 

University Human Research Ethics Committee (ethics clearance number: H08063). 

 

1.6 Focus of the Research 

This study was not about the process of managing knowledge or the epistemology of 

knowledge. Instead, its purpose was to gain an understanding of the process of 

sharing knowledge despite inevitable labour changes. Although the causes and 

consequences of labour changes are addressed, the focus lies with understanding the 

factors and the mechanisms through which knowledge sharing is facilitated or 

impeded in dynamic labour environments. Suggesting strategies to minimise and/or 

eradicate staff turnover in hospitality is not within the focus of this research. Further, 

this research considers social networks as a means or medium to share knowledge. It 

is beyond the focus of this project to study the structural properties of social 

networks and determine their influence on knowledge sharing. Finally, it is important 

to state that all research variables (factors influencing knowledge sharing) were 

studied qualitatively by exploring participant’s perceptions. Although a quantitative 

approach was not followed to acquire data using validated survey instruments, the 

qualitative study of these factors has taken place in empirical studies (Upenieks, 

2002; 2003; Hamermesh, 2001; Sturges and Guest 2001; Hofsted et al., 1980; Fey 
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and Denison 2003; Brunetto and Farr-Wharton 2002). Therefore it is important to 

disclose this data as they complement each other and explain how knowledge sharing 

takes place in this dynamic labour environment. 

 

1.7 Thesis Outline 

This thesis has been structured into seven chapters (Figure 1.1): the introduction 

(Chapter 1); a review of the knowledge sharing literature (Chapter 2); the process of 

acquiring the information (Chapter 3); the research context (Chapter 4); the results of 

the investigation into knowledge sharing in the front office departments of three 

Darwin-based hotels (Chapter 5); discussion of the process of knowledge sharing in 

dynamic labour environments (Chapter 6); and conclusions, limitations and future 

research (Chapter 7). 

Figure 1.1: Thesis Outline 
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Chapter 1: Introduction: This chapter identifies the research problem through a 

review of critical literature. The methods used are described, the important of this 

research and its implications.  

 

Chapter 2: A review of the knowledge sharing literature: This second chapter 

focuses on the factors influencing intra-organisational knowledge sharing. Then, 

knowledge sharing in the hospitality industry is explicitly reviewed to identify the 

major work completed in this sector and highlights the current research gaps. The 

chapter concludes with the research problem guiding this thesis.  

 

Chapter 3: The process of acquiring the information: The methodology chapter 

provides a detailed account of the research design used to carry out the thesis, the 

recruitment of a suitable sample, the process of gaining access, the ethical 

considerations of the study, the sample used, the choice of data collection techniques, 

and the process of data analysis.  

 

Chapter 4: Research context: Chapter four sets the scene of this thesis. Darwin and 

the Northern Territory are introduced as the research context while the profile of the 

hotel chain and the study’s participants are described.  

 

Chapter 5: Knowledge sharing in hotels front office departments: Chapter five 

describes the factors influencing knowledge sharing in this dynamic labour 

environment.  

 

Chapter 6: Knowledge sharing in dynamic labour environments: Chapter six 

discusses the results reported in chapter five in relation to the literature.   

 

Chapter 7: Conclusions, Limitations and Future Research: The conclusions 

section summarises the purpose, process and findings of the study. It discusses the 

findings in relation to their implications for both research and practice. Finally, 

identifies and discusses the limitations of the thesis and proposes future research 

areas. 
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Chapter 2 – A review of the knowledge sharing literature 

2.1 Introduction 

Knowledge sharing is addressed through the knowledge management literature. In 

order to place this study into context, in this chapter, the concept of knowledge 

sharing is reviewed, critiqued and research gaps are identified. The chapter is divided 

into three parts. In the first part, knowledge sharing is defined and a detailed 

discussion of the factors influencing intra-organisational knowledge sharing follows. 

In the second part, the intra-organisational knowledge sharing literature is discussed. 

The discussion concludes that contemporary businesses operate in dynamic labour 

environments, a realisation that both the general and hospitality literature on intra-

organisational knowledge sharing appear to have failed to take sufficiently into 

consideration. The third and final part of the chapter brings both the literature and 

discussion sections together to reiterate the research gap and introduce the research 

problem guiding this project.  

 

2.2 Knowledge Sharing 

Knowledge is actionable information and cannot stand alone in enterprises, as it is 

value adding when it is related to a business activity (Bohn 1994). It is for this reason 

that knowledge management is deemed necessary. Knowledge management is a 

structured approach to addressing the core processes of creating, codifying, using, 

measuring and retaining knowledge while leveraging to compete in turbulent 

business markets (Tobin 2001). The definition of knowledge management used that 

underpins this research is: 

Concerned with the exploitation and development of the knowledge assets 
of an organisation with a view to furthering the organisation’s objectives. 
The knowledge to be managed includes both explicit, documented 
knowledge, and tacit, subjective knowledge. Management entails all those 
processes associated with the identification, sharing and creation of 
knowledge. This requires systems for the creation and maintenance of 
knowledge repositories and to cultivate and facilitate the sharing of 
knowledge (Rowley 2000, p. 11).  

 

It is widely recognised that in contemporary, turbulent and sophisticated business 

environments, knowledge can be of a critical competitive use, substantially 

supporting and fostering an enterprise’s adaptation, survival and enhanced 

performance. Researchers have stressed the strategic role of knowledge resources, 
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which can provide a competitive advantage by increasing performance, streamlining 

transactions, providing conducive ground for product innovation and promoting 

learning (Ruhanen & Cooper 2003; Boisot 1998; Mertins et al. 2000; Bohn 1994, 

Spender & Grant 1996; O’Dell & Jackson 1998; Quintas et al. 1997). Knowledge 

resources become even more superior strategic assets because, by being mainly tacit 

(intangible), they cannot be easily copied and substituted. Indeed, according to the 

resource-based view, tacit knowledge is crucial in enhancing business performance. 

It creates business value in a unique, inimitable and non-transferable way. Similarly, 

research does not only advocate the strategic role of knowledge assets but also their 

operational benefits. Studies have focused on investigating and demonstrating the 

role and beneficial impact of knowledge management in supporting different 

business processes and functions, such as: developing management processes to 

build and maintain good quality customer relations, thus enhancing customer lifetime 

value; enhancing the performance of supply chains and fostering organizational 

learning and continuous improvement (Ruhanen & Cooper 2003; Boisot 1998; 

Ruhanen & Cooper 2003; Boisot 1998; Mertins et al. 2000). Evidence of the 

importance of knowledge management in organisations is widely available. 

Examples include Swan et al (1999) who presented case examples of the innovation 

benefits multinational organisations enjoyed because of knowledge management 

processes.   

 

Human resources are the key to successful knowledge management and future 

competitive advantage (Foss and Pedersen 2002; Brown and Duguid 1991). Creating 

and sustaining a competitive advantage through knowledge practices that recognize 

the industry’s specific context and allow it to compete for customers and staff in the 

global marketplace is imperative (Butler, 1998; Poon, 1993). Human resources are 

bearers of tacit knowledge, which can help significantly contribute or hinder 

organisations competitiveness. The role of human resource management is pivotal in 

managing employees and supporting the to share the knowledge and collaboratively 

contribute to an organisations sustainable competitive advantage (Boxall and Macky 

2009). For example, human resources can contribute to innovation through their 

knowledge. Perez-Bustamante (1999) spoke of radical innovation that results from 

the combination of employee’s knowledge. Similarly, Davison and Blackman (2005) 

argued that knowledge is vital for idea generation and the success of innovative 
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teams. The importance of human resources has also been demonstrated by 

Scarbrough (2003) who found that intranet technology was unsuccessful to support 

the knowledge management processes of the strategic business units of a 

multinational bank. The main factor to which this lack of success was attributed to 

was the social character of knowledge which suggests that human resources and the 

context-specific knowledge they have is difficult to externalise and very dangerous 

once separated. 

 

In hospitality, the benefits of effective knowledge management range from employee 

satisfaction, utilisation of knowledge resources, economies of scale, scope for service 

and product augmentation. The precursor of knowledge - information - has been 

regarded as a formulator and an enabler due to the fact that it forms, reforms and 

stimulates the decision making process of customers. Tacit information resulting 

from customer participation in the product or service production boosts the 

enterprise's knowledge intelligence to offer innovative and desired offerings (Silpakit 

& Fisk 1985). Consequently, Nonaka (1991) and Nonaka et al. (1996) argued that 

knowledge is imperative for the success of organisations. Similarly, Bouncken 

(2002) underlined the dependence of service quality in hospitality on to the ability of 

enterprises to acquire, develop, accumulate and distribute knowledge assets. Olsen 

and Connolly (2000) addressed the idea that perspicacious enterprises, need to 

collect and synthesise information about their clients’ buying patterns, needs and 

desires while converting the acquired knowledge to a highly personal level of 

service. This process can create memorable experiences coupled with efficient 

production processes and demand forecasts (Reichwald et al. 2000). 

 

Knowledge management is an ongoing process with the prime responsibility ‘of 

continually managing knowledge of all kinds to meet existing and emerging needs, to 

identify and exploit existing and acquired knowledge assets and develop new 

opportunities’ (Quintas et al. 1997, p. 387). The purpose of knowledge management 

is to direct knowledge to people in a timely fashion to improve an organisation's 

performance (O’Dell & Grayson 1998). Indeed, the knowledge sharing process is a 

fundamental process through which employees contribute to an organisations 

competitiveness acquiring and implementing knowledge that has the potential to 

introduce innovations (Jackson et al., 2006). Thus, it becomes obvious that 
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knowledge sharing is one of the most important processes of knowledge management 

(Bock & Gulkim 2002). For knowledge to be competitive and value adding, it needs 

to be shared and not hoarded as it can soon become orphaned, outdated and 

invaluable (Caddy et al. 2001). 

 

Sharing knowledge is the concern of contemporary businesses (Cruz et al. 2009). 

Many industries have been described as knowledge intensive because managing their 

knowledge is their main activity and product. Hotels are knowledge intensive; 

employees deliver experiences that require the coordination and application of 

knowledge (Baum & Ingram 1988). Knowledge sharing is also the main trigger of 

innovation (Hallin & Marnburg 2008; Nonaka 1994). Through knowledge sharing, 

an employee’s experience or travel insights are communicated to others and 

combined with their expertise can produce new ideas, new services and/or products. 

 

The literature uses the terms ‘knowledge sharing’, ‘transfer’ or ‘flow’ 

interchangeably to describe the process of sharing knowledge (Gupta & 

Govindarajan 2000; Nissen 2005; 2006; Renzl 2008). The challenge in choosing the 

appropriate term revolves around the purpose of knowledge sharing. Knowledge 

transfer is usually related to impact. For example, an employee shares knowledge 

and the recipient receives, uses and makes a difference with the knowledge. Studying 

the impact of knowledge shared is beyond the scope of this research. For the 

purposes of this research project it is assumed that intra-organisational knowledge 

sharing has a positive role on an organisation’s performance and effectiveness. It is 

beyond the scope of this project to engage in a study that explores the impact and 

effectiveness of knowledge sharing in a dynamic labour environment. In line with the 

focus of this research, knowledge sharing or flow refers only to the process of 

moving knowledge resources from the owner to the recipient (Kumar & Ganesh 

2009). Therefore, this research aims to understand the factors influencing the process 

of knowledge sharing in dynamic labour environments. 

 

The knowledge sharing literature has focused on two aspects: the factors influencing 

knowledge sharing and the role of knowledge sharing on organisational effectiveness 

and performance. Both research areas have been studied and discussed from an inter- 

and intra-organisational perspective (Darr et al. 1995; Hutchings & Michailova 2004; 
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Janowicz-Pankaitan & Noorderhaven 2009; Ko et al. 2005). This research focuses on 

the factors influencing intra-organisational sharing of knowledge that are critical for 

the operation of hospitality businesses in dynamic labour environments. Intra-

organisational knowledge sharing refers to knowledge sharing within an 

organisation, which takes place between employees who are part of the same team or 

between teams. Intra-organisational knowledge sharing becomes particularly 

important in the Northern Territory and the industries operating in this dynamic 

labour environment. As detailed in chapter four, the Northern Territory and Darwin 

experience high levels of labour and population mobility (Carson 2008, ABS 2006) 

especially its hospitality industry (TTF 2006). In this vein, understanding how 

businesses, sectors and industries in this environment share intra-organisational 

knowledge is vital to their operation.  To understand how knowledge sharing is 

influenced, the next section identifies the factors influencing intra-organisational 

knowledge sharing. This discussion will help form both a theoretical and analytical 

framework for this project. 

 

2.3 Factors Influencing Intra-organisational Knowledge Sharing 

There are various ways of modelling the factors influencing knowledge sharing (Goh 

2002; Riege 2005; Wang & Noe 2010). For example Sveiby (2001) modelled the 

factors concerning knowledge sharing in three distinct categories, namely: external 

structure (the structure or environment a business operates in), internal structure (the 

internal environment of a business) and individual competence (factors relating to 

individual employees). Drawing on the work of Sveiby (2001), this research adopted 

the categories of internal structure and individual competence and also expanded 

these categories by adding knowledge types and grouped the factors likely to 

influence knowledge sharing at an intra-organisational level in three categories: (a) 

types of knowledge; (b) factors referring to individual employees; and (c) 

organisational structure, infrastructure and practices. Types of knowledge refer to 

tacit and explicit knowledge. Individual factors refer to communication, attitudes to 

knowledge sharing, social interactions, social networks, job satisfaction and 

organisational commitment and identification. Finally organisational structure, 

infrastructure and practices focus on information and communication technologies, 

organisational hierarchy and management, job design, organisational culture, 
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motivation and rewards and organisational socialisation. Based on the literature, 

Table 2.1 illustrates all three categories.  

 

Table 2.1: Factors influencing Knowledge Sharing 

Types of Knowledge Individual Organisational structure, 

infrastructure and practices 
Explicit Attitudes to 

knowledge sharing 
Information and Communication 
Technologies 

Tacit Social networks Organisational hierarchy and 
leadership styles 

 Social interactions Job design 
 Job satisfaction Organisational culture 
 Organisational 

commitment and 
identification 

Motivation and rewards 

  Recruitment 
  Organisational socialisation 

 

This table draws on the literature identifying the factors influencing knowledge 

sharing (Riege 2005; Sveiby 2001) and summarises them in three categories, namely: 

types of knowledge, individual and organisational structure, infrastructure and 

practices. These factors offer a theoretical and analytical framework to study the 

factors influencing knowledge sharing in Darwin’s hospitality industry. The rest of 

the section describes how each factor links to knowledge sharing.   

 

It is important to state that all research variables (factors influencing knowledge 

sharing) were studied qualitatively by exploring participant’s perceptions through the 

just asking approach (Yi 2009). Adopting a qualitative approach to exploring these 

factors was important due to the research problem guiding this research. Although a 

quantitative approach was not followed to acquire data using validated survey 

instruments the fact that literature identified them as factors that could influence 

knowledge sharing, it was important to include them in the study and speculate about 

their potential influence on knowledge sharing in this dynamic labour environment. 

Furthermore, the qualitative study of these factors has taken place in empirical 

studies (Upenieks, 2002; 2003; Hamermesh, 2001; Sturges and Guest 2001; Hofsted 

et al., 1980; Fey and Denison 2003; Brunetto and Farr-Wharton 2002), which 

suggests exploring these variables qualitatively is acceptable.  
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2.3.1 Types of Knowledge 

Koskinen (2000) argued that the scientific community addresses various types of 

knowledge. Indeed the types of knowledge constantly interact, thus developing 

numerous combinations of knowledge classifications (Abou-Zeid 2002). The 

academic community offers a plethora of taxonomical approaches towards 

knowledge types (Mertins et al. 2000). Four factors can distinguish knowledge into 

different types: where it originates from, who owns it, what it focuses on, and its 

tangibility.   

 

Knowledge exists at various ontological levels namely, an individual, a team, an 

organization, an industry or in a society (Jasimmudin et al., 2005; Alavi and Leidner, 

2001). The literature usually distinguishes between individual and organizational. 

The former represents the knowledge held by an individual while the latter the 

collective sum of individual knowledge, knowledge embedded in routines, processes 

(Carayannis, 1999). 

 

Knowledge can be differentiated depending on where it originates from, namely: the 

academic or the practitioner’s environment. Knowledge that stems from an academic 

environment is often termed scientific while pragmatic if it comes from a 

practitioner’s environment (Mertins et al, 2000; Barnes, 2002). For example, Nonaka 

et al (2000) argued that there is experimental, conceptual, systemic and routine 

knowledge.  Experimental knowledge derives from our personal experiences, routine 

knowledge from our routinised actions. 

 

Another prism differentiating knowledge is that of focus or specialization; purpose or 

subject of knowledge. According to Alavi and Leidner (2000) “knowledge can be 

declarative (what drug is appropriate for an illness), procedural (how to administer a 

particular drug), causal (understanding why the drug works), conditional 

(understanding when to prescribe the drug), relational (understanding how the drug 

interacts with other drugs)” (p. 21). 

 

This research will only focus on the types concerned with the tangibility of 

knowledge (tacit and explicit) and how it affects knowledge sharing. The reason this 

dichotomy of knowledge is chosen over others is because the tacit and explicit 
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aspects of knowledge have attracted most of the research attention of academic 

community of knowledge management (Nonaka and Konno 1998). Furthermore, the 

tacit and explicit knowledge dichotomy seems to be of concern when topics of 

turnover and labour instability are discussed. This is because the major arguments of 

turnover and mobility research are that turnover and mobility leads to knowledge 

loss because of the difficulties to convert tacit knowledge to explicit that could be 

captured in databases but also leads to significant gains such as innovation because 

of its tacit nature. Tacit knowledge is defined as knowledge that is deeply ingrained 

in people’s minds and is challenging to articulate while explicit knowledge as 

knowledge that is externalised and captured (Nonaka 1994). 

 

Although it is beyond the scope of this project to engage in the ongoing debate 

regarding the tangibility of knowledge, a brief summary of the key literature is 

presented. At least two schools of thought exist concerned with the tangibility of 

knowledge and whether and how it can be shared. The first school of thought 

supports that tacit knowledge can be made explicit and vice versa. For example, 

Simon (1987) argued that tacit knowledge could be made explicit by unfreezing 

social habits (Johannessen et al. 2001). Fleck (1996), believed explicit knowledge 

can be expressed through skilful execution and transmitted by apprenticeship and 

training through watching and doing forms of learning. Finally Nonaka and Konno 

(1998), supported the idea of converting tacit to explicit, explicit to tacit, tacit to tacit 

and explicit to explicit knowledge through the model of Socialisation, 

Externalisation, Combination (Systematisation), Internalisation (SECI) also referred 

to as the spiral of knowledge where one type of knowledge converts to another based 

on the influence of different factors. 

 

Researchers from the second school of thought believe that tacit knowledge, due to 

its context-specific and person-specific characteristics, is difficult to explicate in its 

entirety. Once tacit knowledge is shared and leaves its holder, it tends to lose its 

value adding characteristics (for example, the personal elements embodied in it). 

This leads to different knowledge, knowledge of a destructive nature (Polanyi 1958; 

1964). The difficulty of sharing tacit knowledge revolves around the fact that it is 

person- and context-specific and therefore difficult to share through mediums such as 

information and communication technologies (ICTs) (Fahey & Prusak 1998). Other 
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reasons contributing to this difficulty relate to the implicitness of tacit knowledge. 

Implicitness is the state in which a person can articulate tacit knowledge but is 

unwilling to do so, for reasons evolving from perception, culture or the 

organisational context found within (Li & Gao 2003; Polanyi 1958; 1964).  Others 

argue that sharing tacit knowledge requires considerable experience in an activity, 

preferably while working with experts (Lubit 2001).  

 

For the purposes of this research it is accepted that two types of knowledge exist and 

can be shared through different ways. Explicit knowledge can be shared using ICTs, 

organisational meetings, newsletters and various other ways that can share codified 

knowledge (Nonaka et al. 2000). Conversely, tacit knowledge is difficult to share 

through similar ways as explicit knowledge. Sharing tacit knowledge takes place 

through face-to-face contact, during breaks or in a business’ coffee room. Apart from 

different means of sharing tacit knowledge, sharing tacit knowledge also requires the 

presence of factors such as trust between peers (Connelly & Kelloway 2003).  

 

2.3.2 Factors Concerning Individual Employees 

Individual employee factors influencing knowledge sharing refer to: (a) attitudes to 

knowledge sharing; (b) social networks and social interactions; (d) job satisfaction; 

and (e) organisational commitment and identification. 

 

Attitudes to Knowledge Sharing 

Broadly, it appears that there are two attitudes towards knowledge sharing: (a) a 

voluntary activity employees undertake that can improve a business’ performance in 

the long-term (Bock et al. 2005; Gibbert & Krause 2002); or (b) an activity that is 

carried out as a mandated part of an employee's job and concerns the short-term 

operation of the business (Srivastava et al. 2006). This distinction between voluntary 

and mandated job activities emerged from Borman and Motowidlo (1993) and were 

further refined by Motowidlo et al (1997) and their differentiation between task and 

contextual performance. Task performance involves activities that convert raw 

materials to products and/or servicing and maintaining an organisations technical 

core to distribute and replenish products and raw materials. On the other hand 

though, contextual performance includes activities and processes that are not directly 

linked to an organisations technical core (e.g. converting raw materials to products) 
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but has more of a supportive role because it maintains an organisations 

organisational, social and psychological environment that supports the technical core 

(task performance). Examples of contextual performance include voluntary 

behaviours or social networks.  Researchers investigating knowledge sharing as a 

voluntary activity have often considered knowledge sharing as an example of 

organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB) (Bock & Gulkim 2002; Gibbert & 

Krause 2002, cited in Bock et al. 2005; Gagne 2009).  Organisational Citizenship 

Behaviours can be described as discretionary contributions that go beyond the strict 

description and that do not lay claim to contractual recompense from the formal 

reward system” (Organ et al., 2006, p.34). Any behaviour can qualify as an OCB 

providing it is not part of the employee’s mandated job description, the employee is 

not formally trained to behave in this way and the employee is not formally rewarded 

or punished when behaving in that way (Podsakoff et al. 2000).  

 

In contrast, researchers have investigated knowledge sharing as a mandated job 

activity (Srivastava et al. 2006). In this research stream, knowledge sharing is 

perceived as an important feature of collaboration between employees. On a daily 

basis, employees collaborate with each other to carry out their tasks and ultimately 

contribute to the business’ performance. Mandated knowledge sharing can certainly 

take place through voluntary behaviours such as OCB. Evidence of this comes from 

Williams and Anderson (1991) who further refined OCB into OCBI (Individuals) 

and OCBO (Organisations) where the latter can involve behaviours such as 

knowledge sharing or idea generation. Although employees engage in mandated 

knowledge sharing to fulfil their job requirements, the process they engage in could 

be influenced by voluntary behaviours. For example, front office employees know 

the importance of sharing knowledge between shifts. However the way this 

knowledge is shared may vary between employees due to different attitudes to 

knowledge sharing. 

 

According to the literature, attitudes towards knowledge sharing are also influenced 

by employee’s individual interests and employment motivations (Von Krogh 2002; 

Zboralski 2009). Individual interests are defined as ‘a specific motivational focus 

that determines in a specific context a person’s definition of the situation and their 

particular objective purpose, or other guidelines of conduct’ (Von Krogh 2003, p. 
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175). According to Von Krogh (2003) ‘if it were not for the variation of individual 

interests and personality traits … knowledge sharing would be a straightforward 

activity’ (p. 175). Interests vary and could include the creation of social networks or 

anticipated benefits of knowledge sharing (Ardichvilli et al. 2003). Von Krogh 

(2003) studied knowledge sharing at both the inter- and intra-organisational levels 

building from current research. He reviewed the literature to understand how 

organisational communities share knowledge within and out of the community. He 

argued that factors influencing knowledge sharing are individual interests and argued 

that creating communities fostering collective interests could enhance knowledge 

sharing.  

 

Individual interests in hospitality have been closely linked to the employment 

motivations people aim to satisfy when engaging in hospitality work. People engage 

in hospitality and hotel work for various reasons such as because it is their chosen 

career (Ross 1993), because it is a short-term employer offering people the 

opportunity to gain some work experience, acquire money without the need of 

credentials, experience working and living in different places or simply needing a 

break from their current careers. This suggests that hospitality and hotel employees 

may have career or non-career oriented motivations to work in the sector (Milman 

2003; Adler and Adler 1999). These differences could relate to differences in 

interests and attitudes, such as the exertion of voluntary behaviours but could also 

suggest differences in knowledge sharing. For example, career-oriented employees 

may be more oriented to sharing knowledge that has the potential to influence the 

long-term operation of an organisation. 

 

Attitude to knowledge management explains people’s orientation towards knowledge 

sharing (Hislop 2003; Jiacheng et al. 2009; Yang 2008). Employees might be 

unaware of the need and importance of sharing knowledge (Szulanski 1996; O’Dell 

& Grayson 1998). Attitudes to knowledge sharing can be influenced by the presence 

of fear of the consequences such as losing superiority or loss of employment (Bartol 

& Srivastava 2002; Davenport & Prusak 1998; Cameron 2000; Szulanski 1996).   

Such attitudes could give way to knowledge hoarding (Wah 1999). Employees tend 

to perceive the knowledge they manage and acquire through their tasks as important 

and unique from their peers. Indeed, they believe they can use knowledge for 
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personal attainment (e.g. promotions). For example Constant et al (1994) showed 

empirical evidence by studying three cases of organisations in relation to their 

attitudes to share technical knowledge and expertise. The study found that employees 

with greater self-interest were not as motivated to share knowledge as other peers. 

Employees might behave this way for various reasons. For example, employees 

might be less willing to engage in knowledge sharing activities fearing losing what 

they perceive as important (for example, hierarchical superiority) (French & Raven 

1959; Bordia et al., 2006). These difficulties can also relate to a department or 

organisation’s hierarchical structure. Considering that front office departments are 

structured with multiple hierarchical levels, there could be challenges between 

hierarchical levels that may influence knowledge sharing. Other reasons could relate 

to people’s employment motivations or career lifecycle (Connelly & Kelloway 

2003). Finally, employees might not understand the implications of sharing 

knowledge (Cabrera et al., 2006; Yang 2008).  

 

An employee’s personality and individual interests influence attitudes to knowledge 

sharing (Judge and Bono 2001).  Depending on personality traits, some people might 

prefer to work alone as opposed to collaborating and sharing knowledge (Marshall 

1997; Trussler 1998). However, there has not been much empirical research studying 

the role of personality on employee’s attitudes to share knowledge. Nonetheless 

some notable literature examples are available. For example Lin (2007) studied the 

role of employees orientation to a personality characteristic referred to as exchange 

ideology which examines the relationship between what an employee offers and what 

he/she receives in return from a business. Other empirical research comes from 

Cabrera et al (2006) who used the five-factor personality model to study the role of 

personality on knowledge sharing (Cabrera et al. 2006). Cabrera and colleagues 

(2006) argued that personalities that are conscientious, agreeable and open to 

experiences would be more likely to engage in knowledge sharing. People are 

perceived as conscientious when they are reliable and dependable, agreeable when 

they are cooperative and supportive while open to experiences when they are willing 

to try new ideas, creative and curious.  

 

Individual interests and attitudes towards knowledge sharing can also be influenced 

by demographic characteristics of employees such as age or gender. Research on the 
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differences between generations, for example, provides evidence arguing that age has 

the potential to influence knowledge sharing. Contemporary workforce consists of 

different generations such as Generation Y or X1 and these different generations 

imply that individuals have different values (Cairncross & Buultjens 1997). For 

example, Cairncross and Buultjens (2007) argued that Generations Y and X are 

known to be technologically adept and consequently can learn how to use a variety 

of ICTs in a short period of time. Moreover Leiter et al. (2009) studied nurses’ 

generational differences and their influence on turnover intentions and knowledge 

sharing in care facilities in Canada’s four Atlantic provinces. They found that 

Generation X nurses less inclined to share knowledge and more prone to turnover. 

However, they eliminated from their study nurses employed for less than a year. 

Their potential inclusion in the research sample could offer some interesting 

information in relation to how do different generations cope with working with new 

colleagues as well as explore and understand the interactions between new and 

current employees based on their generational differentiation. Although these values 

change as people mature, research argues that generational differences have the 

tendency to shape these values stronger (McNeese-Smith & Crook 2003) and 

differences towards collaboration and labour instability could be identified in a work 

environment with a variety of generational backgrounds such as in hospitality. 

 

Gender can also influence knowledge sharing (Connelly & Kelloway 2003). 

Literature on the role of gender in knowledge sharing argued that females differ by 

being more likely to form certain types of social networks (Miller & Karakowsky 

2005). Lin (2006) studied the role of gender on social networks and their knowledge 

sharing potential. The study found that gender influenced the types of social 

networks used to share knowledge. For example, depending on one’s career stage 

and employment motivation, the size and purpose of social networks could be 

different. Career-oriented employees with significant experience in a certain 

company can have a social network of professional peers and have little motivation 

to extend and include new employees. This could mean that certain employees limit 

their knowledge sharing capabilities. Other empirical evidence highlighting the 

                                                        

1 Generation X refers to people born between mid 1960s and 1970s. Generation Y are considered the 

offspring of generation X and includes people born between 1980s and 1990s. 
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potential influential role of gender on knowledge sharing derive from Ojha (2005) 

and Sawng et al (2006). Ojha (2005) argued that employees who perceived 

themselves as a minority in terms of characteristics such as gender were not as 

willing to engage in knowledge sharing. Indeed this finding appears to be 

corroborated by Sawng et al (2006) who found that in research and development 

environments where females feature more prominently in terms of staffing numbers, 

they were more likely to engage in knowledge sharing.  

 

The hospitality industry, depending on the sector and the location, can be both 

female and male dominated (Purcell 1996) and front office departments have been 

perceived as female-dominated environments (Bagguley 1990). However with the 

changing demographics and motivations of contemporary hospitality workforce it is 

not unusual to identify front office departments that may be male-dominated. In the 

context of this research project, the female-male ration may influence knowledge 

sharing processes. 

 

Social Networks and Social Interactions 

Social interactions, both formal and informal, play an important role in knowledge 

sharing because they help employees develop social networks that have both of a 

professional and a personal facet. Formal social interactions refer to organisational 

structures that promote communication and knowledge sharing. Informal refer to 

social interactions that take place informally, usually out of work and are beyond the 

influence of formal structures.  Social interactions enable employees to acquire social 

values that influence knowledge sharing (Haldin-Herrgard 2003; Wiig 1999). Social 

values include ‘rules of thumb, special language ideology that helps to edit a 

member’s everyday experience, standard of relevance of work, prejudices and 

models for social etiquette’ (Lawson et al. 2009, p. 159). These social values help 

employees become compatible with their peers and provide them with a common 

language to share knowledge (Doz & Hamel 1998; Farok & Lorange 1988; Uzzi 

1997). Furthermore social interactions between management and employees can 

make employees aware of each other’s knowledge; create opportunities to build trust 

or other relationships with peers that help knowledge sharing (Kelloway & Barling 

2000; Yang 2004). Social interactions may also support the sharing of explicit 

knowledge. For example, the development of these social cues and values as a result 
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of social interaction could also facilitate sharing of explicit knowledge. This results 

in timely and quality knowledge sharing processes.  

 

The social relationships between employees often referred to as social networks, 

have the capacity to influence knowledge sharing (Ensign & Hebert 2009). Social 

networks are ‘a set of actors connected by a set of ties’ (Santoro et al. 2000, p. 716). 

For example, employees could relate to each other through trust or advice ties and 

consequently create trust or advice social networks. Social network theory focuses on 

the way people relate to each other and not on their individualistic characteristics to 

determine their behaviour and performance (Raider & Krackhardt 2001). Social 

networks have been studied in numerous contexts for various purposes. In this 

project, social networks are perceived as factor influencing knowledge sharing. The 

rest of this section will discuss the literature relating to the knowledge sharing 

capabilities of social networks. 

 

Given the popularity of team based organisational structures (Lee & Moreo 2007); 

employees form and participate in networks for reasons such as their common 

participation in production processes or due to common perceptions or beliefs. As 

networks foster processes such as knowledge sharing, knowledge creation, and idea 

generation, they are considered ‘transactive knowledge systems’ (Wegner, 1987 in 

Cross et al. 2001, p.216; Levin & Cross 2004). Unfortunately, networks are not fully 

depicted in formal organisational structures, and it is often those outside the 

organisational structures that significantly influence work processes and outputs 

(Cross et al. 2001). For example, the exit of an employee who is a popular source of 

advice may influence the network by affecting its performance (Staw 1980). Formal 

organisational structures present only the professional relationships of peers, but 

peers relate in a multitude of interdependent ways in a work environment (for 

example, professional, social). This gives employee networks both a social and a 

professional facet, which cannot be ignored because their existence and 

interdependency can positively or negatively influence business performance 

(Robins & Pattison 2006). Indeed, the role of social networks on issues such as 

turnover, motivation and knowledge management practices has been extensively 

studied (Raider & Krackhardt 2001). Examples of empirical work highlighting the 

role of social networks on knowledge sharing comes from Reagan and McEvily 
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(2003) and Levin and Cross (2004). Reagan and McEvily (2003) found that the 

strength of employee’s ties and the subsequent cohesion of their social networks 

were positively related to knowledge sharing. Also Levin and Cross (2004) found 

that employees with weak ties also engaged in knowledge sharing and provides 

insights to this research project. Indeed, in dynamic labour environments where 

employees do not interact with each other for a sufficient length of time, they may 

not create strong ties but may still be able to engage in knowledge sharing and 

collaboration even through their weak ties. 

 

Social networks enable knowledge sharing by the value created from their structure 

and their emergent properties (Inkpen & Tsang 2005). Research on the role of social 

networks in knowledge sharing has followed two schools of thought: structural and 

relational. The structural school of thought involves the analysis of the structural 

properties of networks to determine how they affect knowledge sharing (Adler & 

Kwon 2002; Raider & Krackhardt 2001). In contrast, the relational approach 

explores the nature/content of social networks either as single networks or the 

interdependency of various networks to determine their role in knowledge sharing 

(Robins & Patison 2006).  

 

From the first school of thought, most literature has looked at how the properties of 

social networks facilitate knowledge sharing (Cowan & Jonard 1999). Structural 

properties that have been associated with knowledge sharing have been the position 

of actors in a social network, and the connectedness between actors. It is really a case 

of reach and demand (Raider & Krackhardt 2001). Reach and demand relate to the 

position of individuals in a network and/or how they are connected to others enabling 

them to acquire and share knowledge (Marouf 2007; Nirmala & Vemuri 2009; 

Raider & Krackhardt 2001; Zupan & Kase 2007). Tsai (2001) studied knowledge 

transfer in intra-organisational networks of twenty-four businesses in the 

petrochemical industry and thirty-six companies in the food manufacturing sector by 

focusing on the position of an organisational unit in the wider organisational 

network. Hansen (1999) investigated the relationship between the strength of 

relationships and the different types of knowledge. He concluded that the strength of 

ties should be studied in relation to the type of knowledge to be shared. For example, 

tacit knowledge is difficult to share through weak relationships.  
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The majority of the literature has focused on analysing the structural properties of 

networks individually and not in conjunction with other social networks. Robins and 

Pattison (2006) discussed the notion of multiple networks in organisations and the 

need to study social networks jointly. Their research enriches the social network 

discourse focusing on the individual study of social networks, by arguing that the 

independent study of social networks can only inform us about how a social network 

affects certain practices and not how a collection of networks relate to each other and 

in turn affect certain practices. The greatest criticism of the structural school of 

thought is its rationale that by grouping similar network structures it can be 

hypothesised that networks behave in a similar manner. This perspective ignores the 

diverse content that flows through these networks that can have a greater explanatory 

capacity of network’s behaviour (Nohria & Eccles 1992; Wellman 1988). 

Fortunately, the second school of thought addresses this limitation. This research 

does not focus on the structural analysis of social networks and how structural 

properties might influence knowledge sharing. On the contrary, it looks at the nature 

of the social networks and the content or resources flowing throughout social 

networks to understand how they influence knowledge sharing. 

 

The concern of the relational school of thought is (a) the content or nature of social 

networks and their influence on a variety of issues (Szulanski 1996); and (b) the 

characteristics that are learnt from diverse social networks (Borgatti & Cross 2003). 

Reviewing the work of the first part of the relational school of thought, the social 

networks usually studied are networks with a content of friendship, advice, 

communication, workflow, information exchange, negative relations, influence, trust, 

support, interaction, knowledge, respect, career or e-mail (Robins & Pattison 2006).  

 

Szulanski (1996) among other variables studied the role of arduous relationships on 

the transfer of best practices and found they have the capacity to influence 

knowledge transfer. Others have considered trust relationships (De Long & Fahey 

2000). Many researchers have echoed the importance of trust relationships as a 

facilitator of knowledge sharing (Dirks & Ferrin 2001; Goh 2002; Levin & Cross 

2004; Mayer et al. 1995; Renzl 2008). Trust between employees promotes 

knowledge sharing and the cooperative behaviour of employees (Tsai & Ghosal 

1998). As employees interact, through time, they develop trust, which in turn helps 
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them share knowledge (Andrews & Delahay 2000; Currall & Judge 1995; Tsai & 

Ghosal 1998; Penley & Hawkins 1985; Zand 1972; Zaheer et al. 1998; Rhodes et al. 

2008). Evanschitzky et al. (2007) explained that ‘an organisational culture of trust 

and commitment is of supreme importance to knowledge-intensive service networks’ 

(p. 277) because, to be able to share knowledge, people need to be familiar with each 

other and develop a trusting relationship. Rhodes et al.’s (2008) work studied and 

confirmed the positive role of trust in facilitating knowledge sharing.  

 

Focusing solely on the nature/type of social networks has been challenged by the 

need to go beyond the nature of social networks to study the content of the resources 

flowing within social networks (Cross et al. 2001). Cross et al. (2001) explored 

advice social networks to understand what is actually shared and/or exchanged in 

advice networks. They found that employees seek advice for various reasons such as 

solutions, meta-knowledge, problem reformulation, validation and legitimation. 

Their findings of the different types of advice employees seek and the different ways 

this advice is used highlights the need to go deeper and unpack the resources that 

flow through social networks. The rationale of this area of research is that the way 

social networks are currently studied (for example, by asking someone to indicate 

who they go to ask for advice) has little interpretative value unless it is complement 

with what they actually seek from that person. For example, a collection of people 

may identify peers they seek advice from but the type of advice and the role of this 

advice are different for each individual.  

 

The second concern of the relational school of thought focuses on the emergent 

characteristics learnt from diverse social networks. Borgatti and Cross (2003) took a 

different approach to the study of social networks and their knowledge sharing 

capabilities. Instead of focusing on the structural properties of networks and how the 

latter can support knowledge sharing activities, they recognised the dynamism of the 

contemporary world and suggested that attention needed to be shifted to the ‘learned 

characteristics of relationships’ (p. 432). Recognition of the dynamic nature of social 

networks is not new. However, the study of the emergent properties or outcomes of 

dynamic networks has not been extensively studied (Carley et al. 2002). Borgatti and 

Cross (2003) found that through social relationships, employees learn certain 

characteristics that helped them acquire knowledge. These learnt characteristics refer 
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to knowing and valuing someone’s expertise, whether this person will be able to 

provide information in a timely fashion and/or at a cost. The rationale of this line of 

thought is that the emergent properties or outcomes of dynamic networks could help 

re-formulate social networks and influence organisational performance. 

 

Team mental models literature could also help understand the role of social networks 

on knowledge sharing. Team mental models are defined as a ‘team members; shared, 

organised understanding and mental representation of knowledge about key elements 

of the teams relevant environment’ (Klimoski and Mohammed 1994 in Mohammed 

and Dumville 2001, p. 90). This understanding refers to a team’s shared 

understanding of task, equipment, working relationships and situations which enable 

the fluid and implicit collaboration experienced in effective teams (Cannon-Bowers 

et al., 1993; Klimoski and Mohammed 1994). There is paucity in research in relation 

to empirical work on mental models because of the difficulty to assess and 

measurement of cognitive processes in groups (Mohammed et al., 2000). However 

some empirical research has presented the relationship between team’s processes, 

such as collaboration, and performance (Mathieu et al., 2000).  

 

The idea that a partial component of team mental model theory, that of a team’s 

shared understanding of working relationships and situations, could be very pertinent 

to this research. The different social networks employees engage in could help 

employees become more knowledgeable of their peers and/or the dynamic labour 

context they work in. This awareness could help employees develop an 

understanding of working relationships and the situation of Darwin, which according 

to mental model theory might explain collaboration between employees because of 

this team learning occurring between front office employees. Evidence of the role of 

team mental models, the shared cognition of groups that they create, on knowledge 

sharing and collaboration comes from Kilduff et al (2000) who found that successful 

teams tend to begin with a team with diverse perception regarding the causes of 

success and failure in organisations and their team but achieve consensus over time. 

In this dynamic labour context, it could be that the diverse workforce found in hotels 

particularly here in Darwin (career and non-career oriented) could suggest 

differences in how people engage in collaboration and knowledge sharing. However, 

through social networks they develop this shared understanding of work relationships 
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and situations and collaborate by knowing how to share knowledge. Indeed diversity 

of team members has been attributed to differences in knowledge sharing practices 

(Wang and Noe 2010). Tying in nicely with team member’s diversity and based on 

Levin and Cross (2004) who found that employees with weak ties continue to share 

knowledge, it could be hypothesised that even career or non-career-oriented 

employees who have not developed strong ties, due to the unstable features of the 

hospitality industry and Darwin, continue to collaborate and share knowledge. 

 

Job Satisfaction 

Job satisfaction is ‘the extent to which people are satisfied with their work’ (Warr, 

2002, p. 1). Employees who are satisfied with their work might also engage in 

voluntary behaviours (e.g. OCB) assuming they are intrinsically motivated (Magnini 

2008; Pascoe et al. 2002). The role of job satisfaction has been empirically linked to 

increasing voluntary behaviours that can in turn benefit knowledge sharing activities 

(Cabrera et al. 2006; Magnini 2008). Job satisfaction has also been linked to 

positively influencing knowledge sharing because of increasing the chances for 

employee retention (Wong 2005).  

 

However, the issue with the hospitality environment is that because it tends to attract 

a mixed workforce (e.g. career and non-career-oriented employees) it could be 

possible for employees to become satisfied with their employment in different ways. 

For example some employees may be satisfied with the work development 

opportunities of their work or others might become satisfied because they are 

interacting and engaging in social conversations with colleagues and/or hospitality 

guests. Differences in satisfaction, providing they don’t inhibit sharing mandated 

knowledge, are fine. However what could be implied or hypothesised for employee’s 

different aspects of job satisfaction in hospitality could be that they demonstrate 

different behaviours or orientations (e.g. voluntary behaviours such as Organisational 

Citizenship Behaviour) which might in turn influence the process they engage in to 

share knowledge with peers (Hwang & Kwo 2006; Iverson & Deery 2001; Magnini 

2008; Raub et al. 2006).  
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Organisational Commitment 

Organisational commitment has been perceived as influential on knowledge sharing 

because employees become committed to an organisations value and belief system 

which may involve a knowledge management orientation (Cabrera et al. 2006). 

According to O’Reilly and Chatman (1986) ‘organisational commitment is the level 

and type of psychological attachment an employee has to an organisation’ (Cabrera 

et al. 2006, p. 248). Organisational commitment has been conceptualised in different 

ways (Jiacheng et al. 2009). For example, some perceive it as commitment to stay 

with the organisation or others as commitment to job activities. Organisational 

commitment involves an employee’s compliance, identification and internalisation to 

a company’s values (O’Reilly & Chatman 1986). This suggests that employees 

committed to an organisation are found to have their personal values aligned to the 

organisation’s values, wish to be affiliated with the organisation and expect extrinsic 

rewards for their commitment.  

 

Organisational commitment can be differentiated between: affective, continuance 

and normative (Meyer & Allen 1997). Affective and continuance commitment refer 

to “an emotional attachment to, identification with, and involvement in the 

organisation ... continuance commitment denoting the perceived costs associated 

with leaving the organisation (Meyer et al., 2002, p. 21). However, normative 

commitment refers to the perceived obligation of an employee to remain with the 

same organisation (Allen and Meyer, 1990). It is likely that affective commitment 

may be a precursor to knowledge sharing because of the emotional connection the 

employee feels with the organisation. The same cannot be said for normative 

commitment as the feeling of having to stay with a certain organisation may also 

hinder an employee’s motivations to engage in knowledge sharing. Finally, 

continuance commitment could relate more to employees financial orientations to 

staying with the businesses and may not be influential on an employee’s decision to 

share knowledge with peers other than to complete the necessary work. 

Identification 

Identification refers to interpersonal and organisational identification (Dutton et al. 

1994). Organisational identification suggests that the ‘degree to which a member 

defines himself by the same attributes that he or she believes define the organization’ 

leading to ‘a heightened sense of in-group trust’ (Dutton et al. 1994, p. 255). 
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Interpersonal identification involves one’s identification with peers or an existing 

team. Both interpersonal and organisational identification argue that when an 

employee identifies with peers, a team or an organisation they are more than likely to 

exert attitudes and behaviours that are promoted in teams or organisations. Indeed, 

organisational identification ‘forms a pattern of in group and out group dynamics’ 

that favour collaboration as evidenced by Dutton et al (1994) who studied the 

perceptions employees had of their employer organisation by studying the image 

they had created of their organisation after an important organisational challenge 

(e.g. press release) and how they identified with the organisation because of that 

image (p. 254). For example, if teams or organisations are oriented to knowledge 

sharing, employees are more than likely to exert similar knowledge sharing 

behaviours as they identify with peers and the organisation. Indeed, Swart and 

Kinnie (2003) offered empirical evidence from a case study of a software company 

demonstrating that employee’s identification with an organisations culture can 

encourage employees to embrace activities recommended by organisations such as 

knowledge sharing. 

 

The role of interpersonal and organisational identification has also been noted in 

other organisational behaviour literature such as Organisational Citizenship 

Behaviour (OCB) (Van Dick et al 2006). In particular, Williams and Anderson 

(1991) further extended OCB to further include OCBI, for individuals, and OCBO, 

for organisations. Similarly to organisational and interpersonal identification, OCBI 

and OCBO refer to behaviours directed towards individuals (e.g. altruism) and 

organisations (e.g. knowledge sharing, new ideas) respectively. Other empirical 

evidence offered to support the role of OCB in promoting knowledge sharing 

behaviours come from Hsu and Lin (2008) who studied the knowledge sharing 

processes of blog participants. They found that blog participants who demonstrated 

strong OCB were also more likely to share knowledge with fellow blog members. 

 

2.3.3 Organisational Structure, Infrastructure and Practices 

Information and Communication Technologies (ICT) 

The role of Information and Communication Technologies (ICT) in intra-

organisational knowledge sharing has received extensive research attention 

(Cameron 2000; Davenport & Prusak 1998; Hendricks 1999; Hall 2001; Ruggles 
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1998; Rhodes et al. 2008; Robert 2009; Yang & Wu 2008). Research argues that for 

employees to be able to engage in knowledge sharing, businesses should offer them 

the opportunity in terms of time, technology and a formal communication structure to 

be able to communicate and share knowledge with peers.  

 

Availability of various communication' means to (e.g. telephone, email, and intranet) 

offer employees a variety of communication tools that enable them to store and 

retrieve knowledge to allow them to share knowledge with colleagues. Such 

technologies include intranets, document management systems, property 

management systems or customer relationship management technologies. The 

increase in this line of literature has been attributed to the need for businesses to 

make knowledge management practices more independent from human resources. 

By creating state-of-the-art knowledge databases that have the ability to store a huge 

amount of information and enable employees to retrieve it; businesses could protect 

organisational knowledge from challenging factors such as staff turnover, power 

challenges and knowledge hoarding.  

 

However, ICTs are limited in their KM capabilities because of discounting the 

human centred view of knowledge; that of knowledge being tacit and co-constructed 

by individuals). For example, ICTs appear to support the externalisation and 

recording of explicit knowledge while disregard the tacit components of knowledge 

and their pivotal role (Walshamy 2001). It is recommended that ICTs are approached 

as being able to complement other factors enabling knowledge sharing, rather than 

presenting the 'solution' to knowledge sharing problems. Fahey and Prusak (1998) 

argued, ‘Information Technology is a wonderful facilitator of data and information 

transmission and distribution but it can never substitute for the rich interactivity, 

communication and learning that is inherent in dialogue. Knowledge is primarily a 

function and consequence of the meeting and interaction of minds’ (p. 273). Indeed, 

ICTs cannot entirely substitute the social cues used in face-to-face interactions. This 

explains why researchers argue against the overreliance on ICTs to potentially 

replace human interaction activities (Connelly & Kelloway 2008).  

 

Apart from the lack of social cues, the use of ICTs becomes a matter of practicality. 

For example, search and accessibility capabilities are critical and time consuming to 



Chapter 2: A review of the knowledge sharing literature 

 33  

develop and implement (Davies & Roche 1999). Most of the time, in the case of 

service organisations and frontline employees, time availability to search for advice 

is not available during the service encounter. Finally, the existence of a formal 

communication structure to give employees formal or more systematic outlets or 

opportunities to share knowledge is important. For example monthly meetings or 

even daily briefings could provide a set of formally organised outlets for employees 

to engage in knowledge sharing (Zboralski 2009).  

 

The advent of WEB 2.0 appears to address many of the limitation of conventional 

ICT driven KM. Web 2.0 has shifted the processing and centralised aspects of ICT 

supported KM towards conversational and collaborative-based KM. With WEB 2.0, 

individuals can take an active role in the formulation of knowledge content by being 

able to contribute and then through a conversational/collaborative approach with 

other users, create knowledge. WEB 2.0 and the participatory and collaborative 

notion it has instilled in KM activities has enabled the dynamic and flexible creation 

and renewal of knowledge (Lee and Lam 2007; Avrami 2006). In practical terms this 

suggests that we are moving away from the common pitfalls of ICT-driven KM 

where knowledge hoarding and saturation were frequent drawbacks and the 

processing of knowledge was at the hands of chief information officers (McDermott 

1999). It seems that WEB 2.0 technologies have given KM more of democratic and 

participatory flavour where individuals co-construct knowledge. 

 

In relation to this research project, it will be interesting to explore the presence of 

ICT, the availability of time and outlets for employees to engage in knowledge 

sharing. It might be that because of the unstable labour features of this research 

context, the availability of ICT, especially with WEB 2.0 capabilities, could support 

employees sharing of knowledge asynchronously. 

 

Organisational Hierarchy and Leadership Styles 

An organisation’s hierarchical structure can affect knowledge sharing by increasing 

communication barriers that may insulate departments or even individuals from 

sharing their knowledge (Hendricks 1999; Nonaka et al. 2003). Indeed hierarchically 

structured organisations with various levels may create organisational silos and 

potentially inhibit knowledge sharing (Goh 2002, Ardichvili et al., 2006). For 
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example, Wang et al. (2003) presented evidence that individuals in hierarchical and 

vertically structured organisations, managers may not engage in knowledge sharing 

through mediums such as online communities. Similarly Lam (1996) and Tagliaventi 

and Mattarelli (2006) argued that functionally segmented organisations may inhibit 

knowledge sharing. Most of the literature has argued that flat hierarchical structures 

tend to support knowledge sharing. This is because complex hierarchical structures 

create silos and consequently encourage knowledge hoarding (Bartlett & Ghosal 

1998; Nonaka 1994). Weber (2007) presented empirical evidence to argue that flat 

hierarchical structures are better in promoting knowledge sharing. The author 

presented evidence from a health-related organisation and how its flat organisational 

structure did not impede knowledge sharing. Other evidence of how organisational 

structure and a flat hierarchical system contributes to knowledge sharing come from 

Jones (2005) who found that encouraging interaction through the structure of 

workspaces and Kubo et al (2001) who recommend the use of job rotation.  

 

Moreover, the literature has argued in favour of the role of leadership styles role in 

promoting knowledge sharing (Kelloway & Barling 2000; Martiny 1998; MacNeil 

2003; Roth 2003). Styles of leadership found to influence knowledge sharing have 

been referred to as transactional and transformational (Bass 1985). Bycio et al (1995) 

further expanded and elaborated on the work of Bass (1985) and described 

transactional leaders as leaders who ‘identified the needs of their followers and 

exchanged rewards for appropriate levels of effort and performance’ (p. 468) while 

transformational leaders as leaders who moved beyond and away transactions by 

encouraging and motivating their followers to exceed their self-interests. 

Transactional leaders view their relationship with employees as a transaction that is 

rewarded. In contrast, transformational leaders aim to create a collective team by 

mentoring employees, understanding the needs of their employees and addressing 

them in a customised manner (Cameron 2002). Transformational leaders tend to lead 

by example. They tend to show their commitment to knowledge sharing using 

various strategies such as by committing to the use of ICTs (Connelly & Kelloway 

2003).  

 

Front office departments of hotels tend to have several hierarchical levels with many 

middle management positions (e.g. duty manager, assistant front office manager). 
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Considering the hierarchical structure of front office departments and the variety in 

middle management it could be suggested that, the leadership styles of management 

might influence knowledge sharing.  For example, transactional leaders may 

motivated and attract employees who are extrinsically motivated to their work and 

may just engage in knowledge sharing as a transaction necessary for the completion 

of their work. On the other hand, transformational leaders may lead by example and 

motivate employees to engage in knowledge sharing but also engage in voluntary 

behaviours (e.g. organisational citizenship behaviours) that make knowledge sharing 

processes even smoother. 

 

Job Design 

The way jobs are designed or structured can potentially influence knowledge sharing 

(Sveiby 2001). For example, job designs or structures that are inter-dependent with 

other functions may increase the learning opportunities for employees and may 

positively contribute towards intra-departmental knowledge sharing (Guzzo & Shea 

1992). Evidence of the beneficial role of job design comes from the high 

performance work systems literature (Beltran-Martin et al., 2008). Routinised work 

demotivates employees and therefore it is important to eliminate the routinisation of 

work to then motivate employees intrinsically (Wood & Albanese 1995). 

Intrinsically motivated employees could be motivated to engage in knowledge 

sharing through voluntary behaviours.  

 

To address the need for limiting routinized work, job rotation could be a good way to 

do. Job rotation has been referred to as a positive activity employees engage in which 

helps employees share knowledge and ultimately increase their personal knowledge 

base by being exposed to different departments and engaging with different 

colleagues (Sveiby 2001). Staples and Webster (2008) studied the effects of trust, 

task inter-dependency and ‘virtualness’ on a team’s knowledge sharing. They found 

that in teams with weak structures due to less task inter-dependency, trust was 

critical for knowledge sharing. However, for teams that were highly structured due to 

task inter-dependencies, trust was not perceived as important. Additionally, task-

interdependency and the use of cross-functional teams can help overcome the 

potential difficulties of hierarchical structures in enabling knowledge sharing.  
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Further to cross-functional job designs, job autonomy has been considered to 

influence knowledge sharing (Drucker 1999). Cabrera et al. (2006) argued that 

autonomous jobs are more likely to motivate employees to engage in knowledge 

sharing; something support in earlier years too (Drucker 1999). This maybe because 

autonomous jobs suggest there is little information or knowledge on how to carry out 

tasks. This can make employees more experimental and proactive in seeking 

knowledge. Indeed, job autonomy involves a greater level of responsibility that can 

make employees more eager to seek knowledge. Job autonomy could also help 

employees engage in different levels of knowledge sharing such as voluntary. For 

example, employees may become more empowered to engage in conversations with 

peers on ways to improve the current product or service portfolio of businesses and 

in turn engage in idea generation and become more innovative (Kelloway and 

Barling 2000). 

 

Organisational Culture 

Researchers have argued that organisational culture can influence employee 

behaviours and in turn affect critical organisational practices (Denison 1996; Ferris et 

al 1998). Organisational culture refers to the shared beliefs, values or activities of 

people within an organisation and is perceived as a key component in enabling 

knowledge sharing (Bock et al. 2005; Dalkir 2005; Schein 1985). An organisational 

culture that supports knowledge sharing promotes collaboration, risk-taking attitudes 

as fear is diminished, a trusting and open environment where knowledge is freely 

shared and management is committed to knowledge sharing (Dixon 2000; Goh 2002; 

Leonard & Sensiper 1998; Hinds et al. 2003; Rowley 2002; Ruggles 1998; Tsai & 

Ghosal 1998; Yang 2007). Trust has been perceived as an important component of 

organisational culture as it breaks down barriers related to negativity between 

employees (Kankanhalli et al., 2005). Finally, a culture that promotes individual 

competition between employees has been considered to impede knowledge sharing 

(Schepers and Van den Berg 2007, Wang 2004).  

 

McDermott and O’Dell (2001) argued for the need to align knowledge management 

practices such as knowledge sharing to existing organisational cultures. They believe 

that it is better to align existing organisational cultures to knowledge management 

practices as opposed to launching knowledge management as a separate 
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organisational campaign. Should practices such as knowledge sharing be tied to and 

aligned with business’ goals or organisations’ values, they will have better chances 

of being successful. Examples of alignment between knowledge management 

practices and organisational cultures could involve tying performance assessment 

and/or career development programs to an organisation’s knowledge sharing culture 

(Cabrera & Cabrera 2005; Gagne 2009; Master 1999; McDermott & O’Dell 2001). 

Researchers believe that this can instigate and motivate knowledge sharing attitudes. 

Indeed, such an approach has been successful in various businesses such as BP and 

Ernest & Young (Riege 2005).  

 

Other empirical evidence reinforcing the role of organisational culture come from a 

qualitative study carried out by De Long and Fahey (2000). De Long and Fahey 

(2000) studied fifty companies and found that when organisational values and 

practices or an organisations culture is not supportive of knowledge sharing 

practices, the latter may be inhibited. They demonstrated this finding by studying the 

acceptance of technology as a knowledge sharing medium in fifty companies. 

 

In order to provide a conducive environment for knowledge sharing and knowledge 

sharing capacity in organisations culture, collaboration is a key component. 

Collaboration helps employees communicate, share and learn with their colleagues to 

reach a common goal successfully (Liedtka & Rosenblum 1996). To promote 

collaboration, many factors need to interplay. Employees need to be willing to share 

knowledge while trust between individuals will help create a supportive environment 

for intra-organisational knowledge sharing. 

 

Motivation and Rewards 

Researchers have argued that motivation followed by rewards, benefit knowledge 

sharing (Goh 2002; Vroom 1964). There are many theories of motivation that could 

influence knowledge sharing through extrinsic and intrinsic motivation such as 

expectancy theory, goal setting theory, attribution theory or self-determination 

theories (Judge et al., 2001; Porter and Lawler 1968). Expectancy theories of 

motivation generally refer to extrinsic motivation where satisfaction is a result of 

rewards produced by an employee’s performance (Naylor et al., 1980; Vroom 1964). 

On the other hand, intrinsically motivated employees, based on self-determination 
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theory, become satisfied from the rewards they gain as a result of the action an 

employee engages in (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Gagne and Deci 2005).  

 

Research on the implications of motivation on knowledge sharing has also viewed 

motivation from the perspective of either content or process theory. According to 

Hendricks (1999), ‘a content theory addresses the factors that determine motivations. 

Conversely, a process theory treats motivation as a process, and aims to identify how 

individuals will or should act to identify what their motivators are and to achieve the 

goals associated with these motivations’ (p. 95). The majority of the literature 

investigating motivation in relation to knowledge sharing has adopted a process 

theory perspective and studied the factors determining an employee’s or a team’s 

motivation to share knowledge. Considering the critique content theories have 

received, this project draws on process theories involving both extrinsic and intrinsic 

motivations to study the process employees engage in to become motivated and 

engage in knowledge sharing.  

 

Literature suggests that rewards (intrinsically motivated), not necessarily based on 

financial success, are more than likely to promote knowledge sharing to benefit a 

team or a department instead of making a competitive activity (Bartlett & Ghosal 

1998). Bartol and Srivastava (2002) explored the role of rewards at four different 

levels of knowledge sharing: through databases, formal interactions, informal 

interactions, and communities of practice (a work-related team of people with 

common interests who capitalise from each other learning through interactions (Lave 

and Wenger 1991). They found that a variety of extrinsic and intrinsic rewards 

facilitated knowledge sharing by supporting the creation of trust between employees 

and organisations that promoted an employee’s commitment and tenure to 

organisations (Bartol & Srivastava 2002). Arguments such as those linking rewards 

and knowledge sharing through the existence of trust appear to suggest the 

importance of a stable labour environment to promote knowledge sharing. 

Furthermore, the finding relating to the inter-relatedness of extrinsic and intrinsic 

motivations in the study by Bartol and Srivastava (2002) also alludes to the potential 

challenges of combining extrinsic and intrinsic motivations. Although literature has 

referred to the additive benefits of both types of motivations (Porter & Lawler 1968), 
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it is important to highlight that extrinsic motivation may also hinder intrinsic 

motivation (Deci 1975; Deci & Ryan 1980). 

 

The types of motivations and rewards influencing knowledge sharing depend on the 

adoption of economic or social exchange theories. The former suggests the use of 

extrinsic rewards whereas the latter intrinsic. Bock et al. (2005) argued that 

employees are motivated to share knowledge depending on three levels of benefits: 

individual, group and organisational benefits. Individual benefits include personal 

gains such as satisfaction or, depending on their employment motivation, financial 

rewards (Constant et al. 1994; 1996; Tampoe 1996; Wasko & Faraj 2000). Group 

benefits could be reciprocity or the creation of social networks (Constant et al. 1994; 

1996; Wasko & Faraj 2000). Finally, organisational benefits could be organisational 

commitment or creating a climate encouraging to knowledge sharing (Bock et al. 

2005).  

 

Cruz et al. (2009) studied the effect of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation as 

knowledge sharing facilitators in a non-profit organisation. They found that 

knowledge sharing was facilitated through intrinsic motivation. Intrinsic motivation 

in the form of personal growth, autonomy and task achievement can support and 

promote a collaborative climate and encourage knowledge sharing (Kofman & Senge 

1993; Tampoe 1996). Intrinsic motivation can also promote employees’ commitment 

to organisational practices (Walsh 1995). Conversely, extrinsic motivation such as 

wages, bonus, training and employee benefit plans, promote knowledge sharing but 

only as an activity employee’s engage into satisfy their needs (Kankahalli et al., 

2005). Empirical evidence from Korea from Kim and Lee (2006) found that 

organisations promoting a performance-based pay system facilitated knowledge 

sharing. However, depending on the sector/industry too, an excessive use of extrinsic 

rewards may lead to the attraction of employees who are only satisfied by the 

financial benefits of their work (Osterloh & Frey 2000). Indeed, most of the literature 

argues against the use of extrinsic motivators alone but recommend their use along 

with intrinsic (Bock et al. 2005).  

 

Finally, there is a small body of research that challenges the role of rewards in 

facilitating knowledge sharing (Bock & Gulkim 2002). Rewards may trigger 
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competitiveness, which can then trigger employee frustration and impact negatively 

on knowledge sharing. Another explanation of why perhaps motivation and rewards 

are not critical in knowledge sharing relates to the perception of knowledge sharing. 

Knowledge sharing may be viewed as a voluntary action that can improve the 

competitiveness of businesses. Employees may view knowledge sharing as a normal 

business activity that does not need to be rewarded (Bock & Gulkim 2002). 

 

Based on the rationale of extrinsic and intrinsic motivation it could be argued that 

employees, in this research project, may engage in knowledge activities to acquire 

certain benefits (extrinsic motivation) or they might enjoy the process and the 

implications of their activity to their fellow team-members and/or the organisation 

they work for (Gagne & Deci 2005). Indeed, employees motivated intrinsically may 

also demonstrate voluntary behaviours to facilitate knowledge sharing because they 

would enjoy and benefit from the process of sharing knowledge as well as the 

outcome of their activity (completion of their work activities and collaboration). 

Similarly, extrinsically motivated employees may not demonstrate voluntary 

behaviours and only engage in work-related behaviours and activities to be rewarded 

either financially or with career progression opportunities.   

 

Recruitment 

Selecting and recruiting employees with attitudes oriented towards knowledge 

sharing or collaboration can support knowledge sharing (Rhodes et al. 2008; Santoro 

et al. 2006). An example of this line of thought is research from Cabrera et al (2006). 

They argued that one way of ensuring employees demonstrate knowledge sharing 

friendly attitudes is to assess them during selection stages. Similarly Currie and 

Kerrin (2003) argued that recruitment is important to support knowledge sharing 

because during recruitment stages it is important to identify individuals with a 

disposition to knowledge sharing and collaboration. Moreover, selection and 

recruitment of employees with decreased turnover or mobility dispositions are 

perceived as important to foster conditions like trust or organisational commitment; 

found to support knowledge sharing. Various assessment criteria and techniques are 

used nowadays to help key decision makers recruit people who are likely to engage 

in knowledge sharing because of intrinsic motivation which could suggest they are 

more than likely to demonstrate voluntary behaviours that might support knowledge 
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sharing. A frequently used tool is that of behavioural interviewing. (Organ et al 

2010). For example, Gatewood and Feild (1998) argued that interviews are very 

helpful to understand behavioural characteristics of potential employees such as 

‘personal relations, such as sociability and verbal fluency, and good citizenship’ (p. 

482). Exploring the role of recruitment in dynamic labour environments would be 

worthwhile to determine whether the use of such criteria and techniques can be 

applied due to the thinly-skilled and resourced environment of Darwin and if so how 

do they contribute to knowledge sharing. Moreover, it would be interesting to see 

how in such an unstable context, recruitment processes, criteria and techniques may 

be modified to identify individuals that could potentially be more adaptable. 

 

Organisational Socialisation
2
 

The organisational orientation of a new employee in the organisation has been called 

organisational socialisation (Helve & Bynner 2007). Organisational socialisation ‘is 

the process by which an individual acquires the social knowledge and skills 

necessary to assume an organisational role’ (Van Maanen & Schein 1979, p. 211). 

The process of organisational socialisation aims to ensure new employees understand 

their role and their responsibilities as well as the organisation’s expectations. 

Organisational socialisation has been perceived as a critical activity for the 

integration and function of new employees in new organisations (Saks & Ashforth 

1997; Schein 1985).  

 

Organisational socialisation is achieved through orientation or training programs 

(Cooper-Thomas & Anderson 2002; Yang 2004). The aim of both orientation and 

training programs is to familiarise new employees with the organisation, its structure 

and values. Similarly, training specifically aims to show employees the content of 

their work and their responsibility. From a knowledge sharing perspective, both 

orientation and training programs have a pivotal role. This is because they comprise 
                                                        

2 Organisational socialization is different to social interaction and social networks. 

Organisational socialisation involves the processes and activities a new employee is involved in 

when entering a new work environment. Social interactions concern interactions between 

employees that usually occur out of the work environment and may develop into social 

networks; various forms of relationships between employees that could be both professional 

and non-professional.  
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of the two critical activities responsible for employees’ integration to the business 

and the work requirements. Swart and Kinnie (2003) have offered empirical evidence 

of the beneficial role of organisational induction on the knowledge sharing processes 

between employees of a software business.  

 

Another reason why socialization may be critical to knowledge sharing is that new 

employees may be schooled in the norms of the organization and expectations of its 

members; some of which may promote or hinder knowledge sharing. Irrespective of 

the long or short term focus of businesses on knowledge sharing during the stages of 

orientation and training, this focus is communicated (Davenport et al., 1998). Finally, 

organisational socialisation through social interaction activities that might be offered 

as part of orienting new employees to departments with their peers, could also 

contribute to the creation of social networks. For example, employees may develop 

professional social networks with colleagues from other departments or peers in 

same departments may create personal social networks (e.g. friendship or trust). 

These networks, emerging from organisational socialisation processes, could also 

contribute to knowledge sharing. 

 

2.4 Labour Stability and Intra-organisational Knowledge Sharing 

The previous section of the literature review described the factors influencing 

knowledge sharing. It was argued that factors relating to the types of knowledge, the 

organisation’s structure, infrastructure and practices and individual employees can 

influence knowledge sharing. This part will now discuss the limitations of the 

literature discussed earlier. This discussion will help articulate the research problem 

guiding this research. 

 

2.4.1 Limitations of Previous Research: The Assumption of Labour Stability 

The common and implicit assumption in the previous literature is the idea that 

businesses operate in stable labour environments and, if they do not, they should try 

to stabilise them. Labour instability has been frequently referred to as influencing 

knowledge management practices both negatively and positively (Ensign 2009; 

Johannessen et al. 2001). It is assumed that when labour stability exists, employees 

collaborate with peers and the organisation for a sufficient length of time that enables 

the creation of the factors fostering knowledge sharing (MacNeil 2003). This focus 



Chapter 2: A review of the knowledge sharing literature 

 43  

on labour stability is exhibited in the knowledge management literature. For 

example, Rieges (2005) and Small and Sages (2005/2006) discussed knowledge 

sharing by implicitly assuming that knowledge sharing only took place in stable 

labour environments. In their work the issue of unstable labour contexts was only 

raised twice by citing the work of Ruggles (1998) and Shaw and Williams (2009) 

where it was argued that staff turnover was detrimental on knowledge sharing. The 

rest of this section will focus on highlighting the implicit assumption of labour 

stability in the literature that was reviewed in the previous section.  

 

Assumptions of labour stability are made in the literature concerned with the factors 

influencing knowledge sharing. The rationale is that because of the nature of work, 

the tenure of employees in businesses or the company’s practices, communication 

and interaction between employees through ICTs becomes frequent and consequently 

employees interact for a length of time that helps create a climate with factors 

enabling knowledge sharing (Zboralski 2009). Zboralski’s work (2009) is typical of 

this perspective. She studied knowledge sharing in communities of practice. 

Communities of practice (a work-related team of people with common interests who 

capitalise from each other learning through interactions (Lave and Wenger 19913) 

refer to communities of employees that tend to be characterised by labour stability as 

they voluntarily involve employees who share a common interest or purpose. She 

concluded that frequency of interaction created a communication climate between 

employees. This climate helped employees create trust, become cohesive and share 

knowledge.  However, even if employees participate in communities of practice they 

are not guaranteed to remain with the particular organisation to just participate in that 

community of practice. There is ample evidence showcasing how communities of 

practice are maintained through Information and Communication Technologies to 

support knowledge sharing between members asynchronously who are located in 

different places (Herrington et al., 2006). 
                                                        

3 Communities of practice are different to social interaction, social networks and organizational 

socialization because they are a form of a group or team of people that participate in this group 

because of their common interest in a topic that they wish to engage in more and in-depth 

conversation about. Social interaction and social networks could develop from communities of 

practice.  However, not organisational socialization because it involves the processes and 

activities a new employee is involved in when entering a new work environment. 
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Informal social interactions may require employee familiarity. This familiarity is 

often created from the sufficient time for employees to interact, which helps them 

become accustomed to each other. Indeed, Deery and Shaw (1997) provided 

evidence that the presence of turnover in the Australian hotel industry was linked to 

socialisation difficulties employees experienced because of the lack of time available 

to socialise. Based on this it could be argued that employees may not become 

familiar with each other and not engage in informal interactions. Similarly, 

organisational culture refers to an organisation’s social context constructed from the 

interaction between employees and the organisations, often found in stable labour 

environments (Yang 2007). Indeed, researchers have argued that unstable labour 

environments do not have the capacity to promote and foster an organisational 

culture that supports organisational practices because of the prevalence of labour 

instability (Iverson & Deery 1997; Ogbonna & Harris 2002). Empirical evidence to 

support this comes from Deery and Walsh (1997) who found that the prevalence of 

turnover in the Australian hotel industry (also confirmed by TTF 2006) promoted a 

turnover culture and consequently triggered more labour instability. Moreover, the 

organisational identification and organisational commitment literature seem to 

disregard the inevitability and reality of dynamic labour environments. Both lines of 

literature argue in favour of conditions such as trust to enable employees to identify 

with and commit to the organisation to be able demonstrate desired behaviours 

(Konovsky et al. 1994). Based on the aforementioned discussion it could be 

suggested that labour instability may also influence organisational socialisation as 

employees might not be with the company long enough to immerse into the 

organisations knowledge sharing orientation. 

Furthermore, literature argued that employees tend to perceive the knowledge they 

manage during their employment as unique and important (Inkpen and Beamish 

1997). For example in the case of Inkpen and Beamish (1997) who researched the 

reasons why joint ventures tend to be unstable in terms of their labour. They found 

that employees bargaining power increased with the knowledge they had access too 

and in turn used that knowledge to capitalise on it. It could be hypothesised that 

employees may develop similar perceptions should they be in an unstable labour 

environment.  This could help them realise the value of the knowledge they manage 

and the potential benefits they could reap from it. For example, negotiate their next 
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career move based on that knowledge and may even promote a similar culture to 

their fellow colleagues.  

 

Studying the social network literature closely, the relational school of thought argues 

that the nature of social networks, such as trust or friendships, can facilitate 

knowledge sharing (Ensign & Hebert 2009; Lee, Wong & Chang 2005). However, 

relationships such as trust or friendships tend to develop over time as a result of 

frequent communication and interaction (Inkpen & Tsang 2005). Similarly, the 

structural school of thought on social networks bases the idea of structural analysis of 

network properties on the presence of strong relationships and cohesive teams to 

facilitate knowledge sharing (Hansen 1999). Examples of such cohesive teams could 

be communities of practice4 that are collective entities with common goals and 

purposes (Von Krogh 2003; Zboralski 2009). These collective entities denote time 

availability to build these strong relationships, reach a collective understanding and 

work as a collective entity towards goals.  

 

The need for labour stability and availability of time were also stressed by Inkpen 

and Tsang (2005) who concluded that ‘personnel turnover affects intra-corporate 

knowledge sharing … maintaining a stable pool of personnel within a network can 

help individuals develop long-lasting interpersonal relationships’ (p. 156) that will 

enable knowledge sharing. In dynamic labour environments it is very challenging to 

develop long-lasting relationships because of the frequency of turnover. Therefore, 

based on Inkpen and Tsang (2005), knowledge sharing may be influenced. Hatala 

and Lutta (2009) used a case study to show how a social network approach to 

depicting relationships between employees would be useful to identify bottlenecks in 

the knowledge sharing process. They adopted a structural social network approach to 

                                                        

4 Communities of practice are a work-related team of people with common interests who capitalise 

from each other learning through interactions (Lave and Wenger 1991. Communities of practice are 

different to social interaction, social networks and organizational socialization because they are 

a form of a group or team of people that participate in this group because of their common 

interest in a topic that they wish to engage in more and in-depth conversation about. Social 

interaction and social networks could develop from communities of practice.  However, not 

organisational socialization because it involves the processes and activities a new employee is 

involved in when entering a new work environment. 
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argue and conclude that it is important to create social networks and analyse their 

structural properties to understand how knowledge can be fostered. In their opinion, 

the use of social networks would help businesses experiencing staff turnover identify 

and improve the disruption of connectivity between employees. Their suggestion is a 

valid and logical one but the authors seem to have discounted the existence or effect 

of dynamic labour environments. The presence of labour stability is evident through 

their stable research sample. Furthermore, the cross-sectional design of their study 

suggests that even if labour changes had been a prevalent contextual factor, the 

design of the study might have disguised the importance of the problem. In dynamic 

labour environments, the frequency of network and connectivity changes makes 

difficult and potentially inaccurate the monitoring and study of social networks. 

Frequent labour changes challenge the representativeness of networks and 

consequently may shadow the structural analysis of networks (Johannisson 1995; 

Borgatti et al., 2006). 

 

However, other literature on social networks and knowledge sharing recognising the 

existence of labour instability advises organisations to eradicate it; a common 

approach in the human resources and hospitality literature yet one proven unfeasible 

in dynamic labour environments. This is typical of Staple and Webster’s (2008) 

study on the effects of trust, task interdependence and ‘virtualness’ on knowledge 

sharing in virtual teams at different geographical contexts. They found that 

knowledge sharing positively impacted organisational effectiveness. However team 

imbalance or hybrid teams weakened the relationship between knowledge sharing 

and organisational effectiveness. Because of this finding the authors concluded that it 

is important to ensure teams are stable and if there is instability to eradicate it so that 

knowledge sharing processes and consequently organisational effectiveness are not 

affected.  

 

Overall, it can be inferred that research on the factors influencing knowledge sharing 

is based on the assumption that labour is stable and consequently employees have 

sufficient time to develop factors influencing knowledge sharing found in stable 

labour environments. In cases where labour instability is acknowledged the reaction 

is towards eradicating it because of its perceived detrimental role on knowledge 

sharing. Contemporary business environments, however, are far from having stable 
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labour (Auer & Cazes 2003). It would be more appropriate to say that contemporary 

businesses are and operate in dynamic labour environments (Adomi 2006). 

 

2.4.2 Knowledge Sharing in Dynamic Labour Environments 

The contemporary labour force generally has moved beyond individuals working for 

one organisation, collaborating with the same colleagues or even doing the same 

work for substantial lengths of time. Throughout their employment lifecycles, 

employees tend to seek employment in a number of businesses and consequently 

tend to collaborate with a number of peers (Bockerman 2004). In addition, there are 

increasingly blurred task boundaries suggesting that employees rarely conduct the 

same work for a length of time (van der Vegt et al., 2010). On the contrary, many 

businesses operate with cross-functional teams, giving employees the opportunity to 

build their skills and collaborate with numerous peers. For example, businesses 

engaging in high performance work systems promote cross-functionality to offer 

employees a more motivating and interesting job (Beltran-Martin et al., 2008). These 

characteristics suggest that contemporary businesses operate in dynamic labour 

environments because employees tend to move from one job to another, carry out 

multiple tasks and collaborate with a plethora of employees (Adomi 2006; Kassner & 

Eberhardt 1990).  

 

Dynamic labour environments in this research were tourism businesses experiencing 

frequent changes in the composition of teams of employees within departments and 

across the organisation. The term labour changes encapsulated the different reasons 

for change in the composition of a team. The hospitality industry is a typical example 

of a dynamic labour environment because a ‘critical source of change’ (Timo 2001, 

p. 126) stems from their human resources and in most cases can be perceived as an 

extreme case because labour changes tend to manifest more frequently and more 

extremely (Flyvbjerg 2006; Stake 1995). A number of reasons contribute to labour 

instability, including the way businesses are structured to deal with irregular and 

unpredictable demand, staff turnover, tourist destination popularity and the types of 

labour the industry attracts (Akrivos et al. 2007; Knox 2002; Kvist & Klefsjo 2006; 

Marhuenda et al. 2004; Zhang & Wu 2004; Zopiatis & Constanti 2007). For 

example, Vaugeois and Rollins (2007) provided evidence from a Canadian rural 

region undergoing economic transition and concluded that mobility in tourism is a 
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typical phenomenon for lifestyle and entrepreneurship reasons. Similarly McCabe 

and Savery (2007) studied the career patterns of service employees in Australia 

(including hospitality) and found that contemporary workforce engages in 

‘butterflying’ to pursue work opportunities and create a very dynamic and transient 

labourforce. Finally evidence from the Northern Territory concludes that the 

Territory, and Darwin in particular, experiences labour instability because of the 

increase of backpacker participation in the tourism and hospitality workforce 

(Mohsin 2003). 

 

Causes of labour instability in hospitality 

Increasing high rates of staff turnover have become a feature of most industries, 

particularly in developed nations (Cooper 2001; Saxenian 1994). The global causes 

include increasing labour mobility stimulated by high rates of post-secondary 

attainment and low rates of unemployment. Tourism is a typical example; turnover 

contributes to the industry’s labour and service volatility (Akrivos et al. 2007; Birdir 

2002; Hjalager & Andersen 2001; Marhuenda et al. 2004; Vaugeois & Rollins 2007; 

Zhang & Wu 2004; Zopiatis & Constanti 2007).  

 

Further to staff turnover, labour mobility causes labour instability. Tourist 

destinations like the Northern Territory experience high population turnover 

affecting all types of businesses (ABS 2006). The 2006 Labour Mobility Survey 

reported that nearly 40 per cent of all people employed in the accommodation sector 

stayed in their jobs for less than one year (ABS 2006). Labour instability is one of 

the Northern Territory’s key characteristics. For the last 30 years, the Northern 

Territory has experienced the highest rates of residential mobility compared to other 

Australian states and territories (Carson 2008; TTF 2006).  

 

Indeed, in remote and peripheral destinations like the Northern Territory, ‘obtaining 

and long term retaining of trained and experienced staff may be very difficult’ (Hohl 

& Tisdell 1995, p. 519). Examples demonstrating how labour mobility is becoming 

the norm in contemporary hospitality labour come from Robinson and Barron 

(2007), and McCabe and Savery (2007). Robinson and Barron (2007) studied the 

turnover of chefs in the hospitality industry and concluded that hospitality employees 

become mobile and pursue employment elsewhere because of the de-skilling 
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potential of technology in their work environment. McCabe and Savery (2007) 

investigated labour mobility of managers, from various hierarchical levels, in the 

convention and exhibition industry in Australia. They found that managers ‘flutter’ 

from business to business or department to department for career progression 

reasons, suggesting it might be viable to offer career progression opportunities to 

employees.  

 

In relation the consequences of labour instability, most of the hospitality literature 

suggests the need for labour stability or knowledge retention to ensure knowledge 

management practices are not affected (Macdonald 1998; Holland et al 2002). 

However, businesses are still trying to manage labour instability by retaining staff 

through personal development programs, financial rewards, training, and improved 

recruitment processes (Davies et al., 2001; Deery & Shaw 1997; Hjalager & 

Andersson 2001; Rowley & Purcell 2001; TTF 2008; Woods et al. 1998).  

 

In Australia, Deery and Shaw (1997) explored the concept of turnover culture from 

the perspective of the employees in Australian hotels, concluded that employees 

leave for career progression reasons or industry/job dissatisfaction. They suggested 

training and career progression opportunities as a way of retaining employees. 

Davies et al. (2001) explored the effect of appraisal; remuneration and training on 

reducing hotel turnover, and showed that only product related training reduced 

turnover. In 2006, the Tourism and Transport Forum (TTF) of Australia released a 

report on staff turnover in the hotel sector in Australia, concluding that the low 

specialisation of skills, the seasonality of the sector, and the limited opportunities for 

career progression drove employees to consider hotels as a stepping-stone when in 

need of a career break. The report argued that what is needed is a long-term strategic 

approach to structuring a labour supply strategy for the industry as a whole. Poulston 

(2008) examined common hospitality problems (for example, staff turnover) with the 

aim of identifying relationships between them and concluded that training can reduce 

staff turnover. Dickson and Huyton (2008) investigated the extent to which welfare 

and human resource management affects customer service in an Australian ski resort. 

They suggested that staff retention for seasonal employees could be ensured through 

company and regional factors (for example, living conditions, level of income, 

management skills and employment conditions).  
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Overall, the focus of this literature is primarily on retaining staff through personal 

development opportunities. However, this line of research has neglected the 

difficulty of retaining staff especially in specific destinations as well as the less value 

adding implications of retained and stored knowledge. Indeed this limitation warrants 

future research in the knowledge management practices of businesses operating in 

such dynamic labour environments (Hjalager & Anderson 2001).  

 

Interestingly, very little of the published hospitality literature reports the 

effectiveness of staff retention strategies. The limited reported success of staff 

retention strategies has made businesses look for other methods to manage staff 

turnover (Woods et al. 1998). Retaining staff knowledge has been a popular strategy 

representing advancement to minimising staff turnover through staff retention (Bonn 

& Forbringer 1992; Chapman & Lovell 2006; Hjalager & Andersen 2001; Rowley & 

Purcell 2001). Focus on retaining knowledge has evolved from researchers who 

argued that businesses wanting to remain competitive ought to differentiate, lock in 

customers and streamline processes through knowledge. As products, services and 

processes in a hospitality environment are standard yet volatile, knowledge can help 

businesses differentiate and become competitive. For example, services can become 

more personalised through their transformation to experiences and increase guest 

loyalty. Advocates of this view, such as Hjalager and Andersen (2001), suggested 

that, as staff cannot be retained, there is a ‘need for a better understanding … to 

create and maintain repositories of knowledge and competence, strategies that are 

possibly less dependent on the availability of human resources with tourism specific 

qualifications … it is what management can do to hold on to non trivial and 

enterprise specific knowledge’ (pp. 116 and 126). This line of work supports the 

research on the technological aspect of knowledge management, which argues that 

knowledge can be managed through ICTs such as software programs (Adamides & 

Karacapalidis 2006).  

 

However, knowledge retention strategies are problematic. For example, research 

suggests the detrimental effect towards a sole focus on managing tourism knowledge 

through ICTs. ICTs ignore the human, social and personalised aspect of tourism 

enterprises. Turning towards knowledge retention is an advancement considering the 

inevitability of staff retention, but to what extent can knowledge be effectively 
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retained? There is a significant amount of literature (Lundvall & Nielsen 2007; 

Peroune 2007; Scarbrough & Swan 2001) explaining how externalised and recorded 

knowledge is of lesser value compared to context and person-specific knowledge. 

This suggests that knowledge retention strategies, when there is awareness of the 

discounting effect of de-contextualising knowledge from its holders and from where 

it emerged, could act as a double-edged sword. Overall, it appears that there is no 

substantial literature on the effectiveness of such technological solutions, especially 

in Australian businesses because they have been considered slow adopters of 

knowledge management processes (Cooper 2006; Lundvall & Nielsen 2007; 

Scarbrough & Swan 2001).  

 

High mobility should also be considered a contextual factor that appears not to affect 

every destination. For example, Szulanski’s (1996) work on knowledge transfer in 

multinational companies from the banking, telecommunication and technological 

industries explained that staff turnover did not emerge as a contextual characteristic 

of his studies that could have the potential to influence the transfer of best practices 

(Gabriel Szulanski, personal communication 28 November 2009). Similarly, Lu et al. 

(2006) studied the role of greed, self-efficacy and organisational support on 

knowledge sharing in China with participants that were students and middle-level 

employees from high tech, insurance and biotechnology industries in Guangzhou, 

Shenzhen and Beijing.  

 

Even if staff turnover had been eradicated or tourist destinations were not 

experiencing high labour mobility, the volatile demand and labour intensive nature of 

hospitality would still create labour instability. Labour instability in hospitality has 

been attributed to unpredictable demand and the 24-hour operation of hotels that are 

responsible for the use of flexible labour strategies (FLS), shifts and cross-functional 

teams. Front office departments offer experiences involving the joint collaboration of 

numerous departments and therefore the creation of cross-functional teams. 

Similarly, in cases of low demand, a balance between labour supply and demand 

needs to be achieved thus leading to the short-term secondment of staff to other 

departments. Hospitality organisations have approached this need with the use of 

FLS. FLS include temporal, numerical and functional strategies (Atkinson 1984; 

Jolliffe & Farnsworth 2003; Lai & Baum 2005). FLS allow hospitality firms to 
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channel staff to busy departments or increase the number of staff at a given point in 

time.  

 

Research studying the consequences of FLS focused on the core-periphery paradox 

argument (Deery & Jago 2002; Deery & Walsh 1997). This line of work argued that 

the extensive use of FLS divide a business’ workforce into core and peripheral 

segments and consequently lead to the casualisation of today’s labour force. 

Increasing the casualisation of the workforce suggests increasing the possibility of 

having a rather short-term and mobile workforce (Burgess 1997). Interestingly, it 

could be hypothesised that the over-excessive use of FLS could operate against the 

staff retention strategies of businesses because it could promote a turnover culture 

(Deery & Walsh 1997). Especially in hospitality, businesses challenged by the need 

to match labour supply to demand, one could imagine how conflicting their staff 

retention strategies to deal with staff turnover would be. FLS create changes in teams 

and require the collaboration of employees who have never worked with or have 

worked infrequently with others. Although FLS do not involve the exit or entry of a 

person from the business, they still involve the exit of an employee from an existing 

team and their entry into a new team. For example functional and numerical 

flexibility focus on staffing teams to deal with irregular demand from a numerical 

perspective (shifting more employees to certain departments for a short period of 

time) and functionally (shifting people to certain departments because of their 

expertise) (Buultjens & Howard 2001). Therefore it could be argued that, to a lesser 

extent, the consequences of FLS on knowledge sharing could be similar to those of 

staff turnover or labour mobility. For example, FLS and the changes in teams suggest 

employees gain exposure in other departments, exchange knowledge with peers and 

build their own knowledge. Thus, FLS could be perceived as a good method for 

facilitating cross-departmental knowledge sharing.  

 

Another, ignored, aspect of FLS is that existing hotel employees are required to 

collaborate with peers they have never worked with or have worked with very little. 

However, the whole focus of this literature has only been on matching demand to 

labour supply and has assumed that employees can and will collaborate. Chalkiti and 

Carson (2009) argued that the dynamic labour nature of hospitality affects employee 

networks and affects both individual and group behaviour. For example, through the 



Chapter 2: A review of the knowledge sharing literature 

 53  

change of the composition of teams, employees might lose social relationships that 

allow them to share knowledge. In other respects employees might not be able to 

interact with certain peers for a length of time that allows them to build such 

relationships. It is suggested that the organisational flexibility literature should 

rethink whether the purpose is limited only to align labour supply to unstable 

demand. Finding a way to recover from relational disruptions in a timely fashion will 

not only help hospitality businesses become more adaptable and flexible to labour 

changes but will also ensure knowledge sharing is not affected (Chalkiti & Carson 

2009). This is also a major challenge for the airline industry, especially with the 

advent of low cost carriers (Lawton 2002). The pressures of cutting costs down while 

continuing to offer memorable service experiences have also led airlines to adopt 

flexible labour strategies (Yang et al., 2003). However heavily relying on flexible 

labour utilisation strategies have created similar problems to those experienced in 

hospitality. For example collaboration difficulties due to communication challenges 

within flight crews (Bowers et al., 1998). However the need for differentiation in 

service provision in the airline sector continues to dominate and similarly the use of 

flexible labour utilisation strategies continue (Hotlbrugge et al., 2006). 

 

The 24-hour operation of businesses requires different shifts to be used to ensure 

departments have appropriate labour supply. Shifts create similar changes as staff 

turnover and FLS because they involve the entry and exit of employees from the 

existing front office team. It can be inferred that even in cases of labour stability 

where staff turnover or labour mobility does not occur or when the use of FLS is 

limited, a careful examination of the operation of a front office team reveals that 

front office employees do not work with each other on a daily basis and if they do 

their length of interaction varies. Again, these variable lengths of interaction might 

influence knowledge sharing practices as employees do not interact or collaborate 

with each other for a sufficient length of time to allow them to develop those 

knowledge sharing conditions present in more stable labour environments.  

 

Labour instability in hospitality research 

Interestingly, hospitality literature has failed to address the reality of dynamic labour 

environments and identify ways to support knowledge sharing. International 

hospitality research recognises the prevalence of labour instability but does not seem 
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to engage in research that can help understand how businesses and employees can 

operate despite labour instability (Deery & Jago 2002; Iverson & Deery 2001). In 

this vein, state-of-the-art hospitality research continues to engage in research that 

could help minimise or eradicate labour instability through staff and/or knowledge 

retention strategies (Cho et al. 2004; Rodwell & Shadur 2000; Singh et al. 2007).  

 

There is research that recognises the prevalence of labour instability but appears to 

channel all efforts to understand and find ways to foster flexibility in human resource 

practices that will help align labour supply to unpredictable demand (Baum & 

Ingram 1988; D’Annunzio et al. 2000; Lucas & Deery 2004). It could be suggested 

that the international hospitality research falls short of recognising the inevitability of 

labour instability and accept it as a key characteristic of both the hospitality industry 

and certain tourist destinations. Should labour instability be accepted and considered 

a contextual characteristic, hospitality research could focus on understanding how 

critical business practices (for example, knowledge sharing) take place. Additionally, 

research could focus on employees’ competencies to support flexibility between 

employees and not only flexibility in applying multiple human resource practices to 

align labour supply to demand. Labour instability makes it critical to understand how 

hospitality employees are aligned with each other and within teams to be able to 

support critical business activities such as knowledge sharing.  

 

A closer examination of the limited empirical hospitality studies exclusively studying 

knowledge sharing paints a similar picture (Hallin & Marnburg 2008). There are at 

least eleven empirical studies investigating knowledge sharing in the tourism and 

hospitality industry at an intra-organisational level. Studies have been carried out by:  

 

1. Hu et al. (2009) who investigated hotel employees working for international 

hotel chain in Taiwan and represented various hierarchical levels; 

2. Yang and his colleagues between 2004 and 2009 who investigated hotel 

employees working for international hotel chains in Taiwan and represented a 

variety of hierarchical levels; 

3. Wu et al. (2007) who studied teams of employees in the hospitality and 

tourism industry of Taiwan; 
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4. Srivastava et al. (2006) who studied management teams in a chain of 

medium-sized hotels in the United States of America; 

5. Gupta (2008) who carried out a comparative analysis of knowledge sharing 

practices of executives between four sectors (including hospitality); 

6. Engstrom (2003) studied managers in the Norwegian hospitality industry  

 

These studies have focused on a) factors influencing knowledge sharing, b) the 

process of knowledge sharing and c) ways to respond to labour instability.  

 

The literature focusing on the factors influencing knowledge sharing has presented 

empirical data in favour of the role of trust (Gupta 2008; Wu et al., 2007), 

organisational culture (Hu et al., 2009; Yang 2007) and leadership/mentorship 

(Engstrom 2003; Srivastava et al., 2006) and the attitudes of employees (Yang 2009). 

Gupta (2008) carried out a comparative analysis of knowledge sharing in four sectors 

with hospitality being one of them. Labour instability was not mentioned and not 

associated to knowledge sharing. On the contrary, their implicit assumption of labour 

stability was confirmed from the study’s findings. These findings argued that trust 

that develops over time created a knowledge sharing climate. Wu et al. (2007) 

studied intra-organisational knowledge sharing in tour operator sales teams. In 

particular, they studied how trust and social interaction influenced the knowledge 

sharing of teams. They identified that affect-based trust significantly influenced 

knowledge sharing as opposed to social interaction opportunities. Hu et al. (2009) 

studied the role of team culture in facilitating knowledge sharing that in turn 

promoted service innovation. Their research argued that a strong team culture 

involving shared goals, cohesiveness, organisational support and cooperation enabled 

employees to share knowledge and promoting business innovation. Yang (2007) 

studied how organisational culture and leadership influenced knowledge sharing. The 

findings supported that both an organisational culture and leaders oriented to 

knowledge sharing positively influenced knowledge sharing. Srivastava et al. (2006) 

studied the role of empowering leadership on knowledge sharing efficacy and 

performance in US hotel properties by surveying management teams. Engstrom 

(2003) studied the role of mentorship on knowledge sharing among managers in the 

Norwegian hospitality industry. Finally, Yang (2009b) studied factors influencing 
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knowledge sharing. The study found that leadership and employee attitude to sharing 

facilitated knowledge sharing. 

 

The literature focusing on the process of knowledge sharing argued that knowledge 

sharing occurred informally through a conversational approach between employees. 

Yang (2004) studied the content and process of knowledge sharing in hotels. The 

study determined that knowledge sharing tended to be informal.  Yang (2009a) tested 

the role of demographic variables to determine how they influenced knowledge 

sharing, through which media knowledge is shared and what would facilitate 

knowledge sharing. The study found that knowledge is shared through conversation 

and that management tends to share operational knowledge. The demographic 

characteristics did not affect knowledge sharing. Major obstacles to knowledge 

sharing were lack of time allowed to share knowledge and lack of understanding of 

the knowledge shared.  

 

Finally, another emerging theme from the hospitality literature refers to ways to 

dealing with or managing labour instability through knowledge retention strategies 

and/or knowledge sharing strategies. Yang (2008) studied how employees process 

and utilise knowledge and how their attitudes to knowledge sharing can facilitate 

knowledge sharing. The study found that individual attitudes to sharing facilitated 

knowledge sharing and suggested management should encourage knowledge sharing 

behaviours.  Finally, Yang and Wan (2004) studied the possibility of knowledge 

retention. The study found retaining knowledge improves hotel performance.  

Interestingly, these hospitality studies echo the assumption of labour stability. This 

becomes evident should one study the research constructs and scales used in those 

studies, because the issue of labour instability that is so typical of hospitality contexts 

was ignored. Reasons why labour instability was excluded in those studies could 

relate to the research samples, the tourist destinations where these studies took place 

and finally the study designs used. 

 

A plausible reason why labour dynamism was excluded could be explained by the 

samples used. For example, 68 per cent of the sample used by Hu et al. (2009) had 

been employed for up to three years by the hotels. This could suggest that perhaps 

the issue of labour dynamism was not typical of the Taiwanese hospitality context 
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and therefore not included in the study. Compared to hospitality labour of other 

destinations, their sample was particularly stable. This allowed them to study the role 

of team culture in facilitating knowledge sharing and service innovation.  

 

Similarly, in Yang’s (2004; 2007; 2008; 2009) work, the majority of the sample had 

been with each hotel between one year and more than 20 years. This suggests that 

Yang’s sample was less mobile and more stable. The stability of Yang’s sample 

could also explain why, out of eight empirical studies, the issue of labour changes 

and their potential impact on knowledge sharing had not been addressed. Perhaps this 

occurred for two reasons. Firstly, the stability of Yang’s sample suggested labour 

changes were not that frequent to be considered a potential facilitator of knowledge 

sharing. Another reason could be that labour changes were perhaps implicitly 

perceived as not influencing knowledge sharing activities. The latter scenario is 

unlikely for two reasons. Firstly, in one of their studies, Yang et al. argued for the 

need to move beyond staff retention to knowledge retention strategies. This is the 

only study where labour changes have been referred to, suggesting their awareness of 

the issue of labour changes. Secondly, the factors influencing knowledge sharing 

studied have an underlying assumption that employees who have known and 

interacted with each other for a length of time tend to be found in labour stable 

contexts.  

 

Stable research samples could also explain the interesting findings from Wu et al 

(2007). Wu et al. (2007) found that, although affect-based trust enabled knowledge 

sharing, social interaction did not. This is interesting because the literature has 

referred to the importance of social interaction as the interaction opportunities for 

employees are increased. This creates more opportunities to build, for example, 

affect-based trust and knowledge sharing. The fact that this was not supported in Wu 

et al. (2007) could be explained by the fact that 50 per cent of the sample appeared to 

be stable as they had been with the certain team for more than six months. 

Unfortunately, the author does not clarify an employee’s tenure with the business. 

Further, in Srivastava et al.’s case, labour instability may not have been important to 

address as they studied managerial levels. Indeed, literature suggests that 

management levels have lower labour changes (TTF 2006). This explains the focus 

on employees shown in other studies Yang’s 2004; 2007; 2008; 2009). Moreover, 
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labour instability may not have been a destination characteristic. Still, their work 

confirms that hospitality and knowledge management literature denote labour 

instability and in cases of labour instability, related variables are controlled. This 

approach does not help businesses find ways to ensure knowledge sharing is not 

affected despite labour instability and confirms the assumption of the negative role of 

labour changes on knowledge sharing.  

 

Finally, in Engstrom’s (2003) study, labour changes and labour instability were not 

included in the discussion or the research context description. Plausible explanations 

could suggest it was ignored because it was not a contextual factor that could 

influence knowledge sharing. Another explanation could be attributed to the focus of 

their research. For example, the study examined the role of mentorship manifesting 

through trust relationships, which required sufficient length of interaction and 

consequently labour stability. 

 

Another explanation could relate to the research designs of these hospitality studies. 

Five of Yang’s studies were deductive in which quantitative instruments were used 

to test hypothesis or findings of other studies. The potential shortfall of such designs 

is that they do not allow researchers the flexibility to explore and potentially identify 

context-specific characteristics, which could influence their research. However, even 

when three of Yang’s studies used qualitative data collection techniques, which 

could allow the exploration of contextual issues to emerge, labour instability did not 

appear to have a central role. However, those studies empirically supported the need 

to develop and/or adopt knowledge retention strategies while found that knowledge 

sharing appeared to be an informal process. Although Yang’s finding that knowledge 

sharing appeared to be informal is central to this project, his suite of empirical 

studies do not appear to have articulated what this informal process involved other 

than saying that knowledge tended to be shared in the form of gossip. This could be 

attributed to their cross-sectional research design that might have not given Yang and 

his colleagues the opportunity to study this process in two or three different periods 

to understand what this informal process involved.  

 

However, despite the assumption in relation to labour stability, it is interesting to 

note that out of these, at least, eleven empirical studies, one (Yang 2008) highlights 
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the need to engage in a knowledge sharing strategy. Although the author did not 

explicitly relate this recommendation to the prevalence of labour instability, it is still 

important to refer to it as indeed it might be a useful and feasible strategy to support 

knowledge sharing in dynamic labour environments.  

 

2.5 Research Problem 

The lack of labour stability in the hospitality industry of the Northern Territory 

(Carson 2008; ABS 2006; TTF 2006) suggests the need for further empirical 

research to understand: How is knowledge shared in dynamic labour environments?  

This research will answer the aforementioned research problem by addressing three 

research questions: 

 

Research Question 1 Which factors influenced knowledge sharing in the 

dynamic labour context of the hospitality industry of the Northern Territory 

of Australia;  

Research Question 2 Which strategies businesses and/or employees used to 

compensate for the absence of knowledge sharing facilitators present in more 

stable labour environments and adapt to the differences of dynamic labour 

environments; and  

Research Question 3 Which factors facilitated or motivated these strategies. 

 

The preceding literature review suggested that stable labour environments appeared 

to foster knowledge sharing factors. This was also the case in the empirical 

hospitality studies presented earlier, as they considered environments that were much 

more stable than would normally be found in the Australian hospitality industry. 

Even when labour instability was mentioned in the empirical hospitality literature, 

hospitality researchers did not deal with it effectively. Similarly, research studying 

labour instability has overly focused on the negative implications of labour changes 

on the business’ knowledge management practices. However, it has neglected to pay 

equal attention to the positive knowledge management implications as well as 

employees knowledge management practices and not necessarily businesses 

(Johannessen et al. 2001). This explains why the literature perceives labour changes 

as a phenomenon that ought to be minimised or eradicated through retention 

strategies.  
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In Australia, and in particular in Darwin in the Northern Territory, labour instability 

is a key characteristic. For at least the last 30 years, the Northern Territory has 

experienced the highest rates of residential mobility compared to other Australian 

states and territories (Carson 2008). This high population turnover affects all types of 

businesses (ABS 2006). In hospitality, the Northern Territory experiences among the 

highest rates of labour turnover in Australia (TTF 2006). The 2006 Labour Mobility 

Survey reported that nearly 40 per cent of all people employed in the accommodation 

sector stayed in their jobs for less than one year (ABS 2006). Indeed, in remote and 

peripheral destinations like the Northern Territory, ‘obtaining and long term retaining 

of trained and experienced staff may be very difficult’ (Hohl & Tisdell 1995, p. 519). 

Therefore, the hospitality industry of the Northern Territory can be perceived as a 

case-location where labour changes manifest in more extreme forms than other 

destinations. In this environment it is important to understand how knowledge is 

shared and which factors contribute. 

 

Considering labour instability as a key characteristic of destinations and/or industries 

and the positive implications of labour changes, attempting to minimise or eradicate 

labour changes to ensure knowledge sharing is facilitated is central. On the contrary, 

it is critical to understand how knowledge is shared in dynamic labour environments. 

This research draws on the limitation of the knowledge sharing literature to address 

knowledge sharing in dynamic labour environments.  

 

2.6 Summary 

The intra-organisational knowledge sharing hospitality literature, suggested the 

importance of stable labour environments to foster the creation of factors influencing 

knowledge sharing. Labour stability is not typical in contemporary businesses. On 

the contrary, businesses are dynamic labour environments suggesting that the 

application of the intra-organisational knowledge sharing literature in such contexts 

may differ. This research aims to fill this research gap by using the case of 

hospitality, a dynamic labour environment, to understand how knowledge is shared. 

This project now turns to Chapter three, to discuss the methodology undertaken to 

study knowledge sharing in dynamic labour environments.  
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Chapter 3 – Research Methodology 

3.1 Introduction 

Research in the social sciences involves ‘…the systematic observation of social life 

for the purpose of finding and understanding patterns among what is observed’ 

(Babbie 1992, p. 2). In this project, the nature of the research problem and the 

research gap it set out to fill suggested the need for systematic observation to 

understand how knowledge sharing took place in a dynamic labour environment 

(Lucas & Deery 2004).  Exploration and understanding to illuminate the complexity 

of the research problem as opposed to quantifying or determining a cause and effect 

relationship between variables suggested the need for qualitative research. Indeed 

Denzin and Lincoln (2000) argued that ‘qualitative research involves an interpretive, 

naturalistic approach to the world’ (p. 3).  

 

Hospitality employees were studied in front office departments to illuminate the 

process and factors facilitating knowledge sharing in their dynamic labour context. 

This chapter describes the process undertaken and its suitability to study the research 

problem. The data collection techniques used and the data acquired are identified as 

well. The chapter concludes with the strategies in place to safeguard quality in the 

process and content of the research and the data analysis approach. 

 

3.2 Leading Paradigm 

Our approach to research is influenced by our worldview, our beliefs and principles. 

Differences in our beliefs, principles or worldviews allude to the concept of 

paradigm (Guba & Lincoln 1994). A paradigm is defined as ‘basic set of beliefs that 

guides action’ (Guba, 1990, p. 17). It is important for researchers to identify their 

paradigms as their beliefs or principles can influence their research. Moreover, 

positioning a research project within a paradigm and being knowledgeable of other 

paradigms helps the researcher set the project into context. 

 

The most commonly recognised paradigms are positivism, postpositivism, critical 

theory, interpretivism/constructivism, and participatory paradigm (Creswell 1994; 

Guba & Lincoln 1994; Heron & Reason 1997). The identification of a suitable 

paradigm is challenging as the boundaries between different paradigms may not be 

distinct. Moreover, some research projects may require the use of a combination of 
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paradigms. Nonetheless, the selection of suitable paradigms is ‘basic in the sense that 

they must be accepted simply on faith; there is no way to establish the ultimate 

truthfulness’ (Guba & Lincoln 1994, p. 107).  

 

Paradigms differ in the ideologies they portray and their applicability. Positivism and 

postpositivism have traditionally been used in science with a strong focus on 

quantitative data as a vehicle to objectivity (Neuman 2000). Critical theory is often 

related to conflict theory aiming to promote justice and equity (Lincoln & Guba 

2000). The participatory paradigm focuses on researcher’s participation and 

immersion in the research project (Heron & Reason 1907). Finally 

interpretivism/constructivism focuses on the theory of meaning and researchers 

attempt to gain a better understanding of the research subjects and subject matter.  

 

This research is positioned within the interpretivism/constructivism paradigm.  The 

chosen paradigm uses interpretation to understand a research problem through a 

process of construction to understand meanings embodied in the actions of social 

actors (Schwandt 1994). The ontological question of interpretivism/constructivism is 

driven by the construction of multiple realities that depend on individuals. 

Constructions are not critiqued as true or false but rather as less informed or more 

sophisticated. The researcher and the research object are connected to enable the 

findings to emerge through the process of investigation and their interaction. The aim 

is to explicate individual constructions through this interactive process of research to 

reach a consensus construction that appears to be more sophisticated than previous 

research (Guba & Lincoln 1994).  

 

The interpretivism/constructivism paradigm is appropriate for this research because 

its aim was to seek and gain an understanding of the processes employees engaged in 

to share knowledge sharing in a dynamic labour environment. By eliciting 

information on the individual processes, through time, the initial construction and 

further re-construction of individual’s perceptions or realities would allow the 

sophistication of the essentials of knowledge sharing in such a context. Indeed, an 

important criterion of progress in the chosen paradigm is time as the aim is to 

disclose, construct and reconstruct individual meanings until consensus is reached 

representing an informed and sophisticated interpretation and construction of the 
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subject matter. This also explains the length of data collection for this research (nine 

months). Through time, individual meanings become more articulated and 

sophisticated. This process of refining individual meanings into constructions leads 

to the understanding of the research problem in the particular context. 

 

Irrespective of the chosen paradigm, researchers make a number of assumptions. An 

important assumption with the interpretivism/constructivism paradigm is subjective 

nature of the interpretation which is ‘an essential element of understanding’ (Stake 

1995, p. 45). Individuals have their beliefs, their work and life experiences, which 

make them, see and perceive the world in various ways; through their worldviews, 

they contribute towards understanding. Therefore, it is important to acknowledge that 

the content of the data and the way interpretations are made are influenced by each 

person’s values and are subjective.   

 

3.3 Research Design and Method 

Using the interpretivism/constructivism paradigm to conduct research suggests the 

need to understand and become familiar with the social world of the problem at hand, 

alluding to the paradigms exploratory nature. Although research projects can explore, 

describe and/or explain, to answer the research question and objectives of this project 

as outlined in chapter one, an exploratory research design was adopted. Exploratory 

research was suitable because the project aimed to investigate a subject matter that 

had not been previously studied. Moreover, the complexity of this organisational 

phenomenon suggested the importance of the context in which it manifested 

(Mudrak, Van Wagenberg & Wubben 2005; Yin 1994). Indeed, it was important to 

gain: (a) an understanding of the processes and strategies employees engaged in to 

share knowledge and collaborate with their colleagues, and (b) the way(s) a dynamic 

labour environment influenced the aforementioned. An exploratory research design 

would facilitate the study of knowledge sharing in dynamic labour environments. 

 

The exploratory nature of the project suggested the use of a case study design as an 

appropriate strategy to explore the subject matter. Stake (1995) argued that case 

study research is ‘the study of the particularity and complexity of a single case, 

coming to understand its activity within important circumstances’ (Stake 1995, p. xi). 

I was interested in exploring, describing and understanding a context in which labour 
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changes were inevitable to study knowledge sharing between employees. The chosen 

design promoted an inductive approach to research and theory building by starting 

with data on a broad level and then through a process of revision and refinement the 

arrival to concepts, categories and potentially theory or future research hypotheses.  

 

A single and holistic (Yin 2003) case of a hotel chain in Darwin was chosen as an 

extreme or unique case as well as representing a case where labour instability 

manifested rather frequently. The context of the Northern Territory and the hotel 

sector make up a unique geographical and sector context where labour instability is a 

common and inevitable characteristic. Another reason why a single case was used 

was because of its purpose to understand through systematic data collection the 

factors influencing knowledge sharing and the influential role of the geographical 

context (Darwin) on employee’s collaboration with peers. 

 

Guba and Lincoln (1985) argued that qualitative methods involve ‘looking, listening, 

speaking, reading…’ (p. 199), suggesting that researchers adopting a case study 

approach and using qualitative data collection methods are more than likely to make 

use of ‘interviewing, observing, mining documents and records’ (p. 199). To acquire 

rich data, a collection of techniques were used: semi-structured interviews, 

participant observation, focus groups and field notes. The use of multiple data 

collection techniques offered a balance between different components that could 

emerge from the use of different techniques and formed a multi-faceted 

understanding of the subject matter. 

 

Case Study Recruitment 

The study of intra-organisational knowledge sharing in a labour unstable context 

required the identification and use of an environment perceived to be highly labour 

dynamic to ‘maximise what we can learn’ (Stake 1995, p.4). Purposeful sampling 

was used to identify a unique case with the potential to offer optimal understanding 

of the research problem in a frame of time, location and budget suitable for the 

execution of this research (Flyvbjerg 2006; Patton 1990). With purposeful sampling, 

information rich, unique, cases are selected to enable researchers to learn more about 

the research topic as they ‘often reveal more information because they activate more 

actors and more basic mechanisms in the situation studied’ (Flyvbjerg 2006, p. 229). 
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Indeed, identifying a geographical location and a sector where labour changes were 

inevitable required the conduct of research to identify a suitable research context. 

Therefore, to be able to study intra-organisational knowledge sharing in a unique 

context of labour dynamism a unique case was identified by using four tiers as 

criteria of assessing labour instability (chapter four discloses the findings of this 

investigation): place (Darwin), industry (hospitality industry), sector (hotels) and 

department (front office departments).   

 

The process of identifying a case study was initiated with a snowball sampling 

technique. During the period of January 2008 and April 2008, various steps were 

undertaken (a) to raise awareness of the nature of the study and its potential 

usefulness to the hospitality industry of the Northern Territory; and (b) to obtain 

suggestions or contact details of hotels that might be interested in participating. Key 

hospitality stakeholders were targeted to offer leads to potentially interested hotels 

(e.g. Department of Business, Economic and Regional Development department, 

Hoteliers Association of the Northern Territory and the Northern Territory Minister 

for Tourism). The Minister for Tourism for the Northern Territory government 

provided me the contact details of the Northern Territory regional managers 

(NTRMs) of two hotel chains. One NTRM managing three Darwin-based hotels of a 

hotel chain agreed to a meeting.  

 

Gaining Access  

During the initial discussion with the NTRM, the causes, consequences and strategies 

to manage labour changes were discussed. To ensure I had a good understanding of 

the hotel chain’s efforts towards labour changes, the NTRM toured me at the hotels 

back office. During the tour, I was shown the staff and company notice boards to 

understand the content of information displayed and how this information fitted in 

their strategic orientation towards labour changes. For example, some boards had 

notices encouraging employees to provide management with innovative ideas. Other 

examples included notices focusing on collaboration through the display of the hotel 

chains organisational values. The NTRM expressed interest and suggested a 

presentation to the senior leadership team to gauge their interest to participate. Mid 

June, I was provided with the opportunity to address the senior leadership team of all 

three Darwin-based hotels outlining this project and inviting them to participate. 
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Following on from the presentation, the senior leadership team provided comments 

in relation to the importance of the proposed research and the process involved. All 

comments were discussed with the NTRM and a Memorandum of Understanding 

was signed. After a period of three months, access had been negotiated.  

 

Recruiting Participants 

The number of hotels to study was determined by the need for a balance between 

financial resources, time and value-adding insight (Gummesson 1991). The hotel 

chain had an important presence in the Northern Territory with hotels in Darwin, 

Kakadu and Alice Springs. Single case studies could be carried out with several 

participants to allow the opportunity for cross-case comparisons (Patton 2002). 

Studying properties from all three destinations would be ideal but in reality, it was 

not feasible because of time and financial limitations.  

 

After discussions with the NTRM, it was decided to study the three Darwin-based 

hotels. Despite belonging to the same hotel chain and governed by the same 

corporate principles, the three hotels differed considerably. They were distinct from 

each other in terms of their star rating, their targeted market, and services offered. 

These characteristics suggested differences in each hotel’s culture and perhaps 

department and/or team culture. Therefore, this research studied a single case (one 

hotel chain) in multiple sites (three Darwin-based hotels) (Yin 1994). A single case 

study provided me the opportunity to engage in an in-depth investigation. Moreover, 

the use of multiple sites allowed studying this organisational phenomenon in three 

different contexts, governed by the same corporate principles and at the same 

location. 

 

Considering the difficulties of conducting such a study across a variety of 

departments, it was essential to determine how many and which departments to 

study. With regard to the number of departments, it was more realistic and feasible to 

focus on one department. Purposive sampling was employed to determine which 

department(s) to study (Patton 2002). The NTRM had expressed his interest in 

studying the front office departments because, from his experience, they were (a) the 

most critical departments of a hotel in terms of knowledge sharing; and (b) they were 

exposed to a high level of labour changes.  
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Front office departments operate on a 24-hour basis and carried out a variety of tasks 

and functions involving various interdependencies between departments. To address 

this, front office departments arrange their labour supply through a rotating shift 

work program. Further to the shift work program, front office departments generally 

experience the higher rates of staff turnover in hospitality businesses (TTF 2006). In 

addition, extant research on knowledge sharing in hospitality tends to focus on 

managerial levels with employees ignored to a large extent. This suggests employees 

represent an understudied research sample (Amad & Daghfous 2010; Walsh & Deery 

1999). Indeed, from the limited literature available, findings argued that knowledge 

sharing between employees appeared to be an informal and spontaneous process that 

manifested beyond managements awareness or control (Yang 1994). Such literature 

made the study of employees in front office departments in particular even more 

compelling. Therefore, front office departments had the potential of offering 

‘information rich’ insights and understandings about the research due to the high 

levels of labour instability they were exposed to (Patton 2002, p. 230).  

 

My onboarding took place in 28 July 2008. The term onboarding is part of the hotel 

chain’s language and indicates the initial induction of a new member to the hotel 

chain family. Formally, I was not a new member of the hotel chain family. However 

with the NTRM using the word that is commonly used when introducing new people 

to the hotel chain; it was a clear and direct indication towards the rest of the 

employees involved that I was treated as a new member being introduced into the 

hotel chain family. My onboarding included visits to all three hotels where the front 

office and room division managers gave me a tour of the hotel and introduced me to 

the front office team members. During these meetings, I provided the hotels with 

consent forms and invitations to participate to be distributed to the front office 

employees for their consideration. Two weeks later, the front office managers of all 

three hotels invited me to attend their monthly front office meeting to address any 

questions or concerns arising from the consent forms. This was an excellent 

opportunity to reiterate important aspects of the study such as the voluntary nature of 

participation and the confidentiality of information. Participants understood that their 

participation would have no disciplinary effects on their employment status or future 

with the hotel. A week later, all three the front office managers provided me with 

completed consent forms and the first schedule of interviews.  
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Considering the nature of the project, it would be unrealistic to think that the initial 

collection of participants would remain the same throughout the course of the study. 

On the contrary, the monthly total of participants varied for a number of reasons. 

Firstly, new employees were recruited and agreed to participate in the study. 

Secondly, irregular demand patterns suggested, there were occasions when 

participants did not have the time to participate. Although every effort was made to 

re-schedule interviews and ensure all participants were included, it was not always 

feasible. In addition, participants were advised of their voluntary participation, which 

allowed them to withdraw at any point in time. Throughout the course of the study, 

three participants chose to withdraw after a few months of interviewing. Throughout 

the nine months of data collection, 76 employees participated in the study. The only 

difference between the participants who remained in the sample for the entire study 

and new participants was that the influence from the places (Darwin) transient nature 

on their attitude and orientation towards labour instability was more detectable. 

Figure 3.1 illustrates the breakdown of existing, new and total participants by month 

of data collection.  

 

Figure 3.1: Breakdown of Existing and New Participants by Month of Data 

Collection 
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Further to the first month of data collection, each month, front office managers 

informed me of the number of new employees. This indicated the extent of labour 

changes before interviewing commenced. Front office managers, before scheduling 

new employees for an interview, would ask them whether they wished to participate. 

Throughout the course of the study, the majority of new employees participated in 

the study. However, some could argue that for new employees, participation may 

have not have been voluntary. To ensure employees made an informed decision to 

participate, when I met new employees, I would ask: ‘What do you know or what 

have you been told about this study?’ Such a broad question gave me the opportunity 

to determine how informed the employee was. The majority of the respondents were 

not aware of the project or what it entailed. Once a brief overview of the purpose and 

process of the research was given and providing they were satisfied with the 

information, a consent form would be offered to them. 

 

Ethical Considerations 

As research involving human participation contains potential risks for both the 

participant and the researcher, ethics approval was sought from the Human Research 

Ethics Committee of Charles Darwin University (ethics clearance number: H08063). 

Participation in data collection was voluntary. Employees interested in participating 

received a two-page consent form (Appendix 1).  

 

Participant confidentiality was upheld through the following steps: 

• Information was reported in a way that ensured the anonymity of participants. 

For example, when an interview excerpt was used, references to peers or the 

hotel chain by name where given a pseudonym. 

• Participants were de-identified with the use of numerical codes 

• Hotels were de-identified with the use of numerical codes 

• All data was stored in a secure environment limiting access to only my 

primary supervisor and myself. 
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3.4 Data Collection 

Exploring Knowledge Sharing 

Exploring knowledge sharing ‘is still such a new area that no definitive measure of it 

exists’ (Yin 2009, p. 66). Three approaches to Explore knowledge sharing have been 

used: 

1. Number counting where the volume or frequencies of online posts on forums 

are counted (Liebowitz 2002).  

2. Just asking; where researchers explore people’s perceptions (Zaraga & 

Bonache 2003).  

3. Taxonomy-based measurement where the sharing frequency of different 

types of knowledge is measured.  

 

All three approaches to exploring knowledge are problematic  

(Yin 2009). Number counting and taxonomy-based methods perceive knowledge as a 

product and ignore important processes such as the informal sharing of knowledge, 

which is something that the just asking approach considers (Huysman & de Wit 

2002). Indeed other forms of knowledge sharing such as those informal 

conversations occurring between employees are often ignored by the number 

counting approach. Furthermore it is difficult to correctly explore and determine how 

often employees share knowledge by the number of contributions to a knowledge 

base (Harvard 1997). Similarly, the taxonomy-based approach is problematic 

because of the lack of differentiation between knowledge and technology. Indeed to 

understand knowledge between individuals involve very different sets of questions as 

opposed to monitoring the exchange of knowledge between people via an 

information technology platform (Yi 2009). Difficulties also involve the application 

of these assessment approaches. For example, just asking tends to be used in research 

as opposed in businesses because it is difficult to apply the just-asking approach as 

an assessment tool in any performance management system of organisations. 

 

The just asking approach, as listed in point two, was used because of the exploratory 

nature of the research questions and the methods capability to support the qualitative 

inquiry of the research project. In this research, knowledge sharing was studied in 

relation to participant’s perception of how they collaborated with peers (Quinn 

2006). Collaboration in this project was defined as a process involving the exchange 
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of resources (e.g. knowledge) to enable employees fulfil their tasks and mutually 

contribute to the completion of a team’s or departments activities (Huxham 1996). 

Whilst rostered on the same shift, front office employees shared knowledge that 

helped them carry out their required tasks. It could be inferred that collaboration 

between front office employees involved intra-organisational knowledge sharing. In 

this vein the method of just asking was considered to be more appropriate.  

 

Finally, it is important to state that although the factors influencing knowledge 

sharing have been studied through quantitative measures, the purpose of this research 

project and the research questions suggested the importance to engage in qualitative 

research to explore and attempt to understand the social worlds of each employee. 

Although gaining quantitative data in relation to factors such as organisational 

commitment or job satisfaction would be useful, it was decided that the exploratory 

process through the just asking approach would yield richer data to help understand 

knowledge sharing in dynamic labour environments. It is also worth nothing that 

although factors such as the aforementioned have been studied quantitatively, there 

are also empirical studies that have produced data through qualitative methodologies. 

For example, in relation to job satisfaction, Upenieks (2002; 2003) and Hamermesh 

(2001) have studied job satisfaction in the nursing and human resources areas. 

Similarly, for organizational commitment Sturges and Guest (2001) and Bennetta 

(2000) have studied turnover intentions of graduates.  Moreover Van Riel (1997) and 

Brunetto and Farr-Wharton (2002) have studied organizational identification. Finally 

Hofsted et al (1980) and Fey and Denison (2003) have studied the concept of 

organizational culture qualitatively. 
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Methods  

Participant’s perceptions of how they collaborated with their colleagues were mainly 

collated through semi-structured interviews. Participant observation and focus groups 

were used to obtain contextual information, verify topics discussed with participants 

and to record the organisations approach towards knowledge sharing (Table 3.1).  

 

Table 3.1: Measurement of knowledge sharing 

Data 

Data Collection Techniques 

Semi-

structured 

interviews 

Observation 
Focus 

Groups 

Field 

Notes 

Secondary 

Data 

Types of Knowledge X   X    
Individual 
Attitudes to Knowledge 
Sharing 

X  X  X  X   

Power X  X  X  X   
Social Networks X   X  X   
Job Satisfaction X   X  X   
Organisational 
Commitment and 
Identification 

X   X  X   

Organisational structure, infrastructure and practices 
Information and 
Communication 
Technologies 

X   X  X  X  

Organisational Hierarchy 
and Management 

X  X  X  X  X  

Job Design X   X  X  X  
Organisational Culture X  X  X  X  X  
Motivation and Rewards X  X  X  X  X  
Recruitment X  X  X  X  X  
Organisational 
Socialisation 

X  X  X  X  X  

 

Pilot Study 

One of the key attributes of qualitative research and case studies in particular is that 

‘it is inconceivable that enough could be known ahead of time about the many 

multiple realities to design the research adequately’ (Lincoln & Guba 1985, p. 41). 

Parlett and Hamilton (1972) spoke of ‘progressive focusing’ to explain that the 

course of a study cannot always be determined in advance. On the contrary, through 

time, the researcher refines the research ‘to give more concentrated attention to the 

emerging issues’ (p. 148).  

 

Through progressive focusing, a customised research design was used following the 

content of collated data as opposed to only starting with and using the content of the 
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literature. One of the great benefits during the negotiation of access and the first 

month of data collection was my attendance at front office monthly meetings and 

conducting preliminary interviews with participants. Both activities allowed me to 

take into account new insights and further develop and refine my interviewing 

schedule. For example, the difficulty to collect social network data as well as the 

inferior role of quantitative social network data to this project was realised. Other 

examples included the important role the place (Darwin) played to this project and 

not highlighted as an important factor in the literature. This process was very critical 

because the exploratory nature of the research project did not allow me to commence 

the research with a pre-determined research design. Indeed, I was limited the 

preparation to ‘only as much design … believed is faithful to the context and will 

help to answer the questions about it’ (Erlandson et al. 1993, p. 73) which was then 

refined through progressive focusing. 

 

Interviews 

Semi-structured interviews were conducted on the last week of each month. Two 

weeks prior to each month’s data collection phase, a list of each hotel’s participants 

was sent to the front office managers to assign interview dates and times. Had I not 

heard from the front office managers, I would send a reminder a week before data 

collection. The interviews were scheduled at a convenient date and time to ensure the 

participants’ work was not inhibited. The participants were informed of the date and 

time of their interview through a monthly memorandum issued from their front office 

manager. Nearer the time, to ensure participants were aware of their upcoming 

interview, personal reminders were distributed to each hotel approximately four days 

prior to the interviews. Infrequently, there would be cases of interviewees who 

missed their interview slot and new interviews were re-scheduled. Figure 3.2 

illustrates the number of interviews conducted in relation to each month of data 

collection and participant’s organisational level. 
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Figure 3.2: Number of participants by month of data collection and 

organisational level. 

Number of participants by month of data collection and 
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The length of the interviews varied between participants depending on the content of 

the information, the detail in describing and discussing this information. Interviews 

ranged between 20 to 60 minutes. At the beginning of data collection, participants 

were less talkative and willing to disclose information. Three to four months into the 

project there were notable differences in their willingness to engage in conversation. 

This could be attributed to the systematic collection of data. Three or four months 

gave them the opportunity to familiarise themselves with the process of interviewing 

and, most importantly, were ‘convinced’ about the confidentiality clause. For me, 

time was advantageous as it enabled me to build a trusting relationship with the 

participants. Why would different levels of engagement matter? Although the 

interviews were semi-structured and I followed an interview protocol, at the 

beginning and at the end of the interviews I would always give the participant the 

opportunity to discuss anything they felt was relevant to the research. Usually, from 

the start of the interview, highly engaged participants would begin to give a detailed 

account of what had happened in the department since they last spoke to me. Of 

course, not everything was relevant to labour changes but this enabled me to 

immerse into the department’s activities and obtain contextual information. On many 

occasions, these participants would disclose important information with regard to 

employee relationships or labour changes to which other participants would not refer. 

In some cases, I could probe other participants without revealing the person who 

revealed the information and without referring to the situation directly. This strategy 
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had been successful on numerous occasions as it enabled me to record multiple 

perspectives of a common incident.  

 

The trusting relationship between the participants and myself also helped with the 

recruitment of new participants. Existing participants used to discuss the process of 

the project within the team and to new employees. This enabled the recruitment of 

new employees, as they knew from their colleagues what to expect and were re-

assured of the confidentiality clause too.  

 

The interviews were conducted in staff briefing or meeting rooms used by 

management and were located away from their respective work station. This offered 

participants an appropriate context to engage in the discussion without being 

distracted from their job activities. It also made them more comfortable as none of 

their colleagues or managers were present or at a close enough distance to make 

them feel uncomfortable and unwilling to disclose information. All interviews were 

recorded with a digital note taker. Despite the participants having consented to the 

interviews being recorded, I would also seek the participant’s permission to record 

the conversation. Interviews were transcribed verbatim, whereas the process of 

transcription changed throughout the course of the study. For example interview 

transcription process took place by hotel to enable me to identify any potential 

themes.  

 

The content of interviews was divided in three parts starting with non-research-

related questions such as ‘how are you’ or ‘how has life been since I last saw you’ in 

order to relax the participant and build rapport. The second part of the interview 

focused primarily on participant’s collaboration with their colleagues in relation to 

the different types of labour changes (e.g. shifts, staff turnover, intra and inter hotel 

movements and handover). These questions were broad such as ‘What do you think 

of working with people you have just met? Their aim was to allow participants scope 

to identify and discuss the factors they perceived as important for their collaboration 

with peers. Additionally, participants were asked about the hotel chains structure, 

infrastructure and practices (e.g. orientation, training, organisational values, 

employee satisfaction surveys) to ascertain how their role on knowledge sharing was 

perceived. For example, in relation to the hotel chains Information and 
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Communication Technologies, participants were asked to comment on the intranet 

(Merlin) and the property management system (Opera) and their influence on 

collaboration. Answers to these questions helped me design the following month’s 

interview questions around issues that originated from the participants and were 

pertinent to my research. Indeed, this process was critical to the research as through 

data collection and direct contact with the participants I was in a position to re-design 

and narrow my focus to emerging issues.  

 

The third and final part of interviews concluded by giving the opportunity to 

participants to discuss anything additional they felt was important about the study or 

whether they needed any clarification or updates on the progress of the study. After 

each interview, I provided the participant with short articles focusing on topics 

related to the project or material I had written. This was an effort to reward and thank 

them for their participation while raising their awareness of the importance and 

significance of the data they provided. In cases of new participants, I aimed to obtain 

background information about the participants (for example, hospitality experience, 

motivations to work in hospitality and life in the Northern Territory). In addition, 

participants would be asked to comment on topics I had discussed with existing 

participants during the previous months of data collection. I based my decision to 

adopt this questioning strategy with new participants to monitor their perception 

from the inception of their employment.  

 

Participant observation 

Participant observation was another strategy used to provide information and help 

answer the research question. Participant observation took place monthly during (a) 

each hotel’s front office monthly meeting, (b) the hotel chain’s senior leadership 

meeting, and (c) training sessions hosted by the hotel chain’s talent management 

team. During participant observation I positioned myself at one side of the room to 

ensure a) I was not part of the team and discussion group to really allow the 

participants to engage in their usual conversation, b) but also to be able to view all 

participants and look for those social cues that might offer more insights in relation 

to the project. 
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Attending monthly front office meetings, allowed me to take notes about the content 

of the discussion, the seating arrangement, the interaction between employees and 

any other contextual information deemed relevant or important at the time (for 

example, eye contact between peers). On numerous occasions, contextual 

information of this kind enabled me to probe participants during interviews on topics 

related to their collaboration with their teammates, the influence of hotel chain 

policies on their daily work activities and finally those meetings gave an overall 

summary of the frequency of labour instability in the department as managers gave 

an overview of the number of people who left and the expected new employee 

arrivals. All this information was crucial to the project, especially the information on 

labour intensity. Similar procedures were followed for the monthly senior leadership 

meetings. These meetings varied from the front office monthly meetings in both their 

composition and discussion. Leaders (senior managers) from all three properties 

attended (for example, front office manager and accounts manager). Of interest to 

my research was the input from the human resources department on topics pertaining 

to labour changes, recruitment and training. It was important to understand how 

senior management perceived these issues to be able to compare those perceptions 

and orientations to those of the front office participants. Although the focus of my 

research was always on labour changes, other topics such as the financial, marketing, 

sales and operational information helped me understand the context these hotels 

operated in and the potential implications on knowledge sharing.  

 

Focus Groups 

During the course of data collection, I organised and carried out two focus groups. 

The intention of both focus groups was to update participants on the progress of the 

study, validate data and manage queries. Focus groups were held at the central 

offices of the hotel chain in Darwin. The date and time was jointly decided between 

the front office managers and myself. Once the arrangements were finalised, the 

front office managers informed the participants via department memorandums. Prior 

to the commencement of the focus group, participants were advised that the 

presentation and discussion would be recorded with a digital notetaker and that any 

comments they provided would be used as primary data. Each focus group ranged 

from an hour or to just over an hour and the discussion was facilitated with a 

PowerPoint presentation. Out of seventy-six participants, a total of twenty-one 
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participants attended the focus groups. The participation rate was low because 

of the work obligations of some participants. Both presentations commented on 

the research progress, the major findings, current methods, future work and stimulate 

great discussions among attendees. Participants who had participated in the 

interviews attended (not all due to work obligations). Prior to the commencement of 

the focus group, participants were advised that the presentation and discussion would 

be recorded with a digital note taker and that any comments they provided would be 

used as primary data. Each focus group ranged from an hour or to just over an hour.  

 

Field Notes 

Field notes are a record of observation (Merriam 1988; Van Maanen 1988). 

Throughout data collection, I made notes of observations or informal conversations I 

had whilst in the hotels. A research journal was also maintained to record ideas, 

thoughts, assumptions, and suggestions to improve the process of data collection, 

feelings that would later enable me to describe the context of the study as well as to 

guide me through the analysis of data. Every effort was made to update field notes 

diligently throughout the eight months of data collection.  

 

Reporting Information to Stakeholders 

Reporting information to the management team of the hotel chain and the 

participants has been central. On a monthly basis, I reported the key findings of data 

collection in a one-page format. The one-page report would be sent usually two or 

three days after data collection and informed senior management of the duration of 

data collection, the number of participants broken down by hotel, the content of the 

questions with key findings and ended with methodological observations (Appendix 

2). Customised information by either hotel or participant was never requested. 

Rarely, participants would request an update on progress and key findings. In such 

cases, I would verbally disclose the information that had been reported in the one-

page report to the management team. 

 

Duration of Data Collection 

A cross-sectional collection of data would have been insufficient for this project. It 

would only give a snapshot of the subject matter.  It would have not allowed me to 

study the research problem in its context for a period of time. Thus would have not 
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helped me understand knowledge sharing in dynamic labour environments and the 

conditions under which or factors influencing knowledge sharing in dynamic labour 

environments. Data collection for this study took nine months. This research may not 

qualify as a longitudinal study as such. However, a clear definition of longitudinal 

studies is not available (Saldana 2003). Saldana (2003) argued that longitudinal 

studies are studies carried out over a ‘lonnnnnnnng time’ (p. 2). Nine months is 

hardly a ‘lonnnnnnnng time’ but during this time, I observed and recorded changes in 

participants’ responses which are not offered with cross-sectional research designs. 

Therefore, this project lies somewhere between a cross-sectional and a longitudinal 

study.  

 

Concluding Data Collection 

Due to data saturation and participant fatigue, data collection ended in April 2009. 

Two months earlier, participants provided responses that did not differentiate from 

previous months which suggested data saturation. Data saturation manifested through 

participant using phrases such as ‘as we have discussed in the past’ or ‘as I have told 

you before’ to answer my questions. Similarly, participant fatigue showed by 

becoming disinterested and pressures of the work environment. For example, to 

arrange the monthly interviews, I would e-mail all three front office managers ten to 

twelve days prior to data collection. Despite the good cooperation with the front 

office managers, only two of them seemed to show an interest in the purpose and 

scope of the study. This explained why some managers were found to be more 

accommodating with the monthly interviews and the unpredictable length of each 

interview than others. For example, once a participant was scheduled for only a five-

minute interview because of work obligations. Although understandable, and 

ensuring that interviews did not interfere with the participants’ work obligations had 

been my focus, five minutes were insufficient for a semi-structured interview. 

Moving on to April and the peak of the Northern Territory hospitality season, such 

instances became even more frequent. 

  

The process of concluding data collection took place in April 2009 and involved a 

number of steps that aimed to: (a) inform participants of the end of the research; (b) 

thank and reward participants for their time and effort; (c) demonstrate to 

participants the value of their contribution; (d) communicate to senior management 
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and the NTRM of the progress of the research; and (e) sustain a satisfactory 

relationship with the hotel chain for future research collaboration.  

 

Research Quality 

Robust and credible research needs to have evidence of trustworthiness if the 

findings are to be accepted in the academic community (Lincoln & Guba 1985). 

Trustworthiness in case studies is established through the criteria of credibility, 

transferability, dependability and confirmability (Erlandson et al. 1993; Guba & 

Lincoln 1989).  Furthermore, Yin (2003) research quality criteria (construct validity, 

internal validity and external validity) were used as essential to safeguard quality in 

case study research. 

 

Credibility 

To establish the study’s credibility are triangulation, peer debriefing and member 

checking were used (Erlandson et al. 1993). The focus of data source triangulation is 

to determine whether ‘the phenomenon or case remains the same at other times; in 

other spaces or as persons interact differently’ (Stake 1995, p. 112). For this research, 

data source triangulation, methodological triangulation and content triangulation 

were adopted (Stake 1995). Triangulation was achieved over time. This research was 

conducted during a nine-month period with monthly data collection to enable me to 

study the research problem frequently. Such an approach helped study events, which 

through time evolved in several of ways. For example, contradicting findings from 

the previous month or altering substantially my original assertions. This enabled me 

to monitor changes and provided me with the opportunity to study the life cycle of 

events that enhanced my understanding of the research problem.  

 

Triangulation at the level of the participant data was also achieved. To ensure each 

front office department was studied in both breadth and depth, all employees from all 

organisational levels were targeted. Front office departments consisted of five 

hierarchical levels, namely: guest service agents, duty managers, assistant front 

office manager, front office manager and room’s division manager. Participants 

represented all hierarchical levels thus allowing me to study the issue of knowledge 

sharing in dynamic labour environments from a variety of perspectives. This allowed 

me to build both a formal and an informal picture about the effects of labour changes 
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on knowledge sharing and ways to overcome them. Indeed, this is a ‘corrective to the 

one sided emphasis on employer initiatives which tends to be a hallmark of the 

human resource management literature’ in the hospitality industry (Walsh & Deery 

1997, p. 3). 

 

Bias stemming from participants reporting on themselves or their actions is a reality 

in organisational research but it does not necessarily mean that the quality of the data 

is questionable (Donaldson & Grant-Vallone 2002; Sacket & Larson 1990). In this 

case, to minimise the possibility of self-report bias when asking participants to 

comment on their approach to knowledge sharing in dynamic labour environments, 

the participants were required to give their perspective but also comment on their 

peer’s approaches. This gave me the opportunity to validate a participant’s 

perspective with responses from their peers. This small variation in the research 

design enabled me to control the possibility of common method and self-report bias, 

as sometimes data from the same source could inflate or deflate the relationship 

between variables (Podsakoff et al. 2003). 

 

With methodological triangulation, a variety of methods helped me explore, 

understand and explain the research problem. Using a suite of data collection 

techniques such as interviews, observation, document analysis and focus groups 

helped me study events from multiple angles. This multiplicity in data collection 

angles gave me the opportunity to be more confident with my assertions.  

 

Furthermore, to ensure the validity and consistency of the results, a threefold 

approach to questioning during data collection was adopted. Firstly, I enquired about 

the causes, consequences and management strategies for labour changes. Secondly, 

to determine the conditions fostering knowledge sharing in dynamic labour 

environments, participants were asked to comment on their knowledge sharing 

approaches. Thirdly, questions focused on the notion of collaboration and the factors 

facilitating collaboration in dynamic labour environments.  

 

The purpose of peer debriefing is to present aspects of the research to a wider 

audience to benefit from their constructive criticism (Erlandson et al. 1993). Peer 

debriefing occurred frequently and at various levels, through meetings with my 
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supervisor, or conversations with other colleagues from the University. I also 

participated in the School for Social and Policy Research (Charles Darwin 

University) seminar series several times as well as engaged in critical discussions 

throughout my candidature to present aspects and findings of my work. Finally, peer 

debriefing was achieved through presentations at conferences, publications in 

journals and edited book volumes published during my PhD candidature. 

 

Finally, member checking is usually achieved by giving the participants 

interpretations of the data they have provided to respond and comment on the content 

(Erlandson et al. 1993). Member checking was achieved through quarterly focus 

groups where participants were asked if the collective meaning I presented to them 

was plausible. Focus groups proved to be pivotal to my understanding of the research 

problem. It was the only opportunity I had to discuss the progress of the research and 

my interpretation of the data with the rest of the participants during an interactive 

presentation. The interactive process of focus groups helped me ensure that my 

understanding and interpretation of the data represented the participants’ views.  

 

Transferability 

The notion of transferability highlights the need for research to make sense to those 

outside the research setting. Transferability was achieved through ‘thick description’ 

(Stake 1995, p. 39) providing a detailed account of the research embedded in a 

specific context. Thick descriptions allow the reader to infer their own conclusions 

based on their experience or worldview. It allows them to arrive at their personal 

naturalistic generalisations (Stake 1995). Transferability was also achieved through 

the strategic selection of the cases. The hotels studied represented four and five star 

hotels part of an international hotel chain. This makes the research transferable to 

other research contexts and similar hotel chains.  

 

Dependability and Confirmability 

Both criteria are met by providing a detailed account of the investigation so that in 

the case of an audit or the application of the investigation by another researcher, 

similar findings can emerge. Throughout this chapter, I have given a detailed account 

of the conduct of the undertaken research process. Authenticity of the data can be 

verified by examining the audio files and transcripts of interviews, my field notes or 
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audio files of my observations, and e-mail communication with the NTRM and three 

front office managers.  

 

Construct Validity 

To establish the correct operational measures for the concepts studied, recent 

literature reviews (Riege 2005; Wang and Noe 2010) on the factors influencing 

knowledge sharing were used as well as a recent review of the measurement of 

knowledge sharing (Yi, 2009). 

 

Internal Validity 

Internal validity was measured by basing the literature review on reviews of the 

factors influencing knowledge sharing (Riege 2005; Wang and Noe 2010). 

 

Interpretive or External Validity 

In terms of interpretive or external validity, this project may be used to provide 

insights to the hotel sector and front office departments of other geographical 

contexts and contexts where labour instability is prevalent. Having said that, it is 

important to exercise caution when generalising these findings as variations might 

occur in other places and/or sectors. 

 

3.5 Data Analysis 

Analysis is ‘a process of examining something in order to find out what it is and how 

it works’ (Corbin & Strauss 2008, p. 46). Analysis entails studying the data very 

closely, breaking it apart into various components and attempting to derive meaning 

and understanding. This process is ‘both an art and science’ (Patton, 1990 cited in 

Corbin and Strauss, 2008, p. 47). The science aspect requires the data to be 

embedded to theoretical concepts whereas the aspect of art highlights the creative 

process of research. The need for a balance of art and science during this process is 

best encapsulated as ‘the analytic process, like any thinking process, should be 

relaxed, flexible, and driven by insight gained through interaction with data rather 

than being overly structured and based only on procedures’ (Corbin & Strauss 2008, 

p. 12). 
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Data Analysis Tools 

QSR NVivo (NVivo 8), a software program for qualitative data analysis, was used to 

analyse the data. Interview transcripts, field notes, observation and focus group data 

were transferred to NVivo 8. The purpose of using NVivo was to offer an effective 

and efficient way of managing and handling the data.  

 

Unit of Analysis 

This research aimed to identify how employees collaborate and share knowledge 

irrespective of working in a dynamic labour environment. Using individual 

employees as the unit of analysis appeared suitable for the purpose of the research. 

Each participant’s transcript was reviewed individually and emergent themes were 

recorded.  

 

Data Analysis Process 

Data analysis took place between April and August 2009 and was divided into phases 

involving descriptive, topic and analytical coding. The data was reviewed in a variety 

of ways such as looking at the individual responses and group responses and how 

they developed over time or looking at the three hotels separately. Throughout this 

process, coding was used to group responses in themes. At this stage free node 

coding took place as it was important to identify individual themes. The emerging 

themes helped me explore, describe and understand the research problem in the 

context of study and make assertions of the reality of the research problem. While re-

familiarising with the data, topical coding was carried out to understand the data. In 

the second phase, the interview transcripts were explored to carry out both 

descriptive and topical analysis. The descriptive coding enabled me to create a 

number of descriptive attributes and assign them to each participant. Ten attributes 

were created, namely: age, gender, nationality, place of origin, education, tenure in 

Darwin, tenure with the hotel chain, hotel of employment, employment position, and 

employment shift.  

 

Furthermore, by reading the transcripts, I identified and categorised the data 

thematically. This process enabled me to move the data forward from the interview 

transcripts to discussion themes that acted as the framework to work on for the 

second phase of data analysis. By the end of this phase, 34 categories were created 
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(Appendix 3). During the fourth phase, both topical and analytical coding took place. 

While reading the content of the previously created themes I tried to be more critical 

in my approach to understand the importance of the information. While reading the 

content I actively engaged in a series of questions in relation to my project: what is it 

trying to communicate to me? Under which conditions did I come across this data? 

What would its potential implications be? This questioning process helped revise 

existing categories and start developing an understanding of the importance of this 

information. In addition, I explored the data to identify any potential in vivo codes. 

This was important because the data had been structured based on the research 

question, which may had limited my scope to detect other themes, or categories that 

could have an explanatory role to the research. This process involved tree node 

coding where all free nodes where placed together in a tree diagram depicting the 

relationship between the data. Although the relationships function of NVivo was not 

used, figure X in section 3.6 presents a summarised tree diagram with the different 

categories of data and the relationship to the main research problem of the thesis; that 

of sharing knowledge in dynamic labour environments. 

 

The last phase was concerned with analytical coding. The aim was to ‘get up off the 

data’ (Richards 2005, p. 72) by being inquisitive and actively questioning the data to 

understand the consequences of labour changes, the ways employees responded, the 

conditions under which these actions or strategies are found or fostered, the factors 

facilitating these strategies and their consequences. This process was important to 

monitor for any changes in the responses to the research question. Considering the 

availability of eight data sets, this activity was critical to explore how the 

consequences of labour changes manifested, after how long, which factors mediated 

the emergence of these consequences, consistency, or the absence of, in the ways 

employees responded to these consequences, and the factors influencing these 

responses. Finally, all the created themes were grouped accordingly to understand 

how the themes relate to each other and how can they be used to understand how 

knowledge was shared in dynamic labour environments (Appendix 3). 

 

Finally, it is important to state that missing data was not a concern for this research 

project because of its qualitative nature exploring the perceptions of participants and 

not quantifying data. 
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Presentation of Results 

My aim was to ‘persuade, convince and illustrate with words’ my findings to enable 

readers to arrive to create vicarious experiences and arrive to their own naturalistic 

generalisations (Richards 2005, p. 187; Stake 1995). To allow the emergence of 

naturalistic generalisations, the results were presented separately to the discussion 

(chapter five presents the results and chapter six presents the discussion). Embedded 

quotations drawn from the interviews were used in this thesis to summarise what had 

been discussed and display a point to the reader (Richards 1990, cited in Creswell 

1994, p. 171). The quotes were excerpts from individual’s interview transcripts.  

 

3.6 Summary 

This chapter identified the leading paradigm guiding this research and described the 

process undertaken to collect data to address the research question. This qualitative 

research project is positioned in the interpretivist/constructivism paradigm and used 

an exploratory research design to understand how knowledge is shared in dynamic 

labour environments. Three Darwin-based hotels were used as a case study and a 

variety of data collection techniques were employed to draw out the perceptions of 

employees. Nine months of data collection provided ample data that lead to the 

emergence of a number of themes pertaining to the subject matter (Figure 3.3; 

Appendix 4). Before describing the results of this research, the next chapter 

introduces and describes the context in which this research took place.  

 

Figure 3.3: Relationship between data 
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Chapter 4 – Research Context 

4.1 Introduction 

The chapter unravels by providing a brief introduction of Darwin and its hospitality 

industry. Gaining this insight will help the reader geographically locate the 

destination, profile the hotel chain, the front office departments and the front office 

employees who voluntarily agreed to participate in this research. Furthermore, the 

chapter concludes by discussing the prevalence of labour instability. This discussion 

alludes to the characterisation of the context as a dynamic labour environment and 

consequently a suitable research context to study knowledge sharing. This chapter 

draws on primary data (interviews) and secondary data (hotel chain secondary 

information e.g. rosters and secondary data to describe the place (Darwin).  

 

4.2 The Research Context 

The Northern Territory, Darwin and its Hospitality Industry 

The Northern Territory, Darwin, is geographically located in northern Australia 

(Figure 4.1). Darwin is a multicultural city comprising of many ethnic groups: 

Australian, English, Irish, Scottish, Chinese, Greek and Italian (ABS 2008). Darwin 

experiences the fastest growth compared to other Australian cities (annual growth 

rate 2.6 per cent) (ABS 2006). The city of Darwin has a young population (average 

age of 32 years of age) due to the military presence (ABS 2006). Darwin has many 

beaches (e.g. Casuarina and Mindil beach). Swimming during the months of October 

to May is not recommended due to the prevalence of poisonous box jellyfish and 

saltwater crocodiles. Fishing is one of the main recreational activities of Darwin 

locals and visitors. Mining and tourism are the largest economic sectors of Darwin. 
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Figure 4.1: Australia’s Northern Territory 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Created by D. Lamb 2010 

The Northern Territory has been described as a nature and Indigenous culture-based 

destination. Nature, the Aboriginal culture world heritage listed sights (Uluru and 

Kakadu National Park) attract the majority of tourism in the NT (Pforr 2010). The 

Northern Territory’s destination management organisation (Tourism NT) promotes 

the Northern Territory as an experience seeking destinations. In Darwin, tourism is a 

strong private sector employer with almost seven per cent of the labour force 

engaged in accommodation and food and beverage businesses (Tourism NT 2008). A 

combination of small- and medium-sized hospitality enterprises under independent or 

international conglomerate management, operate seasonally and offer guest 

experiences (Tremblay 2005). The Northern Territory attracts a variety of visitors. 

For example, it has strong business, visiting friends and relatives markets and special 

interest groups such as fishing or bird watching markets (Carson 2008; Tourism 

Research Australia 2009). Statistics show that during the period of 2006-2008, 

Darwin received approximately 72,000 visitors annually with an average length of 

stay of seven nights (Tourism NT 2009).  

 

For at least the last 30 years, the Northern Territory has experienced the highest rates 

of residential mobility compared to other Australian states and territories (Carson 
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2008). This high population turnover affects all types of businesses (ABS 2006). In 

hospitality, the Northern Territory experiences among the highest rates of labour 

turnover in Australia (TTF 2006). The 2006 Labour Mobility Survey reported that 

nearly 40 per cent of all people employed in the accommodation sector stayed in 

their jobs for less than one year (ABS 2006). Indeed, in remote and peripheral 

destinations like the Northern Territory, ‘obtaining and long term retaining of trained 

and experienced staff may be very difficult’ (Hohl & Tisdell 1995, p. 519). 

Therefore, the hospitality industry of the Northern Territory can be perceived as a 

case-location where labour changes manifest in more extreme forms than other 

destinations. 

 

The Hotel Chain and the Hotels 

The hotel chain has properties throughout the Northern Territory: Darwin, Kakadu 

and Alice Springs. For this research, Darwin-based hotels located in the central 

business district of Darwin agreed to participate. Despite being located in close 

proximity from each other, all three hotels targeted different tourist segments, 

differed in their star rating, brand, guest and number of employees. The size of the 

hotels ranged from 76 to 101 employees and 183 to 235 rooms. Their respective 

business was generated by airline crews, corporate and local businesses, corporate 

meetings, leisure, wholesale and oil and gas businesses (Figure 4.2). The hotels were 

organised in a departmental structure (e.g. front office, food and beverage). There 

were four main departments in each hotel: food and beverage, maintenance, rooms 

division and front office. This study’s focus was on front office departments. Front 

office departments were made up of various hierarchical levels: guest service 

agents/porters; duty managers; assistant front office managers; front office managers; 

room division managers.   
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Figure 4.2: Size of Darwin-based Hotels based on number of employees and 

rooms 
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The Participants 

Seventy-six employees participated in this research (Table 4.1).  

Table 4.1 Participant’s Profile 

 Total (n = 76) Total (%) 

Age (years)   
18-25 46 60.53% 
26-30 15 19.74% 
31-35 11 14.47% 
36-40 1 1.32% 
41-50 3 3.95% 

Total 76 100% 

Gender   
Female 54 71.05% 
Male 22 28.95% 

Total 76 100% 

Type of employment contract   
Full time 43 56.58% 
Casual 14 18.42% 
Short-term contracts  19 25% 

Total 76 100% 

Employment position   
General manager 1 1.32% 
Rooms division manager 4 5.26% 
Front office manager 3 3.95% 
Assistant front office manager 2 2.63% 
Duty manager 21 27.63% 
Guest service agent 36 47.37% 
Porter 9 11.84% 

Total 76 100% 

Nationality   
Australian 47 61.84% 
International 29 38.16% 

Total 76 100% 
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The majority (59 per cent) were operational staff employed at the levels of guest 

service agents and porters. Conversely, 41 per cent occupied management levels 

(detailed profile in Appendix 4). Out of 76 participants, only ten were from Darwin 

(local) while 66 were from other Australian states or overseas. Irrespective of their 

origin, all participants sought employment through the hotel chain in Darwin for 

career- and non-career related reasons. Career-oriented is defined as participants that 

are career driven. They have visited Darwin and sought employment in hospitality to 

pursue a career in hospitality. Non-career-oriented refers to participants who did not 

pursue a career in hospitality and were driven from factors that did not relate to their 

career orientations (Table 4.2). Out of the ten local participants, seven were non-

career-oriented while three were career-oriented employed at managerial levels. 

From the 66 participants who were not from Darwin, 52 per cent were career-

oriented while 49 per cent were non-career-oriented.  

 

Table 4.2: Employment Motivations by Origin 

 Local 

(n=10) 

Total 

(%) 

Non-local 

(n=66) 

Total 

(%) 

Total 

(n=76) 

Total 

(%) 

Career-
oriented 

3 30% 34 51.52% 37 48.68% 

Non-
career-

oriented 

7 70% 32 48.48% 39 51.32% 

Total 10 100% 66 100% 76 100% 
 

Most of the participant’s (45 participants) occupied operational levels (e.g. porter) 

while the rest managerial levels (31 participants). The majority of operational staff 

were female (82 per cent) aged between eighteen and 25 years old (78 per cent). The 

majority had finished Year 12 (71 per cent) while the rest had vocational, 

undergraduate or postgraduate education. Forty per cent of operational staff had been 

in Darwin for less than six months, 42 per cent for more than seven months and 18 

per cent were locals from Darwin. More than half of the participants (53 per cent) 

had been employed by the hotel chain for less than six months. The majority (73 per 

cent) of the employees were non-career-oriented. Eighty per cent were employed as 

guest service agents while 20 per cent as porters at a variety of different contracts: a) 

full time (33 per cent); b) casual (29 per cent); and c) short-term contracts (38 per 

cent). Finally, the majority were Australian (80 per cent) most of who came from 
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New South Wales (31 per cent) while 20 per cent were international most of who 

came from India (7 per cent). 

 

Conversely, more of the managerial staff were female (55 per cent) and aged 

between 18 and 30 years old (56 per cent). The majority had finished Year 12 (58 per 

cent) while the rest held undergraduate and postgraduate qualifications. Sixty-one per 

cent had been in Darwin for more than six months, and the majority (58 per cent) had 

been employed by the hotel chain for more than six months. All employees were 

career-oriented. The majority were employed as duty managers (68 per cent) through 

full time contracts (90 per cent). Finally, the majority were international (65 per cent) 

from India (10 per cent). 

 

Career-oriented employees were between 18 and 30 years of age form various 

Australian states and overseas. They had tertiary education in management or 

hospitality studies and were pursuing a career in hospitality. These employees would 

stay in Darwin and the hotel chain for up to two years to pursue career development 

opportunities. For them travelling was a part of their working life and an essential 

strategy in building their careers. They perceived the hospitality industry of Darwin 

as a dynamic labour environment. Jobs opened up and hotel supply increased more 

frequently than in other destinations, offering them the opportunity to move up two 

or three hierarchical levels in less than six months. Such short-term promotional 

opportunities enabled them to target their desired work destination and career level.  

 

Other career-oriented employees were attracted to Darwin because of its unique 

lifestyle in addition to its career opportunities. For school graduates wanting a career 

in hospitality without having the right credentials or for those wanting a career 

change, the hospitality industry of the Northern Territory was perceived as ideal. It 

was considered as more flexible and having more relaxed requirements than other 

Australian states because of its high labour demand and low labour supply. A small 

number of career-oriented international employees came to Darwin to take advantage 

of the sponsorship opportunities offered by the Northern Territory region to obtain 

permanent residency. They targeted the specific hotel chain because of its global 

presence, its brand name and the positive perception of the hotel chain’s employees 

by potential employers. Moreover, this specific hotel chain offered six properties in 
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the Northern Territory: three properties in Darwin, two properties in Kakadu and one 

property in Alice Springs. This appeared to be a great attractant because it could 

amplify employees learning experience and career development. Indeed, career-

oriented employees saw opportunities for inter-hotel movements between the six 

properties combined with their exposure to different tourist destinations as an 

important learning experience. 

 

Non-career-oriented participants had finished school but were unsure of their 

professional desires and engaged in travelling to experience the world assist their 

career decision. They were aged from 18 to 25 years of age and came from various 

Australian states. These employees would stay in Darwin and work for the hotel 

chain for up to six months. A smaller segment of non-career-oriented employees 

were aged between 41 and 50 years and experiencing a career break. Contrary to 

career-oriented employees, non-career oriented employees perceived travelling as a 

way of life. For them, the hospitality industry offered perfect opportunities to 

experience tourist destinations and people, which would help them, fulfil their 

lifestyle and work experience motivations: 

I am planning to travel to see the world. Planning to go to 
Singapore because I haven’t worked in south East Asian 
countries. I will pursue life and working experiences with the 
hotel chain and visit different countries. I finished year 12 
last year and I thought of taking a gap year because I am not 
entirely sure what I want to do with uni. I spoke to my 
student counsellor to get more info and he had no information 
for me but one day he saw me and gave me the hotel chains 
flyer for the gap year. So I thought why not? (Participant 1) 

 

Their desire for temporary changes in their current lifestyle, the experience of living 

and working in a new place and meeting different people attracted them to Darwin. 

Working in hospitality gave them the opportunity to experience these changes while 

working to financially support them. Hospitality was perceived as an easy industry to 

access because no formal qualifications or tertiary education were required. 

Especially in Darwin, high labour mobility made it easy to seek employment in the 

hospitality industry as a temporary job to get quick and easy money during tertiary 

education or while having a break between careers. For some non-hospitality career-

oriented employees, the availability of jobs made hospitality a fallback job while in 
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search of a long-term career. Hospitality offered endless travel and social 

opportunities. It gave non-career oriented employees the opportunity to travel the 

world while offering the perfect context to meet and socialise with new people and 

experience new lifestyles while working. Finally the hotel chain and its hotels in 

various national and international locations created, in non-career-oriented 

employee’s minds, a perception of the hotel chain as a travel and working holiday 

medium while gaining some work experience. 

 

4.3 A Dynamic Labour Environment 

The hotel chain and front office departments were characterised by labour instability. 

During the course of this study, five types of labour changes were recorded: staff 

turnover, inter-hotel movements, intra-hotel movements, shifts and handovers, as 

such, the research context could be perceived as a dynamic labour environment. 

 

Staff Turnover 

Staff turnover involved the departure and arrival of employees from and to the hotel 

chain, hotels and front office teams. Turnover was both voluntarily and involuntarily 

driven by employees, management or the seasonal nature of Darwin’s hospitality. 

Inter and intra-hotel movements concerned the departure and arrival of employees 

both within the hotel and the hotel chain. Their frequency was ad-hoc and depended 

on demand and management decision making. Shifts and handover were labour 

changes resulting from the 24-hour operation of hotels. Shifts and handover involved 

the movement of existing employees within the same team/department and hotel.  

 

During nine months of data collection, 43 arrivals and 40 employee departures were 

recorded and represented all types of labour changes mentioned earlier. The majority 

of the new staff was external to the hotel chain while only 20 employees came from 

intra or inter hotel movements. These labour changes were attributed to staff 

turnover, intra and inter hotel movements and shiftwork. Staff turnover was both 

voluntary and involuntary. Voluntary turnover was attributed to the employment 

motivations of Darwin’s hospitality labour supply. For example, employees were 

career and non-career oriented and travelling was a way to fulfil their motivations. 

This made them less loyal to a destination, a company, a team or colleagues and 

loyal only to their motivations and goals.  
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For career-oriented employees, voluntary turnover was a necessary action to acquire 

skills and progress in their chosen career. However, once employees worked in 

Darwin for a while, realised that the prevalence of labour instability reduced their 

opportunities to further develop their skills and consequently were unable to 

capitalise on career opportunities. Although they were promoted, by obtaining a 

higher title and more responsibilities the inevitable staff turnover often required them 

to work in a lower professional capacity to address the business needs. The ongoing 

occurrence of staff turnover meant that employees had limited or no opportunities to 

exercise their new role and develop their skills. Often it led to their dissatisfaction 

and their voluntary departure from both the hotel chain and Darwin. Thus, although 

employees were attracted because of career opportunities, they felt that the 

inevitability of labour changes affected their learning and development in their 

professional capacity and consequently led to their demotion or exit: 

You have all these positions with great sounding titles and 
they are just glorified positions. Basically you do a waiter’s 
or supervisor’s job. When you have more than 15 years of 
hospitality experience and you come here to move forward, 
all you feel like you have been doing is moving backwards 
and you just want to leave (Participant 2). 

 

For non-career-oriented employees, the low financial rewards, the work hours often 

associated with shiftwork and being perceived as unsociable, the emotional labour 

resulting from ongoing training needs and the lack of intellectual stimulation resulted 

in voluntary turnover. Additionally, the motivations of these employees to 

experience a new lifestyle or work environment often meant that after a short period 

of time (not more than six months) they would leave both the hotel chain and the 

destination itself to pursue other experiential motivations. 

 

Similar to both employees’ categories (non-career versus career-oriented) was that 

the majority of the sample (66 participants) was not from Darwin or the Northern 

Territory. As a result, employees’ families were far away and consequently made 

employees feel homesick in a rather short time frame. Additionally, in the event of 

unexpected family crisis, there was little motivation for employees to remain in 

Darwin or the Northern Territory. This was a common cause of voluntary exit for 

young employees who had left home for the first time. Voluntary turnover was also 
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attributed to the city of Darwin, its location, culture, the cost of living, the 

facilities/services of the city and the climate. The relatively small size and the 

location (in the tropics) of the city of Darwin were usually viewed as a reason to 

leave. Participants coming from larger cities often realised they missed the hustle and 

bustle of large cities and the fast pace of life. Compared to other Australian states 

and Territories, the Northern Territory is remote and participants commented on the 

difficulties Darwin’s remoteness created in relation to their families. Throughout the 

course of the study, participants experienced critical family incidents such as poor 

health or death. During such times, they experienced at first hand the difficulties of 

living so far away from other Australian urban centres where even flight 

arrangements could be difficult and expensive.  

 

The increased cost of living, especially in terms of housing, was usually another 

reason to leave Darwin and the Northern Territory. Participants explained that from a 

housing perspective, there was no value for money, as the high prices did not equate 

to the standard of available accommodation. For example, high purchasing cost of 

houses often discouraged them from purchasing properties and often resulted in 

shared accommodation. Furthermore, high rents in relation to their low paid work 

often made it unaffordable for them to rent property on their own and had to rely on 

shared accommodation. 

 

Many of the participants came from places where surfing was a popular sport 

activity. Darwin’s marine environment does not offer surfing opportunities or a safe 

swimming environment in the ocean due to the danger of crocodiles or jelly fish. 

Apart from sporting activities, participants commented on the limited entertainment 

opportunities. Finally, the monsoonal and humid climate of Darwin triggered 

turnover. Although Darwin’s climate during the dry season was positively perceived 

and was frequently a reason to stay, it also had a negative effect. Between the months 

of October and April, the build-up period followed by the wet season, participants 

chose to leave. 

 

Involuntary turnover was attributed to various incidents of poor employee 

compliance or performance and the seasonal nature of the Darwin tourism industry. 

The seasonal nature of the Darwin hospitality industry meant that businesses let staff 
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go during the off-peak season or contracted staff only during the months of the peak-

season to reduce business costs during times of low demand. In most cases 

employees perceived this positively as it matched their short-term employment 

motivations. In cases of poor employee compliance or performance, management 

explained that they inherited existing teams containing employees who they would 

not necessarily employ. In such cases, staff turnover was a strategy managers used to 

replace employees who did not match their expectations: 

I came into a new team and assessed my team to see where 
it’s at. I love getting new blood in; new fresh set of eyes. I 
have hired a few people since I came, so this team is new 
now compared to how I found it. I get to have my own team. 
When I came I inherited the team. I haven’t fired people but I 
have just weeded them out and got others who were more 
suitable to the job (Participant 3). 

 

 

Intra and Inter Hotel Movements 

Intra and inter hotel movements were triggered by the business needs and 

professional development of career-oriented employees. Throughout the course of 

the study, hotel chain staff came to Darwin from Alice Springs, Townsville and 

Brisbane to assist Darwin properties experiencing increased tourist demand but had 

insufficient staff numbers. Darwin staff was also seconded to Kakadu and Alice 

Springs for similar reasons. Another program of the hotel chains corporate culture 

was the talent pipeline. This program was the hotel chains succession planning 

activity. The purpose of this program was to offer employees the opportunity to 

advance in their careers. On this basis, the hotel chain promoted change on a 

quarterly basis to ensure it delivered on its promise of career progression.  

 

Flexible Labour Strategies 

The shiftwork nature of the front office department suggested there were daily 

changes in teams. Management decided which employees to roster together on shifts 

based on the business needs, staff turnover, the need to give employees working 

variety, employees living conditions, employee’s personal requests, the nature of 

social relationships and people knowledge. Seasonality required that hotels operated 

on a tight budget during off-peak season. Similarly, tourist demand influenced the 

number of staff needed by the hotels. Roster decisions were also made based on the 
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number of new employees. In cases of turnover and the entry of new employees, 

management would purposively alter shifts to ensure new employees worked with 

different people. Management explained that although the business needs dictated the 

number of rostered staff, they also took into consideration employee specific reasons. 

Firstly, they aimed to give employees a variety in shifts and the respective colleagues 

they worked with. As the following quote suggests, working on the same shifts with 

the same people could become monotonous or even challenging should the 

relationship between employees had been compromised. This could impact 

negatively on the shift and employees: 

I would like to think they all deal with their issues 
professionally but that is not always the case. There are 
aspects of negativity because people are not getting along due 
to personal issues and I try not to combine them on shifts.  I 
would still like them to interact but I wouldn’t like the 
negativity between them to rub off on the rest of the team or 
to have an impact. When they are infrequently rostered 
together you walk in and you feel the tension. They are 
professional but you feel it and it affects the rest of the team 
(Participant 4). 

 

Some participants commented on how social relationships played a role in 

management’s decisions when developing the roster. Knowing that employees had 

developed a negative relationship due to non-work related reasons, management 

would avoid rostering them on the same shift because the relationship affected team 

morale. Conversely, others explained that relationships were never taken into 

consideration. However, in cases where management was aware of negative 

relationships they purposively rostered employees together to help them repair or 

overcome these difficulties. Management believed that such a strategy was an 

important learning experience for their employees. They believed it would help 

employees overcome any type of difficulty and consequently be able to sustain their 

professional capacity despite their personal conflicts. The hotel chain as part of their 

corporate culture had a program allowing employees to be themselves in the work 

environment. The purpose of the program was to take into consideration employees’ 

personal requests for shifts. Through the use of a request log, employees would 

request specific shifts or holidays for reasons relating to birthday celebrations, 

hobbies or family visits.  
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Finally, the 24-hour operation of businesses required the use of different shifts to 

ensure departments have appropriate labour supply. Shifts led to variable lengths of 

interaction between employees (Figure 4.3). Figure four depicts the number of shifts 

the front office department experiences in a day and the variability in peers’ 

interaction. In a day, the composition of front office teams changed seven times and, 

during each interim, employees interacted for different lengths of time. Therefore, 

during a working day, front office employees collaborated with peers for variable 

lengths of interaction as opposed to a fixed duration of eight hours such as the case in 

stable labour environments. For example, an employee could be on shift one and 

interact with an employee from shift three for half an hour.  

 

Figure 4.3: Front office changes caused by shifts 

 

  

Examining the shift variability just for one day though is not enough. One day alone 

does not represent the actual number of times employees work together and their 

variable lengths of collaboration. Daily shift changes meant that employees did not 

always work with the same colleagues for a length of time (e.g. two weeks) or, if 

they did, they worked together for variable lengths of time (e.g. between one hour to 

eight hours). Indeed this becomes clear through Table 4.3. Table 4.3 showcases an 

example of shift variability from Hotel A. A seven day roster was analysed to 

determine how many times, in the course of a week, employees worked together and 
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for how many hours they collaborated. This example is important because it 

strengthens the argument that even if staff turnover, inter or intra-hotel movements 

are eradicated, front office departments are still dynamic labour environments. 

 

Table 4.3: Number of times (number of hours) employees worked with each 

other during a week. 
 E1 E2 E3 E4 E5 E6 E7 E8 

E1 - 2(1) 2(4.5) 2(5) 5(42.5) 4(2) 2(17) 3(25.5) 
E2 2(1) - 2(9) 3(9.5) 2(1) 3(22.5) 1(0.5) 2(1.5) 
E3 2(4.5) 2(9) - 3(21.5) 2(5) 2(13) 1(4.5) 3(13.5) 
E4 2(5) 3(9.5) 3(21.5) - 2(5) 2(9) 0 3(22) 
E5 5(42.5) 2(1) 2(5) 2(5) - 4(2) 2(17) 3(17.5) 
E6 4(2) 3(22.5) 2(13) 2(9) 4(2) - 2(1) 3(1.5) 
E7 2(17) 1(0.5) 1(4.5) 0 2(17) 2(1) - 0 
E8 3(25.5) 2(1.5) 3(13.5) 3(22) 3(17.5) 3(1.5) 0 - 

 

As shown in Table 4.3, employees did not necessarily work with each other everyday 

or for eight hours. For example, the highlighted sections in Table 4.3 show that 

employee one (E1), in the course of a week, worked with colleague E2 twice but 

only for an hour. However, E1 worked with E7 twice but for a total of 17 hours.  

Therefore it can be inferred that even in cases of labour stability where staff turnover 

or labour mobility does not occur or when the use of FLS is limited (e.g. casual 

employees), a careful examination of the operation of a front office team reveals that 

front office employees do not work with each other daily and the length of their 

interaction varies. Again these variable lengths of interaction might influence 

knowledge sharing practices as employees do not interact or collaborate with each 

other for a sufficient length of time to allow them to develop knowledge sharing 

factors present in more stable labour environments.  

 

Labour instability in the hospitality literature 

Confirming the hospitality and staff turnover literature, labour stability was not 

typical of the hotel chain and its three properties. Staff turnover, labour or population 

mobility and FLS made the hotel chain labour unstable. Staff turnover, labour and 

population mobility were triggered by employee’s motivations to visit Darwin; 

seeking lifestyle experiences, or pursue employment opportunities. These 

motivations have been confirmed by the literature. The Northern Territory’s 

attractiveness because of its flora and fauna, its tropical climate, lifestyle and short 

term employment opportunities has been confirmed in the literature (Mohsin & Ryan 
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2003). Also, the perception of travel to temporarily escape ones life or routine and 

enhance it with different experiences has been argued to trigger travel motivations 

(Loker-Murphy 1996). Even if staff turnover had been eradicated or the Northern 

Territory was not experiencing high labour mobility, the volatile demand and labour 

intensive nature of hospitality would still create labour instability.  

 

Hospitality organisations have approached this need with the use of FLS. FLS 

include functional and numerical flexibility that allow hospitality firms to channel 

staff to busy departments or increase the number of staff at a given point in time 

(Atkinson 1987). The hotel chain adopted both numerical and functional flexibility. 

Numerical flexibility occurred by using front office staff to help out other 

departments because of high demand. This also facilitated functional flexibility 

because employees were exposed to other work contexts (departments), which 

increased their knowledge base. This is consistent with Burgess (1997) finding that 

non-standard employment arrangements are typical in Australia. These findings are 

consistent with Timo (1999) and confirm the casualisation of the hospitality labour 

(Burgess 1997). Timo’s research on the labour utilisation practices of four and five 

star hotels in Queensland showed that there is a core labour market which is 

employed on a full time basis and is functionally flexible. There is also a peripheral 

labour market comprising of employees who are seasonally employed to provide 

numerical flexibility and employees who are casually employed on an ongoing basis 

who apart from numerical flexibility offer functional flexibility too. This is the case 

with the hotel chain. The core labour market were full time employees who helped 

out other departments, whereas the peripheral labour market comprised of employees 

who were seasonally employed on a short term contract or casual basis and were 

seasonal to increase the labour supply of front office and also help out other 

departments too.  

 

Similar to staff turnover, FLS created changes in teams and required the 

collaboration of employees who had never worked with or had worked infrequently 

with others. Although FLS did not involve the exit or entry of a person from the 

business they still involved the exit of an employee from an existing team and their 

entry to a new team. The fact that existing hotel employees were required to 

collaborate with colleagues they had never worked with or had worked with very 
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little has been ignored by this literature. Indeed the whole focus of this literature has 

just been on matching demand to labour supply and have assumed that employees 

can and will just collaborate.  

 

4.4 Summary 

This research took place in Darwin, located in the Northern Territory of Australia. 

Darwin has often been characterised as transient due to its high labour and 

population mobility. Indeed, during the course of the study various forms of labour 

changes were recorded. Also, the majority of the research sample did not come from 

Darwin. Participants were attracted to Darwin and its hospitality industry for career 

and non-career reasons. The prevalence of labour instability in this research context 

suggests it could be perceived as a dynamic labour environment. Having identified 

and described the context in which this research took place, the next chapter presents 

the results of nine months of data collection. 
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Chapter 5 - Knowledge sharing in hotels front office departments 

5.1 Introduction  

This chapter presents the results with regards to knowledge sharing in three front 

office departments based on the theoretical framework developed in chapter two 

(Table 5.1). The data presented here are drawn from the interviews, observations, 

focus groups and secondary data and are presented together for purposes of data and 

data source triangulation. Each section and each paragraph identifies the data by their 

data collection technique. The data are presented by addressing each factor identified 

in the literature review, which also feature in Table 5.1. This approach is adopted to 

present to the reader the primary data in the same format as the literature review has 

been presented and allow the reader to make his/her own interpretations of the 

possible meanings before reading my interpretation in chapter 6.  

 

Although primary data will be presented for all factors, there will be factors, such as 

social networks, that will feature more prominently simply because some factors 

appeared to influence knowledge sharing more than others. It is important to disclose 

all data as they complement each other and explain how knowledge sharing takes 

place in this dynamic labour environment. Although most of the factors identified in 

the literature review influencing knowledge sharing have been studied through 

quantitative measures, because of the purpose of this research a qualitative approach 

to their study was adopted. In this vein, although gaining quantitative data in relation 

to factors such as organisational commitment or job satisfaction is important, it was 

decided that the exploratory process through the just asking approach would yield 

richer data to help understand knowledge sharing in dynamic labour environments. It 

is also worth nothing that although factors such as the aforementioned have been 

studied quantitatively, there are also empirical studies that have produced data 

through qualitative methodologies. For example, in relation to job satisfaction, 

Upenieks (2002; 2003) and Hamermesh (2001) have studied job satisfaction in the 

nursing and human resources areas. Similarly, for organizational commitment 

Sturges and Guest (2001) and Bennetta (200) have studied turnover intentions of 

graduates.  Moreover Van Riel (1997) and Brunetto and Farr-Wharton (2002) have 

studied organizational identification. Finally Hofsted et al (1980) and Fey and 

Denison (2003) have studied the concept of organizational culture qualitatively. 

 



Chapter 5: Knowledge Sharing in hotels front office departments 

 104  

Table 5.1 Factors Influencing Knowledge Sharing 

Types of Knowledge Individual Organisational structure, 

infrastructure and practices 
Explicit Attitudes to 

knowledge sharing 
Information and Communication 
Technologies 

Tacit Social networks Organisational hierarchy and 
leadership styles 

 Social interactions Job design 
 Job satisfaction Organisational culture 
 Organisational 

commitment and 
identification 

Motivation and rewards 

  Recruitment 
  Organisational socialisation 

 

5.2 Factors Influencing Knowledge Sharing: The Case of Three Front Office 

Departments. 

Types of Knowledge 

During interviews participants referred to the front office departments as 

communication hubs, because they relayed knowledge to the rest of the hotel: 

Sharing information is integral for front office. We are the 
hub, and information needs to be communicated effectively 
to the team (Participant 1) 

 

The knowledge participants shared for the completion of front office activities 

related to the hotel, the destination and the operation of front office. Hotel knowledge 

was knowledge about the hotel chain (e.g. organisational hierarchy). Operational 

knowledge referred to knowledge needed to carry out the front office activities (e.g. 

pricing packages). Finally, destination knowledge referred to knowledge about 

Darwin and the Northern Territory (e.g. transportation services). This knowledge 

existed in an explicit form. It was recorded in a written and transferrable format in 

standard operating procedures, training manuals or captured in the hotels Information 

and Communication Technologies (ICT). This knowledge was acquired through 

training and shared during and in-between shifts; during department briefings or 

monthly meetings; and while collaborating with other departments or hotels.  

Participants also revealed that through training and working, they had developed tacit 

knowledge in relation to how to apply or locate the explicit knowledge they required 

for their work activities. They explained that they did not record their tacit 

knowledge in an explicit format as they were not required to so by the hotel chain. 
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However they did explain that they were not hesitant to share their tacit knowledge 

with their peers to ensure the successful operation of the department. 

 

Individual 

Attitudes to Knowledge Sharing 

Monthly front office meeting observations and interviews with participants suggested 

that attitudes and orientations to knowledge sharing were influenced by: employment 

motivations, personalities and descriptive characteristics (e.g. gender, age). 

Participants’ different interests and attitudes to knowledge sharing related to the 

reasons that attracted them to Darwin (Table 5.2).  

 

Table 5.2: Participants motivations to visit Darwin and seek employment in its 

hospitality industry through the hotel chain. 
Types of participants Darwin Hospitality Hotel 

chain 

Career-

oriented 

Employees 
with hospitality 
experience 

Labour mobility 
Experience of place 

Career progression Brand 
name 
Career 
progression 

School 
graduates 

Limited labour 
supply 

Relaxed 
requirements for 
entry 
Hospitality career 

Hospitality 
career 

International 
hospitality 
employees 

Permanent residency 
opportunities 

Hospitality career Hospitality 
career 

Non-

career-

oriented 

Ongoing 
travellers 

Experience of place Financial support Job 
availability, 
travel 
medium 

Fixed term 
travellers 

Experience of place, 
residing family and 
friends 

Work experience Job 
availability 

 

These differences in employment motivations influenced employee’s attitude to work 

and consequently inclination to knowledge sharing. The attitude of career-oriented 

employees could be perceived as more professional in the sense that they would do 

anything to successfully carry out their tasks and build a good track record for 

themselves that could help them to get promoted. For these participants, living in 

Darwin was just part of what they had to do to gain the necessary experience and 

perhaps benefit from quick career progression. Travelling and living in a different 
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place was not primarily targeted from an experience point of view but perceived as 

an important step towards a better professional future.  

 

On the other hand, for non-career-oriented employees, travelling was an important 

step to gain life experience and decide what they wanted to do professionally. 

Although they maintained a professional attitude towards work, in the sense that they 

ensured they carried out their tasks and completed their job, they never strived to 

exceed their job expectations as career-oriented employees did. For non-career 

oriented employees, work provided them with the financial resources to live and 

experience different places and interact with new people. Because of their orientation 

to experiences, these employees appeared to be more sociable. Meeting and 

interacting with different people was part of the experience they sought from 

hospitality.  

 

During interviews, participants explained that challenges emerged because of career 

and non-career-oriented employee’s frustration of working with peers who did not 

share similar interests or motivations to them. As a result, career-oriented employees 

believed that their performance and career development was affected.  Most career-

oriented employees would collaborate with peers who did not know the job very well 

and would often have to support them by answering questions or completing their job 

activities. Career-oriented employees explained that if this was a stable labour 

context, these difficulties would be minimal.  Moreover, in instances when additional 

work hours were required to ensure front office activities were completed, non-

career-oriented employees had little motivation to work longer than their normal 

working hours. Career-oriented employees claimed that the combination of both 

instances described earlier made them fatigued and often feeling that they were not 

achieving the necessary goals to further their career or did not have the opportunity 

or time to develop their skills and knowledge.  

 

Similarly, non-career-oriented-employees commented on the difficulty of working 

with career-oriented peers who felt they were superior, simply because they had 

more experience and were more knowledgeable. On many occasions, non-career-

oriented-employees explained how they were challenged whilst working with career-
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oriented peers as the latter would not be as willing or helpful when they asked a 

question or requested help.  

 

Despite the challenges both types of employees experienced, they argued that 

knowledge sharing for their day-to-day activities was not affected. Career-oriented-

employees explained that when challenged by these situations they ensured they took 

on the extra tasks or offered extra help to ensure the work was completed. Had they 

not acted this way, they were risking the possibility of having incomplete tasks 

reflect negatively on their quality of work. Similarly, non-career-oriented-employees, 

after a few working shifts with career-oriented employees, had become familiar with 

the expectations of their career-oriented peers. This too enabled them to collaborate 

with them and share knowledge.  

 

A segment of non-career-oriented employees was seeking a career break. They 

differed considerably from their fellow non-career-oriented employees not only in 

their age but also their employment motivation, their work ethic and sociability. 

Although non-career-oriented employees differed from their career-oriented peers in 

terms of their employment motivations and age, the former still indirectly influenced 

knowledge sharing. Despite perceiving knowledge sharing as an expectation of their 

employment, their young age and drive to seek experiences made them more 

interested in being social. This sociability motivated them to engage in social 

interactions or non-work-related communication. These activities helped them 

develop professional and non-professional familiarity, which in the workplace 

enabled their collaboration.  

 

Age differences within the non-career-oriented cluster also amounted to different 

work ethic behaviour. Older non-career-oriented employees appeared to demonstrate 

similar behaviours to career-oriented employees. They engaged in more work 

activities, worked for longer hours and made every effort during front office 

meetings to contribute their experience to improve processes or practices. Similar to 

career-oriented employees, they were job focused and apart from completing their 

work, they would, when necessary, not hesitate to work for longer hours for the 

benefit of the department and engage in activities beyond their job.  
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The funny thing here is that I have been given some rewards 
(good employee) which I find very funny. It’s very nice of 
them to give them to me and have said thank you but it’s 
unnecessary to be congratulated for extra work when I feel 
that these is what my job entails. i just keep working. It’s 
good, I feel appreciated. These little things are nice, they are 
little perks and they make you feel good. But it doesn’t mean 
slow down or stop. When I walk around the hotel, which is 
part of my job, I also pay attention to the little details because 
I notice them it means that the guests notice them too. For 
example breakfast trays that have not been picked up and I 
pick them up and take them to food and beverage. I hope that 
if I do these things then other people will do them too 
(Participant 2). 

 

In terms of socially interacting with their colleagues, they were not interested in 

socialising. They were more interested in reading books or engaging in social 

activities that did not revolve around alcohol consumption.  

 

Participants often described their colleague’s personalities as being reliable, 

dependable or cooperative. Career-oriented employees were highly reliable and 

dependable to complete their tasks and ensure the successful completion of their 

team’s tasks. For non-career-oriented employees, although they demonstrated 

cooperative behaviours, were more often unreliable or undependable with regards to 

activities that exceeded their normal job requirements during their shift. In 

comparison to career-oriented employees their different employment motivations 

were not sufficient to motivate them to work more hours or take on additional tasks 

to help their department or hotel.  

 

From the interviews, it became apparent that non-career-oriented employees 

attributed this to their lack of interest to exceed the expectations of their role 

especially when they were only financially motivated to do so. Similarly, career-

oriented employees when asked to explain the behaviour of their non-career-oriented 

peers. Although non-career-oriented employees would complete their job by the end 

of the shift, it did not necessarily mean that certain activities were completed at the 

expected times during their shift. For example, front office departments worked off 

checklists. Career-oriented employees always associated the checklists activities to 

certain times during the shift. The night shift had to roll the system for night audit no 
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later than 02.30 am. Conversely, non-career-oriented employees rarely associated 

tasks to time but believed that it was sufficient to complete their tasks by the end of 

the shift.  

 

Non-career-oriented employees argued that women had a different code or language 

of communication to men: 

Compared to Gary, Amelia was easier to talk to. Being a 
woman as well made it easier to talk about non-work related 
topics. If there were something wrong home I would discuss 
with Amelia as opposed to Gary. It’s just that women 
communicate differently (Participant 3). 

 

They believed that differences in non-work-related conversation could influence the 

non-professional familiarity of peers that also enabled collaboration and knowledge 

sharing. The role of gender was also referred to when new male employees were 

hired. According to the female employees, the presence of male peers had the 

potential to reduce or eliminate knowledge barriers that were often created by 

women such as gossip or negativity: 

I find it easier to work with a male team because there is not 
so much… I don’t know how to say it…cattiness almost. Not 
that our team is particularly catty but having Craig and Bill 
gone it’s just changed the dynamics again. It’s a female 
dominated team whereas with the boys you balance it out a 
bit more. You do need males on the team. You can have great 
teams of girls but there is always that element of cattiness 
and bitchiness; with boys it tends to balance that out a bit 
more (Participant 4). 

 

Job Satisfaction 

Based on interviews with participants, job satisfaction was associated to employment 

motivations. Career-oriented employees were satisfied with their work because they 

developed skills and knowledge as well as worked towards improving their career. 

Non-career-oriented employees were satisfied because their employment gave them 

the opportunity to acquire work and life experience in a different destination. To 

fulfil both their career progression and experiential motivations and feel satisfied 

with their job, participants perceived labour instability as a perfect opportunity. For 

career-oriented employees labour instability created promotion opportunities while 

for non-career-oriented opportunities to interact with new people. However, they 
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recognised the importance of sharing knowledge critical for the completion of front 

office activities. They explained that it was their contractual obligation to do so and 

had little to do with job satisfaction. 

 

Organisational Commitment 

The prevalence of labour instability alluded to exploring the issue of commitment 

with participants during interviews. Participants explained they were committed to 

their employment motivations and not necessarily the organisation. Career-oriented 

employees were committed to pursue a hospitality career. For some, this career was 

pursued through the particular hotel chain or across the industry. Those committed to 

the hotel chain would travel around the world, as the hotel chain was their chosen 

employer and were committed to its values. For others, due to their commitment to 

the industry, they were never loyal to a certain business but only to their motivations. 

For them, this translated into frequent job changes within the industry to progress 

hierarchically.  

 

In juxtaposition, non-career-oriented employees were loyal and committed to their 

experience seeking motivations. Due to their employment motivations, they believed 

hospitality and hotels in particular could serve their motivations. It is important to 

stress that despite different employment motivations, participants common 

characteristic was that they would move from business to business and destination to 

destination to fulfil their employment motivations. Despite commitment differences, 

participants explained that knowledge sharing was not affected by their different 

perceptions of commitment. Knowledge sharing was a requirement of their job that 

needed to be carried out irrespective of their commitment to the hotel chain. 

 

Identification 

Social identification existed at two levels: (a) organisational and (b) employment 

motivations. Career-oriented participants identified with the hotel chains values 

while employees identified with each other depending on their employment 

motivations. During interviews, employees did not perceive the role of identification 

in facilitating knowledge sharing as important. They explained that whether they 

identified themselves with the organisation had little to do with them engaging in 



Chapter 5: Knowledge Sharing in hotels front office departments 

 111  

knowledge sharing as the latter activity was absolutely critical for the completion of 

their tasks.  

 

Social Interactions 

Front office departments held social activities that gave employees the opportunity to 

socially interact with each other: 

We try to have monthly BBQs to get everyone together.  
Although they go out themselves I try to organise these as a 
way to get them all together and start the conversation going 
between them (Participant 5). 

 

Managements’ understanding was that such activities could establish familiarity 

between peers to promote a more collaborative and friendly work environment. 

During these formal social interaction opportunities, employees refrained from job-

related communication. Indeed, management did not instigate or perceive these 

gatherings as opportunities to exchange work experiences but more of an opportunity 

to support team building. However, employees argued that the drawback was that 

these opportunities were not regularly followed up. During interviews, management 

explained that as social activities were organised by non-career-oriented employees, 

they did not perceive it as something necessary for them to initiate: 

Team activities haven’t happened much this year. That’s fine 
though because Larissa is the social butterfly and has been 
organizing activities. I don’t want robots but it doesn’t matter 
to me how much socializing they do at work or outside of 
work. Luckily I haven’t had to do much social organizing; 
because Larissa has been doing that herself anyway 
(Participant 6). 

 

On the other hand, participants speculated that formal social interactions were 

sporadically organised because of the departure of management staff that drove such 

initiatives. As these social interactions were sporadically organised, non-career-

oriented participants engaged in organising a range of social interactions outside the 

work environment. Participants argued that they often initiated these activities to 

help them make friends and make their tenure in Darwin more enjoyable. Moreover, 

for non-career-oriented employees socially interacting was motivated by their 

employment motivations. For these individuals, travelling was an important step to 

gain life experience and decide what they wanted to do professionally. Although they 
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maintained a professional attitude towards work, in the sense that they ensured they 

carried out their tasks and completed their job, they never exceeded the expectations 

of their job description as career-oriented employees did. For non-career-oriented 

employees, work provided them with the financial resources to live in, experience 

different places, and interact with new people. Meeting and interacting with different 

people was part of the experience they sought from hospitality.  

 

Non-career-oriented employee’s sociability helped them create a non-professional 

understanding of their peers. In such a dynamic labour environment, this 

understanding enabled them to collaborate and share knowledge with peers they had 

not worked with on a regular basis. Non-career-oriented employees explained that 

social interactions were the ideal outlet to understand one’s family, travel, 

personality and professional background; what they referred to as people knowledge. 

People knowledge penetrated the work environment and facilitated peer 

collaboration and knowledge sharing. For example, understanding someone’s 

personality involved understanding how to approach or communicate with that peer. 

For new employees or for employees who had not worked together frequently, 

people knowledge helped customise their approach and collaboration with certain 

colleagues to ensure they jointly carried out their tasks: 

Social activities are good because you have the opportunity 
to get to know people and then you know how they work. 
The first night I started, Lauren and I went out together and 
she is awesome. Going out made it easier for me to ask her a 
question at work because if I work with someone I don’t 
know I am unsure whether to ask or not, I get a bit reluctant 
to ask. Another example was Kate. At first it was weird 
because I didn’t work shifts with her and found it hard to talk 
to her. Then we went out a couple of times and kind of broke 
it and now it’s fine (Participant 7). 

 

Career-oriented employees did not demonstrate similar socialising behaviours. They 

related socialising to having negative effects on their performance and the perception 

of their peers about them. For them, these perceptions could potentially influence 

their hierarchical progression. For example, socialising could have distracted them 

from their job activities and consequently affect their performance. Also, if they held 

managerial roles, socialising with peers of a lower hierarchical level was perceived 
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as potentially influencing their collaboration. They felt it might be challenging to try 

and manage their employees:   

Although I don’t organise social outings for my staff, if I do 
anything it will just be so the managers can get together. It’s 
important to keep the boundary separate between 
management and employees (Participant 8). 

 

Moreover, socialising, and sometimes associated intoxication, had the potential to 

create a negative and less respectful perception of them that could deter them from 

being promoted. Nonetheless, they recognised social interactions as something they 

might needed to engage with others to ensure their collaboration with non-career-

oriented employees was not affected. Similarly, management refrained from 

participating in informally organised social interactions to avoid similar risks 

described by career-oriented employees. All management shared this perception and 

belief due to past, negative, experiences. The only case where management would 

socialise with employees would only be when the latter did not allow socialisation 

instances or experiences penetrate the work environment and jeopardise 

professionalism: 

They understand that when we are at work its work and 
outside of work we play hard. Kirsten is a good friend. I have 
explained to her that at work I don’t want her referring to our 
partying. We work well together because she respects my 
request and when I say I need this done by this time, she 
knows I need it and will respond to it. We are friends and she 
respects me to get that done. A friend relationship in this 
situation works well. It could be difficult if Kirsten started 
telling people about our weekend because of my position. 
How can I demand respect after that? (Participant 8). 

 

Social Networks 

Participants claimed that having both professional and non-professional relationships 

(social networks) with each other supported collaboration and knowledge sharing in 

the front office department. The interviews revealed that employees, apart from 

relating to each other professionally, were also friends, felt comfortable in each 

other’s company, trusted and had different ways of collaborating with each other. 

The nature of these relationships varied amongst peers based on their respective 

employment motivations. 
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Career-oriented employees perceived friends as people who had common work ideas 

or perceptions. Feeling comfortable with their peers referred to knowing their peers 

had the necessary knowledge to carry out their tasks, knowing their style of work to 

be able to collaborate with them, knowing they could offer help and feeling safe to 

ask for it and finally knowing that they would complete their work on time. Trust 

referred to professional trust. Professional trust was associated to having confidence 

in peers to carry out their work activities: 

In a work sense I trust all of them to help me and do their job 
(Participant 9). 

 

Finally, employees referred to ways of collaborating to describe the social network 

they had developed with the people who they would seek help from should they 

encounter collaboration difficulties with other colleagues. For example, when 

experiencing collaboration difficulties with a colleague, depending on the 

relationship of that individual with other peers, the latter would be sought to provide 

assistance as mediators.  

 

Non-career-oriented employees regarded as friends people they could socialise with 

and confide in. They felt comfortable with peers they could communicate with on a 

social or personal basis whilst at work. Having people knowledge made them feel 

safe and comfortable to seek help when needed: 

Friends are people that can understand where I am coming 
from. We are into the same stuff. If I tell them personal stuff 
they won’t tell anyone (Participant 10). 

 

For this group of employees trust referred to personal trust. Personal trust was 

perceived as the ability to divulge personal information to a peer that would not be 

passed on to others in the organisation. Finally, similar to career-oriented employees, 

ways of collaborating referred to relationships involving another peer to ensure their 

smooth collaboration with their peers.  

 

Social networks served various purposes depending on the newness of employees of 

living in Darwin and working for the hotel chain as well as their employment 

motivations. These levels of differentiation created two groups (career- and non-

career-oriented) of four different stages in their living and working lifecycle. Career 
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or non-career-oriented employees were new to Darwin and the hotel chain, new to 

Darwin but existing to the hotel chain; existing to Darwin and new to the hotel chain 

and finally both existing to Darwin and the hotel chain. The rest of this section 

describes participant’s perception of social networks based on all four newness 

classifications (Table 5.3). 

 

Table 5.3: Lifecycle of employees living and working in Darwin based on their 

employment motivations 

  Hotel chain 

  New (N) Existing (E) 

Darwin 
New (N) N, N N, E 

Existing (E) E, N E, E 

 

Non-career-oriented employees who were new to Darwin were removed from their 

support networks of friends and family and found themselves living in a place they 

knew nothing about and were they knew no one. For this group of people, relating to 

others helped them create friends with whom they socialised and spent time with 

whilst in Darwin. Friendships developed under conditions of necessity and personal 

aspiration, served as support networks and mediums to fulfil personal goals and did 

not require employees to have worked or be associated with each other for lengthy 

periods. Participants explained that not being from Darwin meant they did not have 

their friends or family close by and were here alone. Making friends and developing 

trust relationships made their stay more enjoyable and decreased their feelings of 

isolation because they were not from Darwin while enabling them to disclose 

personal or family related issues and debrief at work: 

For us who have no family or friends here relying on each 
other is important. Our professional and social relationships 
with these people provide us with a support network because 
we are far away from home and are lonely. For example, if 
something happens your family can’t be here in 5 minutes so 
if anything does happen you will turn to your friends and ask 
for advice. I am really lucky I have Belle and Nicole here and 
have constantly been asking them questions, asking each 
other about what we do and how do we cope with this or 
where to go for stuff when you don’t have transport or where 
do you go to do this or that.  So for anyone that is coming up 
here they should look out for themselves and look for that 
strong group of friends around them. It’s a different 
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environment. You have to embrace people because 
everybody is in the same boat. Everybody is lonely, 
everybody is in the middle of nowhere and they all go that 
extra mile to protect each other (Participant 11). 

 

Indeed, the small number of employees who were from Darwin explained that 

because they had their existing social circle, they did not need to initiate friendships 

with work colleagues. Creating friendships was motivated by participant’s 

employment motivations. For non-career-oriented employees, friendships were not 

perceived as something they would sustain in the long-term. They were temporary 

relationships that would help them gain an insight into others experiences. Indeed, 

the element of time was found to be independent for participants. Having worked 

with peers for a long time or having known them for a long time was not a 

prerequisite to creating friendships. People used the word friendship to describe their 

out of work relationship with peers after only a couple of shifts or within the first two 

weeks of their tenure in Darwin. 

 

Non-career-oriented employees new to the company were either new to Darwin or 

had been in Darwin for some time but were new to the company. For those who were 

new to Darwin, the aforementioned issues also applied. For those who had been in 

Darwin but were new to the hotel chain, friendship and comfort relationships were 

important. Feeling comfortable made them feel at ease at work, which in turn 

shortened their training period and learning process. Employees felt comfortable and 

safe to ask work questions and correct each other’s mistakes. Being friends meant 

that employees socialised out of work and could relate to each other through humour 

and conversations. This helped participants enjoy their work and made the shift flow 

quicker as they could chat or joke with each other while carrying out their tasks. As 

people worked and socialised together they developed a good professional and 

personal understanding of each other. They came to know how their peers behaved, 

reacted or communicated. This awareness supported their collaboration as they knew 

how to work with each other.  

 

Participants referred to the outcome of their professional and personal understanding 

as people knowledge (Table 5.4). People knowledge helped them collaborate, despite 

not knowing or having worked with peers for a limited length of time. For example, 
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being in a position to detect a peer’s negative mood encouraged a peer to seek help 

from someone else. People knowledge was not perceived as critical but as an enabler 

of collaboration to carry out front office activities. This knowledge was tacit as it was 

never recorded by the hotel and was informally and socially created and shared 

between employees. 

 

Table 5.4 People Knowledge that Facilitated Knowledge Sharing 

Professional people knowledge Non-professional people knowledge 

How to communicate/approach people 
Know people’s work style 
Know people’s capabilities (e.g. quality 
of work) 
Know who people are 
Know what people know 
Know where to find people 
Know what people do 

Know people’s personality 
Know people’s personal life 
circumstances (e.g. family or 
residence) 

 

Employees who had been with the company for more than two or three months had 

already been through the previous stages, and had already created people knowledge. 

People knowledge placed employees in a position where they could utilise this 

knowledge as ways of collaborating with peers. For example, the inability of 

employees to distinguish between professional and social relationships made it 

difficult especially when peers represented different hierarchical levels. On other 

occasions, negative relationships made employees feel uncomfortable or awkward. 

Usually, another person would be involved to help them overcome the difficulty and 

collaborate. This helped employees bypass their difficulty with certain peers and 

ensure collaboration and work was not affected. Depending on the circumstances, 

this other employee would be someone hierarchically senior, employees who had a 

good relationship with that individual or, in the case of new employees, their trainers: 

I usually tell people directly to their face but sometimes with 
Gary, when I know he is in a bad mood and he is in 
housekeeping, he gets annoyed and frustrated if I have been 
on the radio to him all day and have been annoying him with 
stupid little things. So when someone else gets on the shift I 
make them ask Gary my queries because I don’t want him to 
react badly (Participant 12). 

 

In cases of new or employees who had not worked together at all, the lack of people 

knowledge made their collaboration difficult as they did not know how to approach 
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or generally work with each other. Often, they would seek help from management or 

another peer who perhaps had socialised with them and had established some 

familiarity with them. In other cases, where employees had people knowledge and 

knew their peers’ personality, style of work or how they reacted or behaved, they 

would still seek help from someone else who perhaps had a better relationship than 

them or someone in management as management could use their authoritative 

influence. If negative relationships existed between peers, a third person that had a 

higher position or a good relationship with that person would act as the intermediary. 

Finally, managing some work-related matters required some gender sensitivity. In 

such cases, employees would seek the help of someone based on their gender. All 

approaches ensured collaboration and knowledge sharing were not affected.  

 

Current non-career-oriented employees had trust, friendship and relationships of 

feeling comfortable with each other, which provided similar support as discussed 

previously. Despite the nature of these relationships, all three relationships as well as 

peers’ professional relationships had served their purpose by helping peers develop 

people knowledge. Once people knowledge yielded from employees’ professional 

and/or non-professional interactions knowledge sharing continued despite the nature 

of social networks. This was because employees knew how to collaborate with their 

peers (for example, knew their style of work or communication preferences).  

 

Career-oriented employees came to Darwin to fulfil their career progression 

aspirations. This group of employees had significant industry and travelling 

experience. This suggested they had been exposed to the challenges of collaborating 

with various peers as well as relocating and living in different destinations. Due to 

these reasons, career-oriented employees explained that should they be collaborating 

only with career-oriented employees, the role of social networks would be inferior. 

They attributed this to their strong career orientation. However, career-oriented 

employees recognised the fact that non-career-oriented employees were employed 

and the focus the latter placed on social networks. Moreover, they recognised the 

collaboration benefits arising from social networks in the form of people knowledge. 

On this note, career-oriented employees stressed that people knowledge appeared to 

be critical for their collaboration with non-career-oriented employees because of the 

latter’s different employment motivations. 
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Overall participants explained that professional and non-professional social networks 

helped develop people knowledge, which supported their collaboration and 

knowledge sharing: 

You have to understand that turnover is a reality in the 
hospitality industry. You have to accept it and understand 
that the industry is like that. Yes, some get bitter but they 
always find ways to adapt. Adapting is important. Even if 
people stay for 4 months, just use them for that period; that’s 
fine. In Darwin – if you get 4 of those a year; you are doing 
great. Yes you are turning over regularly but at least you have 
got someone for 4 months doing the job. Adapting to people 
is important to get the team working quickly. Staff turnover 
is frequent and regular so you say “ok this is the person I am 
working with at the moment let’s make the most of it”. You 
cannot afford to be whinging about the person that left last 
week (Participant 13). 

 

Participants engaged in a number of activities to create people knowledge.  These 

activities included: offering work-related help to peers, participation in department 

meetings, friendly and welcoming behaviours, non-work-related communication and 

social interactions. 

 

Current employees noted the willingness of new employees, in particular career-

oriented employees, to help them at work. They explained that new career-oriented 

employees would, voluntarily, assist with tasks or prepare the next shift without 

being required, asked or rewarded to do so. The willingness of new career-oriented 

employees was highly appreciated by existing employees. Apart from freeing 

existing employees from certain work obligations, they perceived it was an effort 

new employees made to seek acceptance by the team: 

Kate helps us with our checklists. There is stuff she doesn’t 
have to do and you ask her to do something for tomorrows 
shift she will do it without complaining or sook. During 
handover she listens, writes notes, never complains and is 
always happy to finish tasks. She’s good; I like her 
(Participant 14). 

 

Similarly, new employees commented on the helping behaviour of existing career-

oriented employees. Current career-oriented employees would often leave their work 

to help new employees who struggled. Sometimes this voluntary help required them 

to work overtime. Working overtime was not required of them and specifically not 
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rewarded. However, career-oriented employees recognised the need to do so to 

ensure the successful completion of their shift and to minimise the chance of their 

new colleagues feeling overwhelmed by the complexity of the front office work.  

 

Moreover, current employees believed that the participation of new employees in 

department meetings such as the monthly front office enabled their integration to the 

team. Participants perceived their new peers’ attendance as another opportunity to 

familiarise themselves with the existing team and become familiar with their peers.  

 

Friendly, welcoming and courteous behaviour from current employees towards new 

colleagues also helped the creation of people knowledge. Examples of these 

behaviours were the willingness of existing employees to talk to and interact with 

new employees. Moreover, their approachability towards new employees when 

experiencing work-related problems or wanted to ask questions and offering 

transport services to those without access to transport: 

There are probably good ways of going about and trying to 
make new employees feel comfortable in their new work 
environment. I do that through social conversations. It helps. 
For example, I sit there with Fabio and try to talk to him 
about things; have a bit of a joke but the main questions I am 
getting back are work-related and he is always talking about 
work, work, work, work. He is really driven to work, which 
is good. When I train or see a new person on shift I just ask 
them questions or cracks jokes. For example, ask them 
‘where have you come from? What kind of work have you 
done before? Are you enjoying Darwin? Where do you live?’ 
I ask these questions so I can understand where they are 
coming from or what experience they have (Participant 15). 
 

New employees explained that these behaviours made them feel welcome and 

comfortable to interact with their peers. Especially in a new environment, feeling 

comfortable helped them familiarise themselves with their peers’ style of work or 

style of communication and build useful people knowledge.  

 

Communication was considered an easy, relaxed and informal way for new and 

current employees to become familiar with each other: 

When I train or see a new person on shift I just ask them 
questions or cracks jokes. For example, ask them “where 
have you come from? What kind of work have you done 
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before? Are you enjoying Darwin? Where do you live?”. I 
ask these questions so I can understand where they are 
coming from or what experience they have (Participant 16). 

 

Conversation ranged from work-related to non-work-related topics with the latter 

taking up most conversation. Work-related conversation usually concerned shifts, 

processes and procedures. Non-work-related conversation included introductions, 

special interests, education, living and working in Darwin, humorous instances, work 

experience and future aspirations. Introductions involved finding out where 

employees were from (country or state), and their family and friend status in Darwin. 

Special interests addressed hobbies, favourite sport activities or music. Participants 

also discussed their tertiary education experiences, work experience in a similar 

sector or industry and their plans for the future. Living and working in Darwin 

included a variety of topics such as current accommodation, transport to and from 

work, sightseeing activities, perception of Darwin and their employment. Humour 

and jokes were always part of their general conversations and were perceived as 

important and a sign of employees making an effort to familiarise themselves with 

each other. Finally, social interaction was perceived as a good way for employees to 

become accustomed to each other in an informal context. Participants socialised 

during work functions or informally in the pubs and bars of the central business 

district of Darwin: 

I think the value of taking someone for a beer in their first 
couple of days is huge. Getting to know people on a slightly 
less personal level it does really change the way people get 
involved, if there for long-term huge value to take someone 
for a beer (Participant 17). 

 

Employees were motivated to engage in these people knowledge creation activities 

for reasons relating to their employment motivations, their hospitality experience, 

their travel experience, their personality and their tenure of living and working in 

Darwin. Career-oriented employees with industry experience had been exposed to 

labour instability for some time. They were not only familiar with its consequences 

but had also become accustomed to it and ensured it did not affect their work 

performance. In addition, their career-orientation motivated them to ensure their 

work was not affected to be able to perform and build a good track record to then 

pursue their career progression motivations. Although non-career-oriented 

employees did not have the industry experience, their motivations to seek 
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experiences triggered them to engage in voluntary behaviours. These behaviours 

enabled them to meet new people or experience work and life in a different 

destination. For them, these voluntary behaviours were a medium to fulfil their 

employment motivations just like their career-oriented peers. Although they did not 

have industry experience, the fact that they had significant travel experience meant 

that through their travels they had already developed such attitudes. The same could 

also apply to career-oriented employees who apart from having considerable industry 

experience also had travelling experience as they moved both within Australia and 

overseas to pursue their career development aspirations. 

  

Participants also attributed their motivation to engage in such activities to their 

personalities. Career-oriented employees explained that because of their interest in 

having a hospitality career and/or because of their industry experience, 

demonstrating welcoming, hospitable, courteous and collaborative behaviours were 

essential to their role. Non-career-oriented employees explained that their 

motivations to seek experiences as well as their travel experiences suggested that 

they were engaging in communication and social interaction behaviours that enabled 

them fulfil their motivations: 

We always travelled for work and pleasure so we are used to 
it. The difficulty in transitioning to an environment is that 
you leave your home and have to make home another place 
for 4-6 weeks or longer. Once you have been doing for a 
while it gets easier (Participant 18). 

 

Participants explained that living and working in Darwin had the potential to 

influence their attitude towards labour instability.  For example, the prevalence of 

labour instability in Darwin helped employees develop voluntary behaviours towards 

collaboration at work or socialisation out of work when labour instability took place:  

Darwin has a good atmosphere; it’s laid back and the people 
here are so welcoming. People here are not from Darwin so 
they absorb Darwin’s culture which is non-judgmental and 
accepting of everyone. This culture does not exist in other 
regions. For example, people get to know each other within 
days over a beer. Everyone is nice probably because of their 
young age, being from different parts of Australia and not 
knowing anyone here or being on a working holiday so they 
are here to have fun meet new people (Participant 19). 
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Employees learnt to deal with infinite labour changes in their teams by adopting 

voluntary behaviours. These behaviours helped them create people knowledge that in 

turn enabled their collaboration with peers. In the event of labour instability, 

employees disposed their people knowledge of departed peers and re-engaged in 

voluntary behaviours to create new people knowledge with their new peers. 

Participants had industry experience and were consequently familiar with the 

challenges of labour instability; they had never experienced living and working 

where labour instability was as frequent as a weekly occurrence. Additionally, the 

fact that some of them had never lived away from home suggested they were 

required to deal with the fact that they lived in a place where they knew no one. 

Indeed, this triggered their engagement in these attitudes they believed they would 

never have engaged in if they were home. They became more sociable and 

accustomed to the prevalence of labour instability. Non-career-oriented employees 

who had little travel or hospitality experience expressed similar opinions. 

Interestingly, the people who were not influenced by their tenure in Darwin still 

engaged in such voluntary behaviours where career-oriented employees who had 

extensively travelled to pursue their career motivations. Similarly, non-career-

oriented employees had also travelled extensively to pursue their experiential 

motivations.  

 

Furthermore, participants believed that labour instability gave way to the creation or 

the renewal of people knowledge. Departing employees gave existing employees the 

opportunity to familiarise themselves with the work style of their peers with whom 

they might have previously worked with infrequently or not at all. Shiftwork enabled 

the creation and/or update of people knowledge. Working with a variety of people 

for variable lengths of time gave new and existing employees the opportunity to 

create people knowledge about their peers.  

 

Shiftwork had a cumulative effect on people knowledge. The more employees 

worked with each other the more they came to know each other. Knowing each other 

meant they had people knowledge for one another which helped them collaborate 

should they be rostered together again. In cases of new employees, shiftwork 

facilitated the rapid creation of people knowledge because they were exposed to 

existing employees on a variable and frequent basis: 
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I have worked with Emerald more, pretty much all my shifts 
with her. She’s the only person I work with so I suppose her 
leaving will help me get used to and getting to know other 
people. I have worked with Siena once and I get along with 
her really well. Since then I have never worked with her 
before. So it will be good because it will give me the chance 
to know other people’s style of work, people I haven’t 
spoken to or worked with them (Participant 20). 

 

For new employees, these variable interactions, employees created people knowledge 

and reached a point of understanding that enabled them to work together irrespective 

of their relatively young professional relationship. 

 

In this dynamic labour context, participants explained that people knowledge 

emerged in relatively short timeframes. For example, new employees during their 

first interview or second interview discussed their professional relationships. Some 

were described as good and some as negative work relationships. In later interviews, 

employees discussed changes in their negative relationships and attributed them to 

people knowledge.  As participants interacted, both professionally and socially with 

their peers, they were able to develop people knowledge that had the capacity to 

transform a good work relationship into a negative one and vice versa. Based on 

participants’ claims it appears that people knowledge took up to two months to 

emerge despite irregular frequency and length of interaction between employees. 

 

 5.2.3 Organisation: Structure, Infrastructure and Practices 

Information and Communication Technologies (ICTs) 

Participants explained that front office activities were based on the use of a variety of 

Information and Communication Technologies (ICTs) (e.g. property management 

systems). The explicit nature of front office knowledge made the codification and 

utilisation of knowledge through ICTs possible. Furthermore, operating in shifts 

made ICTs critical to disseminate knowledge within front office departments. 

Relying heavily on ICTs made it important for employees to know how to use and 

access ICTs to carry out their activities. Such usage and access related issues were 

covered during the orientation and training stages of employees: 

Training was fantastic. They took us in for 2 days for training 
with the computer systems so we knew what each screen 
looked like before we started working. It was a live system so 
we could actually check someone in. That was fantastic. 
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When I walked into front office I knew the screen and was 
friends with computer. I knew what the computer looked like 
and how to work my way around it. That was good 
(Participant 21). 

 

Communication 

Hotel training, performance assessment materials and observations of monthly 

meetings revealed the hotel chains formal communication structure. It comprised of 

monthly front office meetings, performance management reviews, one-to-one 

meetings, a variety of ICTs as well as a strict communication line for daily work-

related matters. These communication strategies and outlets were designed to 

facilitate knowledge sharing. Their purpose was to ensure employees were informed 

of department activities and performance as well as discuss any other work-related 

matters. One-to-one meetings had a similar focus but sometimes their scope 

broadened. They also included informal and non-work-related topics to help 

management gain a better understanding of their employees and extend the 

professional relationship between management and employees: 

We catch up for ten minutes. We do that to see how they are 
going in their life and make sure everything is fine. It gives 
employees a time out and they can talk to us about anything. 
Gives them a good opportunity to get to know us and us them 
(Participant 22). 

 

All employees perceived positively the hotel chain’s formal communication 

structure. Employees explained that the formal communication structure gave them 

the opportunity to discuss ways of improving the operation of front office. However, 

they claimed that this communication structure did not support sharing knowledge 

critical for the operation of front office. Employees explained that during shifts, they 

shared knowledge concerning operational tasks that arose in the context of front 

office. Participants explained that most of the knowledge would be difficult to share 

during the department’s formal communication structure. This difficulty related to 

the context-specific nature of knowledge, its spontaneous occurrence whilst on shift 

and lack of recording but only shared verbally with colleagues. The context-specific 

nature of knowledge suggested that attempting to detach it from its context and share 

it during formal meetings was not always possible.  
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In addition, the frequency of the formal communication activities did not allow the 

sharing of knowledge that concerned a specific shift or the exchange of employees’ 

best practices. The monthly front office meetings required employees to recollect, 

describe and share knowledge from the entire previous month. Participants explained 

that, whilst on shift and following documented procedures and practices to carry out 

tasks they identified different ways to carry out their tasks. The knowledge of these, 

new and more effective or efficient ways was shared informally between employees 

on shift and was rarely captured in an explicit format. During observations of the 

monthly front office meetings, participants’ comments of the difficulty of sharing 

context-specific knowledge were confirmed. Many times, they would describe and 

explain something they came across on shift but the rest of the department 

(management staff) would find it difficult to visualise and comprehend. For example, 

new and more efficient ways of using the property management system in front 

office. In such cases, it was frequently suggested that a manager arranged a time with 

the employee on shift for the latter to show and discuss the issue.  

 

Moreover, participants explained that whilst on shift they also engaged in non-work-

related conversation for two reasons. Non-career-oriented employees pursued it to 

create a sense of familiarity with their peers. This familiarity could contribute 

towards employees’ job satisfaction and support collaboration. Discussing their 

social activities, their family or cultural background helped complement the role of 

guest service agents and porters by making their shift more enjoyable: 

It’s not always about work. Murray and I get along famously. 
When we work nights we have fun all night. We do our job 
but we also pick on each other and pretend we are rappers 
and we talk slang. We just pay each other out. It’s completely 
stupid and we don’t act our age but the shifts are long without 
it (Participant 23). 

 

Conversely, career-oriented employees perceived their engagement in non-work-

related conversation as a collaborative strategy to work with their non-career-

oriented colleagues.  

 

Organisational Hierarchy and Management Styles  

The front office department had six hierarchical layers (Figure 5.1). To ensure this 

structure did not impede knowledge sharing, management explained that 
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communication between hierarchical levels took place in two ways. Guest service 

agents or porters communicated directly with the duty manager while the latter with 

the rest of the managerial levels of front office. By using this approach to relay 

knowledge, senior management levels were isolated from technical or operational 

issues. This helped them devote their time to strategic issues of the department while 

duty manager levels acted as the communication mediator between operational and 

strategic hierarchical levels. The only times guest service agents or porters had the 

opportunity to discuss and share knowledge with the whole department was during 

the monthly front office meetings. During these meetings, senior management were 

already aware of job-related matters, as the duty managers had briefed them 

beforehand. 

Figure 5.1 Hierarchical breakdown of participants 
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New non-career-oriented participants, with limited industry experience, claimed that 

unapproachable duty managers who were less open and willing to help or were less 

understanding of errors influenced knowledge sharing. For example, some were 

described as authoritative while others as intimidating because they did not engage in 

friendly conversations with the employees: 

Serena is just Serena. She is good.  You know you can go to 
her for everything, even if it’s a dumb question, she will say 
‘ah it’s cool’ whereas if you go to Ferdinand it will be 
difficult. I ask him a question and he gives me one-word 
answers. I am new and have never done this sort of work so it 
is difficult when he is the manager of my shift. Now I have 
reached the stage where I don’t care and on shift with him I 
don’t ask questions (Participant 24). 
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Through the course of the study, similar instances were captured and monitored to 

determine whether a situation improved. Participants who had reported such 

instances changed their opinions about one or two months later. By socialising and 

interacting more frequently on shifts with management, employees realised that the 

initial difficulty they experienced was often attributed to the style of work or their 

manager’s style of management.  This improved understanding of each other enabled 

them to collaborate: 

Giovanni has changed. At first he was intimidating but now I 
like him, he is very good. I don’t know why there is this 
change. I haven’t really thought about it. I think it does 
because once you get to know someone more and interact 
socially you learn about them. This then helps when you 
work with them (Participant 25). 

 

Job Design 

During interviews, participants explained that the front office department’s 

responsibility was to coordinate a variety of activities to deliver guest experiences 

spanning across multiple departments. Front office work was highly structured and 

well defined through work-instructions. This did not allow much room for employees 

to be proactive with its day-to-day operation. Consequently, front office departments 

were less autonomous in relation to the procedures that had to be followed. 

Moreover, at times of low demand or labour instability, front office employees 

offered their services to other departments or even assumed different roles in their 

department.  

 

Participants unanimously agreed that working in other departments helped them 

increase their knowledge base by being exposed to different functions, departments 

and colleagues. They obtained a good understanding of the path of activities that 

ultimately led to delivering experiences to guests. This had the potential to make 

them more proactive to ensure knowledge sharing obstacles were eliminated. For 

example, having a holistic understanding of the activities or processes involved for 

certain knowledge to reach them, they could be more proactive to ensure knowledge 

sharing was not impeded. However, non-career-oriented employees referred to the 

additional benefits of increasing their professional and building a non-professional 

understanding. Both levels of understanding supported the collaboration of front 

office with other departments: 
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It’s good to know people in other departments. It makes it 
easier to work together. It does help. We have a French guy 
who is a housekeeper. He wouldn’t respond to radio 
messages. After a few times I tried to contact him via radio 
but this time I said his name and he responded straight away. 
Now if you use his name he does it a lot quicker for you. 
Now I know how to approach him (Participant 26). 

 

Organisational Culture 

Published training manuals, observations of training sessions and staff noticeboards 

revealed that the hotel chain promoted an array of organisational values focusing on 

collaboration between employees. The rationale of these values was that they 

represented the promise of employees to the hotel chain that during their 

employment, among other things, they would collaborate with peers: 

The hotel chains organisational culture is how we behave 
every day – a set of behaviours based on our values that are 
helping us to become one of the very best companies in the 
world. They reflect the values that are important to us and 
were developed through research with our employees across 
the world into how they behave at work every day – and how 
they want the people they work with to behave. Our 
organisational culture provides a strong sense of shared 
purpose, and is critical to driving our business performance 
forward, as well as making us a great, enjoyable place to 
work. They make us a high-performing organisation that 
helps deliver our company’s core purpose (Participant 27). 

 

Some of the hotel chain’s organisational values recognised the importance to manage 

employees as individuals with personalised needs. Examples of how the hotel chain 

acknowledged and catered for each individual was through the shift request book. 

Employees had the opportunity to request their desired holidays. In addition, such 

values appeared through people’s work behaviour. The hotel chain required staff to 

deliver great service to guests enhanced by their personality and talent. Of course, 

employees were required to follow standard processes and procedures but they could 

add their own touch to offered services.  

 

The hotel chain’s strategy towards a more personalised work environment was also 

evident from staff noticeboards. Apart from corporate information, the notice boards 

had a monthly birthday announcement and team building functions such as the 

Christmas staff party. The hotel chain believed that reward and recognition made 
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employees feel appreciated. On a quarterly basis, the hotel chain hosted reward and 

recognition functions where management awarded recognition titles to staff as a 

reward token for their work and exceptional performance. Finally, the hotel chain 

also gave employees the opportunity to take an active role in the business. Through 

the corporate intranet, through suggestion/feedback forms and the employee survey 

employees have the opportunity to voice concerns, share best practices and 

expectations allowing the hotel chain to provide a working environment in which 

they choose to stay.  

 

To motivate employees to engage in knowledge sharing, the hotel chain tied its front 

office activities, performance assessment, training and career development programs 

to its organisational culture. At the end of each shift, apart from completing the 

department’s checklist, participants also had to provide examples of how they 

engaged with the hotel chains organisational values.  Performance assessment was a 

formal two-way communication process between management and employees that 

took place twice a year. The hotel chain’s focus was on recruiting and developing 

leaders. It gave employees the opportunity to develop their leadership skills by 

assessing and suggesting their development. Furthermore, workforce development 

through training and career progression opportunities held an integral part in the 

hotel chain value system. On a monthly basis, talent management ran a variety of 

training workshops. Training workshops were open to all employees and were 

matched to employee’s hierarchical level. Finally career progression opportunities 

were delivered through the hotel chains career development program. This program 

was reviewed on a quarterly basis to promote employees and ensure it delivered on 

its promise of career progression.  

 

During interviews, employees’ perception of the organisational value system was 

different to what the hotel chain promoted. The values were viewed as unnecessary 

because collaborating and sharing knowledge to carry out front office activities was 

the content of their work and the basis of their financial reward was for doing so. 

Moreover, the daily assessment of these values was problematic. Employees had 

become fatigued from the constant reminder and everyday assessment. They reached 

a point where they would devise fictitious examples when filling in the assessment 

forms. Strengthening this claim were participants’ references of the hotel chains 
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inconsistency in applying performance assessment and career development practices 

due to the prevalence of labour instability. Due to the high turnover of guest service 

or porter levels, management would resume such roles and would have limited time 

to carry out assessments: 

I have been told I will be reviewed many times but this hasn’t 
happened. Originally it would have been Gary in three 
months, then Frank, Gary and now 10 months later it has 
disappeared and there is no mention of it. Since I have been 
here there have been so many changes in duty managers and 
front office managers that I just got sick of asking. New 
employees don’t know you and of course can’t comment on 
your performance but when they can they leave again 
(Participant 28). 

 

Motivation and Rewards 

Based on meeting observations, fieldnotes and published hotel material, the hotel 

chain motivated and rewarded employees through a variety of activities. Every 

quarter, the hotel chain held reward and recognition afternoons during which 

employees were rewarded for their services. Awards offered were for ‘employee of 

the quarter’, ‘manager of the quarter’ and various others. All awardees received a 

title as well as a surprise gift, which ranged from gift vouchers or money for 

excursions. Front office departments also held internal competitions between 

management and employees regarding their customer loyalty program. Both teams 

competed against customer enrolments on the hotel chain’s loyalty program5. In 

addition, senior management allowed each department (including front office) a 

budget for room division managers or front office managers to use at their discretion 

to reward employee activities. Furthermore, discounted room rates for any hotel 

member of the hotel chain worldwide were available to all employees. Finally, 

employees were usually offered career opportunities at both intra- and inter-hotel 

levels.  

 

During interviews, participants argued that motivation and rewards did not 

necessarily influence knowledge sharing. For them it was perceived as part of their 

job and they were financially rewarded to engage in knowledge sharing to complete 

                                                        

5 These internal competitions were discussed in front office meetings but no evidence during 

interviews was acquired to suggest that they influenced knowledge sharing. 
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their tasks. Career-oriented employees who appeared to be more dedicated to their 

jobs, in the sense that they worked more hours, explained that the various motivation 

and reward incentives helped them achieve their career progression aspirations. 

However, some employees who had been awarded hierarchical promotions, 

perceived their career progression as an opportunity for management to force their 

exit involuntarily. They explained that because of the fast pace of work, and the lack 

of time and labour availability, the hotel chain moved people to ensure positions 

were covered and expected results in a short period. In reality though, these 

expectations were impossible to achieve and led to the inability of staff to perform 

and were consequently asked to leave the hotel. Other participants explained that 

career progression was limited by the different employment motivations of 

employees. For example, career-oriented employees explained that because of the 

scarce labour supply, convenient decisions of recruiting non-career-oriented 

employees affected their career progression opportunities. The lack of focus and 

skills of non-career-oriented employees required career-oriented employees to focus 

on work tasks and training that sometimes was not part of their role: 

I was employed as the room’s division manager and because 
of staff turnover I am always changing to other jobs. I have 
been a duty manager, I have been in housekeeping but the 
thing is I have an MBA and this is not working for me. I 
don’t use my brain and I can’t grow here (Participant 29). 

 

Recruitment 

Management explained that finding and recruiting the right people for the right job 

would ensure knowledge sharing was not affected from labour instability. To find the 

right people the hotel chain used behavioural interviewing and personality profiling 

processes to determine the personality and behaviour of potential employees. The 

hotel chain also tried to minimise its workforce casualisation by avoiding or 

minimising the need to employ casual staff as well as using different contractual 

arrangements. Management explained that they tended to employ people who were 

already friends. Employing friends but having them work in different hotels was a 

good way to fulfil staff needs but also provides a ready-made support network to 

employees.  
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Due to the scarce labour availability, management explained that when their budgets 

allowed, they recruited more staff than needed. They referred to this strategy as 

stock-piling to respond to unpredictable voluntary turnover. Management also tried 

to retain staff through employment programs offering fixed-term contracts or through 

visa sponsorships. Some employment programs were covering the transport costs of 

employees to come to Darwin providing they stayed in their role for a fixed term. In 

cases of international employees, the hotel chain offered sponsorship opportunities 

that required the employee to stay with the hotel for a minimum period of two years. 

Finally, the interviews with employees revealed that the assessment procedures used 

during recruitment were not very effective, as they could not identify individuals 

who did not demonstrate collaboration behaviours. Similarly the different contractual 

agreements were positively perceived as they gave employees a variety of options. 

 

Organisational Socialisation 

Based on organisational documents and observations of meetings and training 

sessions, the hotel chain facilitated employee’s organisational socialisation through 

creating networks, induction, internal marketing, orientation and training. During the 

recruitment stages, the hotel chain circulated to all new employees each other’s 

contact details. The purpose of this was to offer new employees, even before arriving 

in Darwin, a friendship support network that would help them whilst in Darwin. 

Usually, these peers looked for and rented accommodation together. Additionally, 

various tour operators offered complimentary tours to the front office managerial 

staff to promote their services hotel guests. Management offered all complimentary 

tours to new employees to help them become more familiar with both the destination 

and their peers.  

 

Induction included all those activities aiming to offer a good and memorable start 

with the organisation. The activities involved were onboarding, orientation and 

internal marketing. The onboarding program involved the allocation of an existing 

employee to a new employee. The role of the onboarding advisor was to assist new 

employees with the completion of necessary documentation, their introduction to 

their peers and other departments and hotels. The onboarding advisor assisted new 

employees for the first days of their employment but was also accessible during 

employees’ training period. Also, when new employees started, management added 



Chapter 5: Knowledge Sharing in hotels front office departments 

 134  

on the staff noticeboard an A4 page showing a photo of the person, describing which 

department they will work in, under whose supervision and giving some background 

information on them. The arrival of new staff was also part of the discussion topics 

during each hotel’s monthly front office meeting. During the meetings, the front 

office manager would inform the team of the department’s labour movements. In the 

case of new employees, the front office manager gave some background information 

about their work experience and their place of origin.  

 

Despite these actions, employees explained that, when new people arrived, they were 

never formally introduced to peers by management. Introductions and familiarisation 

took place informally during shifts. Further, they explained that more background 

information (for example, their job motivation, their family background, their skills 

and their personal situation in Darwin) would be useful to understand the conditions 

under which the new employees came. 

 

Orientation was an all day event that introduced new employees to the hotel chain at 

both a national and international level. Its focus on delivering to stakeholders and 

employees created a positive perception of the hotel chain. Employees realised and 

understood the hotel chains investment towards retaining and promoting them 

through the hotel chains training programs and organisational values. Also, the 

presentation of the different hotel brands and particularly the three hotels in Darwin 

helped participants understand the collaborative relationship between all three 

Darwin-based hotels.  

 

According to participants, the frequency of orientation varied and depended on the 

volume of new employees. This meant that new employees could have been 

employed for some time (for example, up to three months) before they actually 

attended orientation. Also when a number of employees were recruited through a 

certain program (for example, gap year), customised orientation programs were 

developed to address the particular employment program. Although every effort was 

made to do so, sometimes the number of employees did not allow the delivery of 

such customised orientation programs. Participants explained that delays in the 

delivery of orientation often made them feel isolated as they did not have the 

opportunity to interact with new peers from other hotel properties.  
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Apart from the inconsistent delivery of orientation, participants commented on the 

implications of seating arrangements during orientation days. As employees may 

have been working for three or four months prior to attending orientation, when they 

attended orientation they sat with people they were already familiar. Participants 

explained that such seating arrangements made peers less willing to interact with 

employees they did not know. Although during orientation observations, some 

orientation coordinators purposefully arranged the seating to minimise this, not all 

coordinators followed this through. Furthermore, employees who had been with the 

hotel chain for a number of years transferred from interstate hotels explained that 

they were not included in orientation sessions. They attributed this to management’s 

belief that they had attended orientation in the past and consequently were familiar 

with processes and policies. However, this group of employees explained that 

irrespective of being long-term employees, the fact that they were working in a 

different location and were interacting with different peers suggested the importance 

for them to attend orientation: 

I have never been to orientation here. I only did one for IHG 
in New Zealand so I don’t know how they do orientation 
here. I should have done one here. Of course being with the 
company for so long so it’s the same old information but 
things are different in Darwin hotels and also I was new and 
didn’t know anyone. I think I should have done one 
(Participant 30). 

 

Finally, night shift employees explained they did not attend orientation because the 

timing of the delivery of orientation did not match their sleeping patterns. Those who 

did attend described the day as a day from which they did not remember anything 

because of their lack of concentration:  

I went to one a long time ago. Honestly speaking I slept 
through it. I had just finished work and I just slept 
throughout. I was so tired (Participant 31). 
 

The training of new employees was designed in a way to help them understand the 

importance of knowledge sharing and become proficient in their role in a short 

timeframe. New employees were assigned between two to three trainers for up to two 
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weeks, and were referred to as buddies6. Training took place both on the job and 

during training courses. Training sessions showed and taught employees the tools 

they needed, while on-the-job training taught them how to coordinate these tools in a 

real life situation.  Buddies were usually employees with excellent knowledge of the 

front office operations because the hotel chain’s focus was to make new employees 

proficient in a short time. The hotel chain believed that good quality training would 

give all new employees the necessary skills and tools to perform their role. However, 

frequent labour instability together with the shiftwork nature of front office meant 

that new employees had to be trained by different buddies.  

 

Some managerial staff believed that, having one buddy to train new employees 

would be ideal. They believed the learning experience of new employees would be 

far more superior to that of others trained by various buddies. Interestingly, there was 

another segment of managerial staff that actively sought more than one buddy to 

train new employees. For them, giving new employees the opportunity to experience 

the reality of collaborating with different staff that had different styles of working or 

communication was a critical stage in a new employees training.  

 

However, new non-career-oriented employees argued that the use of multiple trainers 

as well as a trainer’s personality or attitude may have had the potential to affect 

knowledge sharing. They believed that being trained by more than one trainer often 

confused them. This confusion arose from being exposed to numerous styles of work 

and consequently different ways of collaborating and carrying out the front office 

activities. After spending a few days with one trainer and learning how to relay 

information and complete tasks, when the second trainer came, and new employees 

re-learnt how to carry out the aforementioned process in a different way. In cases 

where new employees had up to five buddies, they learnt five different ways of 

sharing knowledge to successfully complete front office activities. This was rather 

daunting and in many cases affected their knowledge sharing because they simply 

did not know which approach to follow: 

                                                        

6 Buddy: Buddy is a term used by the hotel chain case study of this thesis to describe 

the person training new employees. 
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When I first started different people were training. That was 
really hard and then everyone else was giving me their input 
all the time and they were showing me all these different 
ways and it was really confusing. Really, really, confusing. 
Now I am fine. It took me a while to get it. I just wanted one 
person to train me someone like Maria. She knows 
everything about everything and does it properly whereas 
everyone has lazy ways of doing stuff and then I would get in 
trouble for not doing it properly. They wouldn’t understand 
that I didn’t know any different because that was what they 
showed me (Participant 32). 

 

Moreover, new non-career-oriented employees perceived some trainers as hostile and 

unhelpful. They described moments when they needed help and would ask their 

trainer a specific question and their trainer would either ignore them or give them a 

one-word answer, which did not necessarily help them. New non-career-oriented 

employees felt that this kind of attitude or behaviour was affecting their learning 

process during their training stages and envisaged knowledge sharing problems, as 

they did not feel they were being properly trained: 

Annalie and Cyra trained me. Annalie was very patient with 
me. A week later I got Cyra. I get along with Cyra but I 
didn’t like the way she spoke to me most of the time when I 
was learning. She treated me as if I should have known how 
to do stuff whereas Annalie was very patient and 
understanding. It was good I had both of them because if I 
only had Cyra I would have probably left (Participant 33). 

 

Although new non-career-oriented employees attributed the trainer’s behaviour to 

their personality, during interviews career-oriented trainers explained how frustrated 

they felt to be training. In some cases they could be training employees for up to six 

months. With labour changes happening so frequently, these employees felt that their 

role in the department was that of a trainer and not a guest service agent or duty 

manager. 

 

Finally, the hotel chain acknowledged the difficulty employees encountered when 

arriving to a new place without having accommodation. The hotel chain recognised 

that such difficulties may result in higher instances of employees leaving. To provide 

a short-term solution the hotel chain offered temporary accommodation to help 

employee’s integration to the place. New employees could stay in one of the hotels 
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for two weeks when they commenced their employment. This allowed them a two-

week rent-free period to look for alternative accommodation. 

 

Participants explained that in addition to the hotel chains organisational socialisation 

activities, they believed it was important to adapt to Darwin as a new place. The 

process and the factors enabling participants to adapt to Darwin differed between 

career-oriented and non-career-oriented employees. The majority of the non-career-

oriented participants were not from Darwin and had not previously lived away from 

home. This group of participants argued that it was important to learn how to live in 

a place, where they knew no one and their usual family and friends support networks 

were absent: 

Carrie and I were the same; real family people who had never 
left home and had no family here. Although we tried to create 
friendships, there is so much change here that you can’t 
really create strong connections to people so you need to get 
used to the fact that you are alone (Participant 34). 

 

Conversely, career-oriented employees did not share a similar perspective. Travelling 

and consequently frequent relocations away from their social networks were central 

to their employment motivations and had become a part of their working career. 

 

Employees believed it was important to adapt to Darwin’s lifestyle, culture, its 

transient character, its climate, location and accommodation. However, career 

motivated employees did not place a great focus on adapting to Darwin as a place or 

destination. Their focus was to work and gain hierarchical promotions and not 

necessarily enjoy their tenure in Darwin. Nonetheless, career-oriented employees 

agreed with their non-career-oriented peers on the importance to accept and adapt to 

Darwin’s transient character. Factors facilitating employees’ adaptation to Darwin 

were: travel experiences; transportation; size of Darwin; previous visits or work 

experience in Darwin; its lifestyle and culture; the absence and/or presence of family; 

the hotel chain; their employment motivations; their non-Darwin origin and attitude 

towards living in Darwin. 

 

The majority of the participants had travelled extensively for both work and pleasure. 

They argued that their travel experience had helped them become more open and 

accepting to the fact of being somewhere where they did not know anyone or 
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anything about the place. Some participants had also visited Darwin whilst on 

holidays or had previously worked in Darwin. Both previous visits and work 

experience gave them a comparative advantage to others, as they knew what to 

expect and how to cope in Darwin: 

We always travelled for work and pleasure so we are used to 
it. The difficulty in transitioning to an environment is that 
you leave your home and have to make home another place 
for 4-6 weeks or longer. Once you have been doing for a 
while it gets easier (Participant 35). 
 

For non-career-oriented participants with families in Darwin, adaptation was 

considerably easier. Family ties supported them by offering accommodation, 

facilitated their social integration by involving them in social activities and served as 

a support network. However, for participants with no family ties, being in a new 

place alone forced them to find ways to adapt to the place. These participants 

replaced friends and family support networks with people they met in Darwin. 

Creating support networks in a place where employees did not have their usual 

networks was important for the duration of their stay.  Furthermore, Darwin’s 

lifestyle also facilitated participant’s adaptation. Darwin was often described as 

having a relaxed, casual, accepting and social lifestyle. Participants explained that 

the Darwin lifestyle served as a great context to socialise, get to know people and 

create friendship support networks. For international participants, the multicultural 

aspects of Darwin and the plethora of ethnic cultural groups helped them feel at 

home and adapt to Darwin.  

 

Participants’ employment motivations supported their adaptation to Darwin. Non-

career-oriented participants coming for a working holiday and to meet new people 

tended to be more sociable and actively engaged in social interaction activities to 

fulfil their motivation. Through such actions, they were able to network, meet people 

and adapt to Darwin. Similarly, the strong determination of career-oriented 

employees to progress hierarchically made relocation from business to business or 

destination a common occurrence to which they had become accustomed. Therefore, 

ensuring they adapted to a variety of circumstances to take advantage of the career 

progression opportunities Darwin offered, was central for this segment of the 

participants. 
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Further to adapting to Darwin, career-oriented employees explained that it was 

critical to adapt to Darwin’s hospitality industry and the hotel chain.  For them 

adapting to Darwin’s hospitality industry was important, as they believed Darwin’s 

hospitality industry differed considerably to the rest of Australia. The less 

professional corporate atmosphere of hotels, which penetrated the way services and 

experiences delivered, appeared to be specific to Darwin and not in other Australian 

states: 

When I first came here I struggled. My colleagues were 
Darwin style and I was from a professional background; so I 
would say to them ‘you can’t do that’. It took me a while to 
understand the Darwin effect. It is so relaxed here. At first I 
would come in with my shirt and tie just like in Sydney. 
After a while I was like ‘ah here goes the tie, unbutton the 
shirt, the jacket goes’. There is a different way of doing 
things here and people don’t really understand it when they 
first come. Some managers come on and they think they can 
change things straight away but Darwin is different to 
everywhere else. For example, other hotels in Australia do 
things the new way and things like that whereas here we do it 
the old way and we like it (Participant 36). 

 

Further, they argued that the variability in Darwin’s hospitality labour force 

suggested it was important to adapt to the characteristics of their fellow non-career-

oriented peers. Although non-career-oriented fulfilled their job requirements and did 

not affect collaboration, they differed considerably in their orientation to engage in 

work for more than what was expected of them as well as differed in the behaviours. 

They did not share a similar drive like career-oriented-employees and certainly did 

not demonstrate a professional and formal work ethic as career-oriented employees 

did.  Furthermore, career-oriented employees, both experienced and inexperienced 

with the hotel chain, explained the importance of adapting to each hotel in terms of 

its size and processes. For example, for guest service agents, being aware of the 

capacity of porters was important to determine the level of dependency on porters 

and whether a guest service agent would be required to engage in porter activities 

whilst on shift: 

She’s stressful. She’s from a hotel that had a big concierge 
team like 10 or 20 people and we only have one. I don’t think 
she’s used to that and every 10 sec she’s on the radio about 
things. It might be something she can do it herself but she 
gets us to do it (Participant 37). 
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Similarly, it was important to understand how each hotel conducted business and be 

familiar with the procedures and processes in place to do so. Different hotel brands 

tend to target different clientele and may differ in their practices.  

 

5.3 Summary 

The results presented showed that variations emerged in the way the factors 

influencing knowledge sharing were perceived between career and non-career-

oriented employees. However, despite differences in perceptions, participants 

believed that knowledge sharing was not affected. Examining the results on the 

consequences of labour instability could strengthen participant’s claims. Indeed, 

other than one participant, all participants did not perceive labour changes as 

affecting knowledge sharing. In cases of staff turnover, participants attributed this to 

the types of knowledge they shared whereas for inter or intra hotel movements and 

shifts they attributed it to people knowledge.  

 

Although front office knowledge was recorded in operational instructions or 

manuals, interviews with management and reviews of company documentation 

revealed that the hotel chain attempted to retain employees’ knowledge. Retaining 

employees’ knowledge was perceived as central in the dynamic labour environment 

of the hospitality industry of Darwin. Knowledge was retained through work 

instructions, checklists and the intranet. Knowledge retention was only implemented 

at managerial levels and not operational levels, as the knowledge required and shared 

between employees already existed in a codified form as in training manuals. 

Employees holding managerial positions were perceived as having value adding 

knowledge that needed to be recorded. Conversely, employees occupying front line 

hierarchical levels, according to management, had only technical knowledge that did 

not necessarily need to be recorded.  

 

Interestingly, although retained knowledge offered a knowledge base for existing and 

new staff, it could not always successfully help new or existing peers with their 

work. The time needed to record and locate useful knowledge in such a fast-paced 

environment was almost impossible and a reason to not do so. Moreover, participants 

explained and showed an understanding that not all knowledge could possibly be 

retained. Although technical, hotel and guest knowledge could easily be captured in 
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documents or software programs; they were not the only types of knowledge 

available and important for peer collaboration. Management explained that there was 

knowledge they had acquired through their work experience, their interaction with 

their peers and their tenure in the hotel that was difficult to externalise because it was 

person- and context-specific. These types of knowledge concerned someone’s 

awareness of how to conduct a task, recognising or responding to clientele, 

awareness of people’s personalities, their work style and knowledge of how to 

collaborate with peers. Attempting to externalise it would remove its context and 

could result in being non-value adding. Moreover, participants explained that intra or 

inter hotel movements or shifts enabled them to interact with a variety of peers and 

strengthen their professional relationship by creating people knowledge. Indeed, 

management perceived these frequent labour changes as a good way to orient new 

employees and help all employees create people to facilitate knowledge sharing. 

 

The next chapter will provide an analytical view of knowledge sharing in dynamic 

labour environments. 
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Chapter 6 - Knowledge sharing in dynamic labour environments 

6.1 Introduction 

This chapter discusses the results, reported in chapter five, in relation to the literature 

review presented in chapter two to understand how knowledge sharing took place in 

dynamic labour environments through the following three research questions:  

Research Question 1 Which factors influenced knowledge sharing in the 

dynamic labour context of the hospitality industry of the Northern Territory 

of Australia;  

Research Question 2 Which strategies businesses and/or employees used to 

compensate for the absence of knowledge sharing facilitators present in more 

stable labour environments and adapt to the differences of dynamic labour 

environments; and  

Research Question 3 Which factors facilitated or motivated these strategies. 

 

This discussion begins by going through all the factors influencing knowledge 

sharing (section 6.2) as identified in chapter two to answer the first research 

question: Which factors influenced knowledge sharing in the dynamic labour context 

of the hospitality industry of the Northern Territory of Australia. Then the chapter 

engages in a more in-depth discussion (section 6.3) to answer the last two research 

questions: Which strategies businesses and/or employees used to compensate for the 

absence of knowledge sharing facilitators present in more stable labour environments 

and adapt to the differences of dynamic labour environments? Which factors 

facilitated or motivated these strategies? Answers to both these questions will 

determine whether the hotel chain and/or employee actions enable knowledge 

sharing in dynamic labour environments.  

 

Just like in chapter five, it is important to state that some factors feature more 

prominently and are discussed in more detail just because they were found to be 

more influential than other factors. The overall observation is that labour stability 

was not observed to be a necessary prerequisite for sharing knowledge critical to the 

operation of front office departments. However, the particularly interesting aspects of 

the results relate to how factors influencing knowledge sharing in stable labour 

environments manifest and in turn influence knowledge sharing in a dynamic labour 
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environment. The chapter concludes with an overview of the main discussion points 

and frames the concluding chapter of the thesis. 

 

6.2 Which factors influence knowledge sharing in this dynamic labour 

environment? 

In chapter two, the factors influencing knowledge sharing were grouped into three 

categories: (a) types of knowledge; (b) factors referring to individual employees; and 

(c) organisational structure, infrastructure and practices (Table 6.1). The rest of this 

section discusses each factor identified in Table 6.1 in relation to the results of this 

research project.  

 

It is important to note that as mentioned in chapter one, two and three, the factors 

influencing knowledge sharing identified in Table 6.1 have been traditionally studied 

quantitatively. However, the exploratory nature of the research questions and the aim 

for the research questions to externalise employees perceptions of the factors 

influencing knowledge sharing and how they engage in knowledge sharing despite 

the unstable labour conditions, a qualitative approach was adopted. Even though 

qualitatively measured, the insights acquired for these factors are worth mentioning 

because of the potential nuances they add to the relevant literature. Although not all 

factors were found to significantly or similarly influence knowledge, some factors 

will feature more prominently in this discussion such as social networks and 

individual attitudes. However, it is important to refer to all those factors that 

influenced knowledge sharing, even though studied qualitatively, because they 

complement each other in a way that helps employees adapt at various levels of 

living and working in Darwin which in turn influences their knowledge sharing 

strategy as discussed in section 6.3; the section discussing the second and third 

research questions. 

Table 6.1 Factors influencing Knowledge Sharing 

Types of Knowledge Individual Organisational structure, 

infrastructure and practices 
Explicit Attitudes to 

knowledge sharing 
Information and Communication 
Technologies 

Tacit Social interactions Organisational hierarchy and 
leadership styles 

 Social networks Job design 
 Job satisfaction Organisational culture 
 Organisational Motivation and rewards 
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commitment and 
identification 

  Recruitment 
  Organisational socialisation 

 

Types of Knowledge 

Irrespective of staff turnover or other forms of labour changes, the knowledge 

necessary for carrying out front office tasks was captured in operating procedures or 

policy documents. Indeed, previous studies have argued that sharing explicit 

knowledge does not require the presence of factors that are in some contexts critical 

to facilitate tacit knowledge sharing (e.g. trust) (Nonaka 1994).  

 

However, labour instability suggested the need for new employees to be able to 

identify and locate this explicit knowledge in short timeframes to be able to 

collaborate with their peers. For both career and non-career-oriented employees this 

requirement was not perceived as an obstacle to their collaboration. Career-oriented 

employees had hospitality experience and already had the majority of the knowledge 

they required to function in their role. On the other hand, non-career-oriented 

employees had the experience of working in different contexts very frequently and 

coupled with the training offered to them were similarly able to acquire the necessary 

knowledge. These findings could inform future research concerned with sharing 

explicit in dynamic labour environments. Perhaps sharing explicit knowledge in such 

environments may require different or additional processes or enabling factors 

compared to what is required in stable labour environments. 

 

Participants also referred to tacit knowledge; knowledge they had developed through 

training and whilst on-the-job. Their tacit knowledge was not formally recorded by 

the hotel chain. Based on the literature it could be argued that sharing this tacit 

knowledge in a dynamic labour environment could be compromised due to the 

absence of factors such as trust (Hansen 1999; Fleck 1996; Lubit 2001). However, 

the results suggested that sharing tacit knowledge such as personal experiences or 

more efficient ways to check in customers did not appear to be affected by labour 

instability. In this context, this may be explained by the common goal of employees; 

that of the need to ensure the successful operation of front office departments. These 

findings could add new insights to literature suggesting the potential difficulty in 
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sharing tacit knowledge due to difficulties to articulate it or employees unwillingness 

to do so (Gao 2003; Polanyi 1958; 1966).  

 

Individual factors 

As stated in the literature, participants’ different employment motivations suggested 

different attitudes towards knowledge sharing (Bock et al. 2005; Gibbert & Krause 

2002; O’Dell & Grayson 1998; Srivastava et al. 2006; Von Krogh 2003; Yang 2008). 

Career-oriented employees were inclined to share knowledge that contributed both to 

the department’s activities and its long-term performance. In contrast, non-career-

oriented employees perceived hospitality as a means to fulfil their experience-

seeking motivations. Their motivation to seek work and lifestyle experiences 

penetrated the work environment and manifested in non-work-related conversation or 

differences in social interactions (explained later). Career-oriented employees 

engaged in non-work-related conversation because of their collaboration with non-

career-oriented employees. The former recognised the importance of non-work 

related conversation for the latter and engaged in it as a strategy to support their 

collaboration.  

 

Although knowledge sharing was perceived, by both types of employees, as a 

mandated part of their job; it was also considered as the outcome of behaviours or 

activities that were not required of their jobs. This could suggest that in this dynamic 

labour context, both attitudes were critical in enabling knowledge sharing because of 

the diverse workforce (career and non-career-oriented employees) of Darwin’s 

hospitality industry. This finding could suggest that future research on knowledge 

sharing may need to identify the scope of knowledge shared (e.g. mandated or 

voluntary) as differences may arise. For example, the factors influencing sharing 

knowledge critical for the operation of a business compared to its long-term 

improvement could vary. Moreover, sharing knowledge for the long-term 

improvement of a department might require certain levels of trust between 

employees and commitment towards the company.  Indeed, it is important to 

explicitly identify the scope of knowledge shared as researchers do not necessarily 

differentiate their research focus between sharing mandated knowledge or knowledge 

that could improve the long-term operation of a business (Bock et al. 2005; Gibbert 

& Krause 2002; Srivastava et al. 2006). 
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Different employment motivations and consequently different attitudes towards 

knowledge sharing created challenges between employees (e.g. difficulty to 

collaborate). However, as participants developed a professional and non-professional 

understanding of each other after a number of shifts; these challenges were 

minimised and knowledge sharing did not appear to be affected. These findings 

certainly deserve future attention to ascertain whether such challenges resulted from 

other factors and not necessarily from differences in participants’ employment 

motivations.  

 

Attitudes towards knowledge sharing appeared to be influenced by personality. 

Although an analysis of identifying personality types was not explicitly undertaken 

for this research project, it is interesting to refer to participant’s perceptions as they 

might add some further nuances to the literature. Participants perceived their peers as 

being reliable and dependable personalities. This result is interesting, as research 

(Cabrera et al 2006) within a similar context as this one (multinational organisation 

including a service sector in Spain) has argued that openness to experiences had 

more of an influential role on knowledge sharing than other personality 

characteristics such as reliability and dependability (Cabrera et al. 2006). Differences 

in relation to Cabrera et al’s (2006) findings could be explained with the tenure of 

employees in this research context and that of Cabrera’s study. In this research 

project employees remained with the business and in Darwin for a short period of 

time while almost eight per cent of Cabrera’s participants were employed by the 

business for more than five years. Perhaps reliability and dependability was not a 

feature for these participants because of the relatively stable labour environment they 

operated in as opposed to this study. Other explanations could relate to the focus of 

the knowledge shared. For example, sharing knowledge critical for the operation of 

front office departments and not necessarily for their long-term improvement was the 

main concern in this project. In this case, participants perceived as reliable and 

dependable appeared to have an important role in facilitating knowledge sharing. 

Perhaps Cabrera et al. (2006) focused on sharing knowledge with a long-term focus, 

which could explain their different result. Nonetheless, this finding could provide 

nuances requiring further investigation into the relationship between personality and 

knowledge sharing in dynamic labour environments. Further research could reveal 
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that recruiting hospitality labour in dynamic labour environments based on 

personality tests alone may not be advisable due to limited availability of labour.  

 

In this project, females appeared to engage in different levels of communication. 

This finding is consistent with literature arguing that gender influences knowledge 

sharing (Connely & Kelloway 2003; Lin 2006). However, the results provided only a 

few cases where gender suggested different communication language and in other 

cases a balanced gender mix improved collaboration and knowledge sharing. It could 

be argued that, similarly to the literature, the findings suggest that gender appeared to 

influence non-professional familiarity. This familiarity helped sustain equilibrium 

amongst employee relationships, which in turn supported knowledge sharing. 

 

Both formal and informal social interactions influenced knowledge sharing. 

Management sporadically instigated social interaction opportunities to increase the 

familiarity between peers and not to necessarily support work-related knowledge 

sharing as the literature suggests (Kelloway & Barling 2000; Yang 2004). However, 

management refrained from socialising with their staff during these informal social 

interactions. This result adds further nuances to research supporting the beneficial 

implications of management and employee social interaction (Kelloway & Barling 

2000; Lawson et al. 2009; Yang 2004).  

 

As formal social interactions were sporadic, participants instigated informal social 

interactions. These results appear to be consistent with research suggesting that 

social interaction opportunities can be informal because they were not influenced by 

an organisational formal structure. Non-career-oriented employees appeared to 

instigate informal social interactions more frequently. Their different employment 

motivations, the absence of their usual social networks in Darwin but also the 

dynamic labour character of the destination could explain their orientation to do so. 

Social interactions, for non-career-oriented employees, were perceived as a practice 

they engaged in to fulfil their original desire to seek experiences. On the other hand, 

career-oriented employees engaged in social interactions as a strategy to facilitate 

their collaboration with their non-career-oriented peers. Differences in how social 

interactions were perceived and used by career and non-career-oriented employees 

could be interesting to investigate in future research. Perhaps different employment 
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motivations may suggest different perceptions or use of factors influencing 

knowledge sharing.  

 

Consistent with the literature, formal and informal social interactions helped peers 

develop a non-professional understanding of each other (Haldin-Herrgard 2003; Van 

Maanen & Schein 1979; Wiig 1999). In this dynamic labour context, this non-

professional understanding helped employees collaborate. The capacity of social 

interactions to align peers and enable them to collaborate in a timely manner is 

consistent with the literature (Doz & Hamel 1997; Farok & Lorange 1988; Lawson et 

al. 2009; Uzzi 1997). Social interactions help peers create a collaboration etiquette 

that enables them to work together and engage in knowledge sharing (Doz & Hamel 

1998; Lawson et al. 2009). This is also consistent with Farok & Lorange (1988) who 

argued that social interactions enable peers to ‘communicate with each other, having 

a language that they all understand and behavioural styles that are compatible’ (p. 

372). Finally, the critical role of social interactions in facilitating knowledge sharing 

provides nuances to the literature suggesting social interactions are an insufficient 

condition to promote knowledge sharing (Schrader 1991).  Therefore, these findings 

could suggest differences in the role of social interactions in certain contexts. 

 

Despite employees’ different career-orientations, and different perceptions of social 

networks, the common denominator emerging from employees’ social networks was 

people knowledge. Cross and Borgatti (n.d.) and Borgatti and Cross (2003) found 

that social networks yielded learnt relationship characteristics (e.g. knowing, value, 

access, cost) that helped employees seek information. Due to the emergent character 

of people knowledge, it could be argued that people knowledge is a social network 

property emerging from the interdependency and interaction of the content of various 

social networks.  

 

Social network literature argues that the value of social networks derived from 

networks structure and content influences knowledge sharing (Ensign 2010; Inkpen 

& Tsang 2005). However, an important indirect assumption of social network 

literature is the availability of labour stability to provide employees sufficient time to 

create durable networks with distinct structure and content (Bourdieu & Wacquant 

1992; Lee, Wong & Chong 2005). In this research, due to labour instability, 
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employees did not have the opportunity to work in a stable team and therefore did 

not develop durable social networks with distinct structure and content. This 

suggested that employees did not have sufficient length of time to interact and 

develop knowledge sharing conditions described in the social network literature (e.g. 

reciprocity).  

 

Labour instability might have not provided employees with sufficient time to create 

knowledge sharing factors such as trust. However, labour instability triggered the 

emergence of various social networks and shifted the attention towards the 

interdependency and interaction of employees’ social networks. This 

interdependency and interaction of social networks yielded characteristics that 

supported knowledge sharing in environments where employees lacked the 

opportunity to develop strong and durable relationships. Friendships and associated 

trust helped employees who were new to Darwin settle in to living and working in a 

different context. Moreover, feeling comfortable, being friends and collaborating 

professionally helped employees create a professional and non-professional 

understanding which employees called people knowledge. People knowledge 

appeared to mobilise knowledge and support intra-organisational knowledge sharing 

between employees who had never worked with or had worked with peers 

infrequently. These findings could highlight further the importance of studying social 

relationships to understand how they influence work and other knowledge 

management processes (Ferris et al. 2009). For example, the literature has studied 

certain types of social networks (e.g. trust, gossip). The findings from this study 

suggest the presence of different types of social networks with content that may 

require further investigation.  

 

In this research context, sharing knowledge for the completion of front office tasks 

may not only or necessarily be attributed to job satisfaction. Employees explained 

that sharing knowledge to complete front office activities was part of their job. If 

they wanted to continue being employed and reap the benefits of their employment, 

they had to engage in knowledge sharing. It could be argued that these results offer 

different insights to the literature suggesting that job satisfaction enables knowledge 

sharing. Furthermore, it could be hypothesised that labour instability could influence 

employees’ job satisfaction (Iverson & Deery 2001; Hwang & Kuo 2006; Magnini 
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2008). In this research context employees perceived labour instability as a perfect 

opportunity to fulfil their career progression and experiential motivations. The 

dynamic labour features of the context appeared to accentuate the potential benefits 

employees were seeking through their different employment motivations. In this 

case, it could be argued that employees may not necessarily need a stable labour 

environment to be satisfied and engage in knowledge sharing. These findings could 

strengthen literature arguing that there are variable types or levels of job satisfaction 

that can influence knowledge sharing differently (Raub et al. 2006).  

 

The prevalence of labour instability and employees’ employment motivations 

suggested that employees were not committed to staying with the organisation for a 

long period of time. Nonetheless, employees were unequivocally committed to 

sharing knowledge to complete their work activities which appears to reflect the 

notion of affective commitment (Meyer et al., 2002). Although not much can be said 

about employee’s level of emotional attachment to the hotel chain, it can be argued 

that employee’s affective commitment became evident with their interest to carry out 

their work. This result could add to the literature by suggesting that perhaps affective 

commitment might manifest differently in dynamic labour environments. 

Furthermore the fact that career-oriented employees seems to be more committed to 

the hotel chain due to their career progression aspirations could suggest that 

continuance and normative commitment might penetrate work environments  and 

may implicitly support knowledge sharing because of the employment motivations of 

these employees. This finding provides nuances to the literature focusing on the 

beneficial role of organisational commitment on knowledge sharing as well as the 

need to further theorise the notion of commitment in dynamic labour environments 

(Cabrera et al. 2006; Kelloway & Barling).  

 

Organisational commitment can be differentiated between: affective, continuance 

and normative (Meyer & Allen 1997). Affective and continuance commitment refer 

to “an emotional attachment to, identification with, and involvement in the 

organisation ... continuance commitment denoting the perceived costs associated 

with leaving the organisation (Meyer et al., 2002, p. 21). However, normative 

commitment refers to the perceived obligation of an employee to remain with the 

same organisation (Allen and Meyer, 1990). It is likely that affective commitment 
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may be a precursor to knowledge sharing because of the emotional connection the 

employee feels with the organisation. The same cannot be said for normative 

commitment as the feeling of having to stay with a certain organisation may also 

hinder an employee’s motivations to engage in knowledge sharing. Finally, 

continuance commitment could relate more to employees financial orientations to 

staying with the businesses and may not be influential on an employee’s decision to 

share knowledge with peers other than to complete the necessary work. 

 

There is literature that focuses on the malleability of the notion of commitment and 

applies it to a certain function or context. For example, Jiacheng et al. (2009) found 

that commitment to knowledge sharing encouraged more knowledge sharing 

behaviours. The authors appear to recognise that in contemporary business 

environment, labour stability is not a common characteristic among the workforce. 

Consequently, attempting to create and study the influence of organisational 

commitment might be unrealistic. Commitment can be applied and investigated in 

relation to various purposes. Therefore, arguing that organisational commitment 

facilitates knowledge sharing perhaps requires to be further explored. An in-depth 

study could identify various commitment levels influencing knowledge sharing, 

because nowadays employees are becoming even more disloyal to organisations. 

Perhaps it would be more appropriate to say that the notion of commitment, whether 

to knowledge sharing or employment motivations, can facilitate intra-organisational 

knowledge sharing (Cabrera et al. 2006).  

 

Participants engaged in various levels of interpersonal identification (Dutton et al. 

1994). For example, participants identified with each other based on their 

employment motivations (career and non-career-oriented) or their place of origin 

(e.g. Victoria, Western Australia). Despite different levels of interpersonal 

identification, knowledge sharing did not appear to be affected. Participants 

attributed this to the importance of knowledge sharing in their roles as well as the 

positive role of their professional and personal understanding. This finding appears 

to offer insights into the identification literature. For example, employees do not 

necessarily have to interpersonally identify with each other to exert similar 

behaviours such as knowledge sharing. Moreover, it could also suggest that the 

influence of different levels of interpersonal identification could also be associated to 
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the stability of the labour environment. Perhaps in stable labour environments, 

interpersonal identification may have a more influential role on knowledge sharing.  

 

Organisational structure, infrastructure and practices 

Consistent with the literature, Information and Communication Technologies 

(ICTs) played an important role in front office knowledge sharing (Davenport & 

Prusak 2000; Hendricks 1999; Hall 2001; Rhodes et al. 2008; Robert 2009; Yang & 

Wu 2008). In light of labour instability, it was critical for employees to have the 

necessary resources to access ICTs effectively and efficiently to perform in their role 

(Cameron 2002; Rhodes et al. 2008; Robert 2009). Participants’ industry experience 

enabled familiarisation with the use of ICTs in a timely manner. Moreover, the 

employment motivations of non-career-oriented employees equally enabled their 

familiarisation and proficiency in using ICTs. This finding could be explained 

through research on generational characteristics (Cairncross and Buultjens 2007). For 

example, Generations Y and X which appear to dominate the hospitality workforce, 

are known to be technologically adept and consequently can learn how to use a 

variety of ICTs in a short period of time.  

 

In support of the literature, the front office department’s formal communication 

structure supported knowledge sharing (Zboralski 2009). Based on the literature 

there would have been an expectation that the high frequency of communication, the 

availability of communication outlets for peers and consequently the increased length 

of time for them to interact would positively influence knowledge sharing 

(Davenport & Prusak 2000; Zboralski 2009). However, the irregular frequency and 

length of time to communicate, the shiftwork nature of front office and the context 

specific nature of front office knowledge did not always allow that.  Knowledge 

sharing took place despite the absence of knowledge sharing conditions resulting 

from frequent interactions or communication. This could be explained by employee’s 

employment motivations, the critical role of knowledge sharing for front office and 

non-work related communication. For non-career-oriented employees 

communicating with peers they did not know or had not worked with for a while 

fulfilled their motivations of meeting and working with other people. On the other 

hand, career-oriented employees suggested that little would affect their collaboration 
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and knowledge sharing as these activities were critical to pursue their career 

development aspirations.  

 

Additionally, whilst on shift, employees engaged in non-work related conversation 

(e.g. social life, living in Darwin). This made their shifts more enjoyable but also 

gave them the opportunity to develop an understanding of their peers beyond their 

professional relationship. Despite contributing to their job satisfaction, non-work-

related communication augmented the formal communication. The literature has 

highlighted the positive role of non-work-related conversation (e.g. gossip), however 

further research could ascertain the content of non-work-related conversation and its 

influence on knowledge sharing (Ensign 2009; Cameron 2002).  

 

The presence of a structured organisational hierarchy coupled with well defined 

communication channels supported knowledge sharing. This finding appears to add 

new insights to the literature arguing against multi-layered hierarchical structures 

(Hendricks 1999; Nonaka et al. 2003).  On the contrary, it could be argued that rigid 

hierarchical structures do not necessarily impede knowledge sharing providing a 

formal communication structure is in place (Zboralski 2009). Finally, management 

refrained from socially interacting with their subordinates. It could be argued that 

this might have impeded the understanding of their subordinates and vice versa 

which could enable collaboration. Therefore this finding adds nuances to the 

organisational hierarchy literature that might be insightful when investigated further. 

 

In relation to leadership styles, knowledge sharing could be affected by differences 

in employment motivations and labour instability. However, these instances were 

eradicated in cases where managers adopted a transformational leadership style and 

led by example (Bass 1985; Cameron 2002).  Thus, a dynamic labour environment in 

which labour is motivated differently may suggest that it is important for 

management to engage in transformational leadership to support employees 

knowledge sharing. 

 

Cross-functionality in this dynamic labour environment provided employees with a 

good and solid understanding of their work. These results confirm the literature 

suggesting the beneficial influence of job design on knowledge sharing (Newell et al. 
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2002; Staples & Webster 2008). Furthermore, non-career-oriented employees argued 

that frequent cross–functionality, due to labour instability, helped them create a 

professional and non-professional understanding that supported their collaborative 

efforts and knowledge sharing. Considering the plethora of literature arguing against 

labour instability this finding is interesting (Cho et al. 2006; Hjalager & Anderson 

2001; McCabe & Savery 2007; Wildes 2007). Labour instability has often been 

perceived as having negative implications. However, some literature has focused on 

the positive outcomes of labour instability (e.g. cross training). Similar to the latter 

literature, the findings and context of this research also highlight the advantages of 

labour instability. Labour instability not only offered employees the opportunity to 

increase their work-related knowledge but most importantly it enabled employees to 

get to know their peers. 

 

Additionally, the highly structured nature of front office departments did not promote 

autonomy within employees. Knowledge sharing was already a critical part of their 

jobs, thus autonomy had little influence on it. This suggests that this project has 

insufficient evidence to argue in favour of the positive implications of job autonomy 

on knowledge sharing (Cabrera et al. 2006). Indeed these findings highlight that 

dynamic labour environments amplify cross functionality opportunities that help 

support knowledge sharing. 

 

The positive role of an organisational culture promoting collaboration or tied to 

performance assessment and reward practices is well justified in the academic 

literature (Bock et al. 2005; Dalkir 2005; Yang 2007). However, labour instability 

suggested that employees did not have the opportunity to develop and promote such 

a culture often found in stable labour environments (Yang 2007). Nonetheless, 

participants argued that their industry experience and employment motivations 

appeared to have a more influential role on knowledge sharing rather than just the 

hotel chains formal organisational culture. For example, career-oriented employees 

with extensive industry experience knew the importance of knowledge sharing. On 

the other hand, non-career-oriented employees perceived it as critical for their 

financial rewards and fulfilment of employment motivations. Although the hotel 

chains’ efforts to promote a knowledge sharing culture certainly confirm the 

literature, labour instability influenced these efforts (Goh 2002; Rowley 2002). 
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Similarly to the discussion so far, finding that organisational culture may not have 

played an influential role on knowledge sharing could suggest that perhaps in 

dynamic labour environments, factors such as organisational culture may not 

strongly influence employees activities. These findings may suggest the need to 

further explore the notion of organisational culture in different, more dynamic, 

contexts to understand how it manifests and affects organisational activities.  

 

The hotel chains’ approach towards motivation and rewards appeared similar to the 

literature (Goh 2002; Hendricks 1999). Non-career oriented employees benefited 

from financial rewards while career-oriented employees achieved their employment 

motivations of progressing hierarchically. These results may offer new insights to 

research such as Bock et al (2005) who argued that knowledge sharing is motivated 

by individual, group or organisational benefits. Apart from the employment 

motivations of employees, participants also stressed that knowledge sharing was part 

of their job. They suggested that motivation and rewards were not necessary as 

employees were already rewarded for engaging with their work. This is similar with 

research arguing against the sole use of motivation, and rewards to promote 

knowledge sharing, as it is often perceived as part of an employee’s job (Bock & 

Gulkim 2002).  

 

Moreover, the hotel chain had various internal competitions aiming to increase 

productivity in certain front office functions. As noted in chapter five, these 

competitions were mentioned during front office meetings but the interviews with 

employees did not reveal any information that would suggest that these internal 

competitions affected knowledge sharing.  Although the literature suggests otherwise 

(Bock & Gulkim 2002), it could be suggested that this finding might add further 

nuances to this line of enquiry. However further empirical research is required to 

allow researchers to confidently suggest that in this context differences occurred that 

may contradict the literature. Overall, these findings may contribute to the literature 

by providing insights from a dynamic labour context. Perhaps motivation and 

rewards impact organisational practices differently in stable and dynamic labour 

environments.  
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Similar to the literature, the hotel chain strongly believed that successful 

recruitment would identify employees with an orientation to collaboration and 

knowledge sharing but also with the intention to remain with the businesses (Cabrera 

et al. 2006). To do so, the hotel engaged in a variety of activities such as behavioural 

interviewing to ascertain potential employees who would more than likely engage in 

voluntary behaviours to support collaboration and knowledge sharing. The role of 

recruitment on knowledge has been highlighted in the literature. For example, Swart 

and Kinnie (2003) found that recruitment processes that try to engage people in the 

workplace through an informal and entertaining manner, helped promote an 

environment of knowledge sharing between employees. Similar arguments have been 

presented by Cabrera and Cabrera (2005) who identified recruitment practices as 

essential to promote knowledge sharing in organisations. It is important to state 

though that during recruitment, decision makers should also be able to engage in 

activities that may help identify potential employees with a knowledge sharing 

orientation that is however linked to extrinsic motivation. This is critical because it 

may lead to the recruitment of people who may not engage in knowledge sharing for 

competitive-related reasons such as people who are interested in career progression. 

Therefore it is desirable to identify potential employees who are intrinsically 

motivated as they are more than likely to engage in voluntary behaviours to support 

knowledge sharing such as people who may enjoy working in hospitality and 

engaging in knowledge sharing because they enjoy the processes and it contributes to 

the overall performance of the team. 

 

Indeed the use of behavioural interviewing as an assessment technique has been 

perceived as helpful to select employees with collaborative orientations such 

employee’s intrinsically motivated (Rhodes et al. 2008). Behavioural interviewing 

has also been perceived as a useful tool to identify employees with orientations 

towards Organisational Citizenship Behaviours (OCB) (Organ et al., 2010). 

Similarly, the variety of contractual options appears to be consistent with literature 

focusing on ways or strategies for hotels to retain employees (Cho et al. 2006; 

Dickson & Huyton 2008). Although the recruitment practices used in this context 

appeared in line with the literature, the presence of labour instability and participants 

different employment motivations may suggest that recruitment may not necessarily 

promote labour stability. Perhaps, the literature could focus on researching for 
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recruitment solutions that attract employees capable of collaborating in dynamic 

labour environments. 

 

In this project organisational socialisation appeared to influence knowledge sharing 

(Cooper-Thomas & Anderson 2002; Helve & Bynner 2007).  Through both 

orientation and training programs, employees were inducted into the work 

environment whilst realising the importance of knowledge sharing in this particular 

research context.  Additionally, both programs helped employees create peer 

familiarity. This familiarity could support their collaboration and knowledge sharing 

something that could add new insights to this line of literature. However, labour 

instability suggested special attention should be paid to the design and delivery of 

orientation and training programs. For example, caution should be exercised when 

fatigued employees assume training roles. They may be detrimental to 

communicating the importance of knowledge sharing and collaboration to employees 

who do not have industry experience or a hospitality career orientation. These 

findings may suggest that although the intention and purpose of organisational 

socialisation is correct; its application should perhaps be aligned with the 

characteristics of its context (Helve & Bynner 2007; Saks & Ashforth 1997; Schein 

1978). 

 

6.3 Knowledge Sharing in Dynamic Labour Environments: A Multi-Adaptation 

Strategy 

The hotel chain supported knowledge sharing through its structure, infrastructure and 

practices in place (Riege 2005). In light of labour instability the hotel chain engaged 

in staff and knowledge retention activities to promote labour stability and safeguard 

its knowledge sharing enablers. Despite limited research on the effectiveness of these 

activities, businesses have tried to manage labour instability by retaining staff and 

their knowledge through personal development programs; financial rewards, training, 

and improved recruitment processes (Cho et al. 2006; Dickson & Huyton 2008; Lynn 

2002; Joliffe & Farnsworth 2003; Lai & Baum 2005; Rowley & Purcell 2001; 

Wildes 2007).  

 

The focus of the literature on finding ways to eradicate or minimise labour instability 

does not seem to represent participant’s perceptions of how employees or businesses 
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should manage the issue of labour instability. Participants’ claims with regards to 

dealing with inevitable labour instability suggest that it was critical to find ways to 

ensure knowledge sharing was not affected as opposed to only retaining staff or their 

knowledge. Participants referred to the importance of adapting as a way of promoting 

collaboration in short timeframes. These claims suggested that participants engaged 

in a multi-adaptation strategy to knowledge sharing by adapting to multiple levels: 

the place (Darwin), its hospitality industry, the hotel and their peers (Figure 6.1). 

 

Figure 6.1: Multi-adaptation strategy 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The purpose of this multi-adaptation strategy was to help employees become familiar 

with the differences of both Darwin as a tourist destination and its hospitality 

industry. This adaptation would help them align to the expectations of the 

destinations hospitality industry as well as that of the hotel chain. This alignment 

would then enable them to collaborate with peers. Participants argued that through 

this multi-adaptation strategy they could collaborate and share knowledge that was 

critical for the operation of the front office in a short timeframe. Contrasting the 

literature on strategies to manage labour instability, the purpose of this multi-

adaptation strategy was not only to find ways to extend the tenure of employees but 

also support their collaboration by aligning them to the expectations of the hotel 

chain and the destinations hospitality industry.  

 

As shown in Figure 6.1 the multi-adaptation strategy that appeared to support 

knowledge sharing in this dynamic labour environment comprised of: adapting to the 

place (Darwin); adapting to the hospitality industry and the hotel(s); and adapting to 

peers. The rest of this section discusses each level of adaptation that makes up this 

multi-adaptation strategy. 

 

Adapting to the Place (Darwin) 

Multi-
Adaptation 

Strategy 
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The hospitality literature seems to have ignored the need for hospitality labour to 

adapt to the place in which they work. Perhaps adapting to the tourist destination 

may not have been associated with labour instability research in hospitality which in 

turn explains the lack of empirical findings. This lack of focus could be attributed to 

hospitality workforce originating from the same tourist destinations. Indeed, if this is 

the case, then it is understandable how the adaptation of workforce to a certain tourist 

destination has not been explicitly studied. However tourist destinations like Darwin, 

with the majority of its hospitality workforce originating from other Australian states 

or territories or even overseas, highlight the need to study the importance to adapt to 

tourist destinations and the role of this adaptation on potential turnover.  

 

Adapting to the Hospitality Industry and the Hotel(s) 

Career-oriented employees believed that adapting to the places hospitality industry 

and the hotel chain was equally important in such labour unstable contexts. This 

could be explained by their career orientation towards hospitality as well as their 

industry experience. Adapting to Darwin’s hospitality industry was important, as 

they believed it differed considerably to the rest of Australia. Indeed career-oriented-

employees explained that the less professional corporate atmosphere of hotels, which 

penetrated the way services and experiences delivered, appeared to be specific to 

Darwin and not in other Australian states. Furthermore, the composition of Darwin’s 

hospitality labour force of both career-oriented and non-career-oriented employees, 

made it important to adapt to the characteristics of their fellow non-career-oriented 

peers.  

 

On the other hand, different behaviours and orientations of non-career-oriented-

employees to adapt to Darwin’s hospitality industry and the hotel could be explained 

with the literature focusing on generational differences. For example, literature on 

the characteristics of backpackers, who make an important contribution to 

hospitality’s’ workforce, is insightful (Mohsin & Ryan 2003). Backpacker research 

has profiled and given detailed accounts of the characteristics, motivations and 

attitudes of this segment of hospitality workforce. Perhaps a better understanding of 

backpackers as an important segment of hospitality workforce for some tourist 

destinations could help businesses align their practices to their characteristics and 
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nurture collaboration between different workforce segments (e.g. backpackers and 

career-oriented employees).  

 

Adapting to Peers 

Participants considered their adaptation to new or existing peers, through people 

knowledge, as important. People knowledge appears to be similar to Cross et al.’s 

(2001) learnt characteristics. These characteristics emerged from employees’ social 

networks and had the potential to “help people become better connected so the 

organization can get the true benefit of their expertise more quickly” (p. 112). 

Indeed, people knowledge helped the collaboration of employees who had not 

interacted or worked with each other for a substantial length of time. This finding 

suggests that in the dynamic labour context of Darwin and hospitality, people 

knowledge could help employees connect and collaborate in a timely fashion to 

ensure knowledge sharing was not affected. 

 

People knowledge was socially created through professional or social interactions 

which seems consistent with the rationale of the social construction of knowledge 

(Berger & Luckman 1967; Mead 1934; Wittgenstein 1953). According to Berger and 

Luckman (1967) the social construction of knowledge is a ‘social phenomenon that 

is continually built and re-built and emerges in interpersonal and group processes, 

processes which themselves can potentially be enhanced through certain 

management interventions’ (Jackson & Klobas 2007, p. 4). Similar to Berger and 

Luckman (1967), Borgatti and Cross (2003) learnt relationship characteristics were 

created from interpersonal and group processes. Similarly, in this context, people 

knowledge was produced and shared informally and spontaneously between front 

office employees. This type of knowledge was created through face-to-face 

interaction and similarly shared during shifts or non-work-related activities.  

 

The emergence of people knowledge could also be explained with the shared mental 

model literature. People knowledge could be perceived as a groups shared 

understanding of individual and groups working relationships that was situational, is 

now based and is specific to this dynamic labour environment. Indeed this shared 

team mental model seems to enable collaboration in this dynamic labour 

environment. The role of team mental models in facilitating group performance in 
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dynamic and complex systems has been discussed in the literature (Mohammed and 

Dumville 2001), which also applies in this context.  

 

The activities employees engaged in to create people knowledge could be considered 

to reflect, among other voluntary behaviours, Organisational Citizenship Behaviours 

(OCB). OCB involves behaviours such as ‘helping, sportsmanship, organisational 

loyalty, organisational compliance, individual initiative, civic virtue and self 

development’ (Organ et al. 2006, p. 297). It could be argued that offering help, being 

friendly and courteous, engaging in informal communication and socialising were 

behaviours reflecting the helping behaviour of OCB (George & Brief 1992; George 

& Jones 1997; Smith et al. 1983; Van Scotter & Motowildo 1996; Williams & 

Anderson 1991). Furthermore, employees also demonstrated individual initiative 

behaviours (participation in formal meetings) that helped employees’ organisational 

orientation but also created opportunities to create people knowledge (Graham 1991; 

Van Dyne et al. 1994). It could be argued that meeting participation does not qualify 

as an OCB. However, considering that many employees did not attend those 

meetings and were not penalised for not doing so, suggests that those who did attend 

actively participated in the organisations activities. 

 

The relationship between OCB and labour instability is not new. The helping 

dimension has been related to managing labour instability (Smith et al. 1983; Organ 

et al. 2006; Bateman & Organ 1983). In the hospitality literature, OCB has been 

perceived as a strategy to control or eliminate staff turnover (Chen et al. 1998; 

Khalid 2006; Organ et al. 2006; Ravichandran & Gilmore 2007). Furthermore, 

research in dynamic labour environments argued in favour of the creation of OCB in 

a short timeframe (Chalkiti 2009). Interestingly, this research presents evidence that 

could help strengthen the argument that OCBs can develop in short timeframes and 

can support knowledge sharing in dynamic labour environments. 

 

Employees were motivated to engage in the aforementioned activities because of 

their employment motivations, their industry and travel experiences, their 

personality, and their tenure of living and working in Darwin and the prevalence of 

labour instability. Consistent with the literature, employees’ employment motivations 

motivated them to engage in the aforementioned actions (Organ et al. 2006). Career-
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oriented employees engaged in such behaviours to ensure their peers were able to 

function in their roles in a timely fashion, ensure collaboration was not affected and 

results were delivered to help them pursue their employment aspirations. Conversely, 

non-career-oriented employees engaged in these behaviours to attempt to fulfil their 

motivations in their work context. Therefore, it could be argued that employee’s 

employment motivations; hospitality and travel experience influenced their 

engagement in such voluntary behaviours to create people knowledge.  

 

Personality has also been perceived as an enabler of such actions (Organ et al. 2006). 

In this research, employees argued that an employee’s personality could explain the 

behaviours they adopted to create people knowledge. For example, non-career-

oriented employees were described as having personalities that pursued socialisation, 

natural curiosity to interact with peers and find out about their background 

(Cairncross & Buultjens 2007). According to Organ et al. (2006), ‘agreeableness is a 

big five factor that comprises friendliness, likeability and a general ease of getting 

along with others in pleasant relationships’ (p. 81). Indeed, non-career-oriented 

employees aimed to create such a work environment where peers got along by being 

friendly to each other. This attitude helped them engage in communication and 

socialisation activities. These helped create a professional and non-professional 

understanding of each other that in turn fostered their collaboration. In contrast, 

career-oriented employees demonstrated similar behaviours that appear to be 

influenced by the personality of hospitality employees. Career-oriented employees 

demonstrated agreeableness behaviours both because they encapsulate the notion of 

hospitality but also because they recognise it as a facilitator of collaboration. 

 

The role of team mental models could also help explain the role of Darwin as a place 

and how it influenced participant’s attitudes to develop people knowledge. The 

shared attitudes understanding of situations such as the transient features of Darwin 

and their implications in the work environment influenced employees attitude and 

behaviour towards the group. Indeed this behaviour was the result of a set of thought 

processes that employees engaged in, because of their interactions with peers but also 

their tenure in Darwin, that could be referred to as cognition, an integral part of team 

mental models (Hutchins 1991). This influence triggered employees to develop this 
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shared understanding of work relationships that in turn supported their collaboration 

in this dynamic labour environment. 

 

Labour instability also renewed people knowledge. Frequent labour instability meant 

that people knowledge was continuously built and re-built. Indeed, the critical role of 

labour instability in terms of supporting the creation of people knowledge could also 

be supported through social network literature. For example, the content of social 

networks can change because of mobility and turnover (Halpern 2005). In this 

project, mobility, turnover and other factors (employment motivations, generational 

characteristics, nature of hospitality and influence of Darwin), positively influenced 

the creation of people knowledge. Inevitable labour instability in this research 

context gave way to ongoing change in the composition of the front office team. 

These changes triggered the ongoing creation and update of people knowledge. 

Therefore, this finding appears to confirm the literature discussing variations in 

social networks because of labour instability (Halpern 2005; Inkpen & Tsang 2005).  

 

Finally, labour instability and the lack of time for employees to interact did not 

appear to be critical for the creation of relationships (social networks). Borgatti and 

Cross (2003) stressed that the relational characteristics ‘are learned over time’ (Cross 

& Borgatti n.d., p. 4), which can be explained by the relatively long employment 

tenure of their sample. In chapter five, people knowledge took up to two months to 

emerge. This research offers empirical evidence suggesting that people knowledge 

can develop in short timeframes from employees or in teams who have not 

necessarily had the opportunity to interact repeatedly over time.   

 

Knowledge Sharing in Dynamic Labour Environments 

The hotel chain efforts to support knowledge sharing could not solely explain how 

knowledge sharing took place in this dynamic labour environment. It appeared that 

employees’ informal multi-adaptation strategy complemented the hotel chain’s 

efforts and this combination facilitated knowledge sharing. In comparison to the 

literature this finding is interesting. The literature is in favour of retaining staff 

and/or their knowledge. However, to a lesser extent, literature suggests the need to 

engage in knowledge sharing activities (Macdonald 1998; Yang 2007).  
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The multi-adaptation strategy appears to offer new insights to the literature focusing 

on the strategies to manage or eradicate labour instability. Indeed, this research offers 

an in-depth account of how knowledge is shared in dynamic labour environments. 

The proposed multi-adaptation strategy aims to act as a corrective measurement to 

the frequent change in the composition of front office teams and the loss of or change 

of collaborative alignment of peers. If Darwin’s hospitality labour force adopts this 

multi-adaptation strategy or parts of it, then they will be able to engage in knowledge 

sharing, despite not having worked with certain peers or have worked with them for 

only a short period. Therefore, the multi-adaptation strategy suggested in this 

research differs from those proposed in the literature. It is a strategy supporting 

knowledge sharing despite the inevitability of labour instability that can certainly 

complement staff and knowledge retention strategies. 

 

Furthermore the proposed informal multi-adaptation strategy supports hospitality 

knowledge sharing literature arguing that knowledge sharing between employees 

takes place informally and spontaneously (Yang 2004). However, it challenges 

claims that employees’ informal and spontaneous knowledge sharing process is 

beyond management’s control (Yang 2004). In this context, the hotel chain did have 

an indirect role on this informal and spontaneous process of knowledge sharing. The 

hotel chain helped the creation of people knowledge through formal social 

interaction opportunities, organisational socialisation activities or formal 

communication structures. Therefore, as shown in Figure 6.2 it would be more 

appropriate to say that knowledge sharing in this dynamic labour environment 

resulted from people knowledge that emerged from both employees’ formal and 

informal social interactions and the hotel chains structure and infrastructure.   

 

Figure 6.2 Knowledge Sharing in Dynamic Labour Environments 
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6.4 Summary 

This research revealed that knowledge sharing in dynamic labour environments is the 

result of a combination of organisational and individual factors. The most influential 

factors supporting knowledge sharing in this research context were attitudes to 

knowledge sharing, social interactions and social networks. These factors enabled 

peers to familiarise with each other both professionally and personally. The product 

of this familiarity was people knowledge that enabled knowledge sharing between 

employees with young professional relationships irrespective of labour instability. 

 

The findings discussed in this chapter, help create an understanding of the factors 

influencing knowledge sharing in stable and dynamic labour environments (Table 

6.2). As per Table 6.2 in both stable and dynamic labour environments, it appears 

that types of knowledge, attitudes to knowledge sharing, social interactions, social 

networks, ICTs, organisational hierarchy, job design and organisational socialisation 

influence knowledge sharing. However, knowledge sharing in dynamic labour 

environments is not necessarily influenced by job satisfaction, organisational 

commitment and identification, management styles, organisational culture and 

motivation and rewards.  

 

Table 6.2 Factors influencing knowledge sharing in different labour 

environments 
Factors influencing knowledge sharing Stable 

labour 

environment 

Dynamic 

labour 

environment 

Types of Knowledge 

Explicit X X 
Tacit X X 
Individual 

Attitudes to knowledge sharing X X 
Social interactions X X 
Social networks X X 
Job satisfaction X  
Organisational commitment and identification X  
Organisational structure, infrastructure and practices 

Information and Communication Technologies X X 
Organisational hierarchy and leadership styles X X 
Job design X X 
Organisational culture X  
Motivation and rewards X  
Recruitment X  
Organisational socialisation X X 
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Attitudes to knowledge sharing, social interactions and social networks not only 

emerged as important factors influencing knowledge sharing but also appeared to 

manifest differently in this dynamic labour environment. These differences could be 

explained by the different employment motivations of Darwin’s hospitality 

workforce. The transient nature of Darwin resulting from the places unique 

employment and lifestyle opportunities create a hospitality workforce that is career 

and non-career driven. Yet the combination of the different characteristics of 

Darwin’s workforce influence employee’s attitudes towards knowledge sharing, their 

orientation towards socialising and the benefits that arise from it while giving social 

networks a different facet. 

 

The characteristics of Darwin’s hospitality workforce and the transient nature of the 

place suggest that the key difference between both labour environments is the 

importance of adaptation. In dynamic labour environments, factors influencing 

knowledge sharing, in stable environments too, allowed the creation of people 

knowledge. People knowledge allows employees to adapt to the place (e.g. Darwin), 

its hospitality, hotels and most importantly their colleagues. Based on the findings of 

this research, people knowledge fuelled employee’s multi-adaptation strategy. 

Coupled with the hotel chains structure, infrastructure and practices, this multi-

adaptation strategy supported knowledge sharing in this dynamic labour 

environment. 

 

This thesis now turns to chapter seven, the concluding chapter, to summarise the 

purpose and main findings of this research and discuss how these findings can 

potentially influence both practitioners and researchers. Finally, the limitations of 

this research will be identified and suggestions for future research areas will be 

proposed. 
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Chapter 7 - Conclusions, Limitations and Future Research 
7.1 Introduction 

The lack of labour stability in the hospitality industry of the Northern Territory 

suggested the need for research to understand: How is knowledge shared in dynamic 

labour environments? Dynamic labour environments in this study were tourism 

businesses experiencing frequent changes in the composition of teams of employees 

within departments and across the organisation. This research answered the 

aforementioned research problem by addressing three research questions: 

Research Question 1 Which factors influenced knowledge sharing in the 

dynamic labour context of the hospitality industry of the Northern Territory 

of Australia;  

Research Question 2 Which strategies businesses and/or employees used to 

compensate for the absence of knowledge sharing facilitators present in more 

stable labour environments and adapt to the differences of dynamic labour 

environments; and  

Research Question 3 Which factors facilitated or motivated these strategies. 

 

In this chapter, the major findings of this project are summarised. A discussion 

follows in relation to their contribution to both the hospitality industry and the 

research literature. A range of recommendations are offered to hospitality businesses. 

Furthermore, findings are discussed in relation to how they influence current 

research and suggestions for future research are offered. The chapter concludes with 

the limitations of this research and suggestions future research projects could take 

into account when designing and executing similar research.  

 

7.2 Major Findings 

This research studied how knowledge was shared in a dynamic labour environment. 

The findings revealed that a combination of factors facilitated knowledge in this 

context. The hotel chain offered a supportive structure, infrastructure and practices 

for knowledge sharing. Moreover, the hotel chain promoted labour stability through 

staff and/or knowledge retention strategies to protect the aforementioned. In addition 

the employees used a multi-adaptation strategy to promote knowledge sharing in 

dynamic labour environments. This strategy focussed on the adaptation of employees 
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to the place (Darwin), its hospitality industry, the hotel chain and their peers through 

people knowledge.  

 

The successful execution of the multi-adaptation strategy relied heavily both on 

employee’s and hotel chain’s efforts. Employees developed learnt relationship 

characteristics, referred to as people knowledge. People knowledge emerged from 

their professional and non-professional interactions and enabled them to adapt to 

each other’s different style of collaboration.  Both the hotel chain and employees 

triggered these professional and non-professional interactions. The hotel chain 

offered opportunities for staff to interact through their formal organisational 

socialisation or social interactions practices and formal communication structure. 

Similarly, employees developed people knowledge both during their professional and 

non-professional interactions through voluntary behaviours matching the 

organisational citizenship profile such as helping or social interaction behaviours.  

 

People knowledge appeared to be instigated by employees’ employment motivations, 

their hospitality experience and most importantly their tenure in Darwin. Career-

oriented employees ensured labour instability did not affect their own or their team’s 

performance, as the latter was critical to fulfil their career progression aspirations. 

Moreover, having industry experience meant they were familiar with labour 

instability and the importance of ensuring collaboration and knowledge sharing in 

both short timeframes and with colleagues they had not worked with for a sufficient 

length of time. Non-career-oriented employees did not suffice to solely obtaining a 

professional understanding of their peers. Gaining a non-professional understanding 

of their peers was also an important factor influencing their quality of collaboration 

but also helped them fulfil their experiential motivations. These differences in 

participant’s employment motivations suggested differences in the ways employees 

achieved the common goal of collaboration. Therefore, participant’s employment 

motivations played an important role in supporting knowledge sharing in dynamic 

labour environments. 

 

Employees living and working in Darwin appeared to be positively influenced by the 

inevitability of labour instability in Darwin. This influence helped them develop or 

reinforce the importance of voluntary behaviours towards collaboration in such an 
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unstable labour environment. Voluntary behaviours to facilitate collaboration 

suggested the need for certain levels of flexibility towards collaboration and 

knowledge sharing with peers because teams were more than likely to change 

through labour instability. For career-oriented employees, voluntary behaviours 

towards collaboration were not new because they had been exposed to such 

situations before. For all employees (career and non-career-oriented) with no 

industry experience, their tenure in Darwin helped them develop and understand the 

importance of voluntary behaviours. Indeed voluntary behaviours were perceived as 

an important survival strategy. Survival in the sense of coping with labour instability, 

the importance of knowledge sharing and the difficulty to create durable social 

networks. 

 

The findings of this research contribute to our understanding of how knowledge is 

shared in the dynamic labour environment of hospitality. Studies on hospitality 

knowledge sharing (chapter two) focused on the role of organisational culture, 

leadership, individual attitudes, trust, social interactions as well as highlighted the 

fact that knowledge sharing appeared to be informal. It could be argued that both this 

research and the hospitality studies converge on the role of attitudes to knowledge 

sharing, social interactions, social networks, Information and Communication 

Technologies, job design, organisational hierarchy and organisational socialisation 

on knowledge sharing. However, diverge on the role of leadership styles, 

organisational culture, job satisfaction, organisational commitment, motivation and 

rewards, recruitment and social identification.  

 

This convergence and divergence could be explained by the differences in the 

geographical contexts of studies. This study differed from the rest of the hospitality 

studies due to the prevalence and consideration of labour instability as a contextual 

characteristic. The research constructs and scales used by the empirical hospitality 

knowledge sharing studies seem to not have considered explicitly the issue of labour 

instability that is so typical of hospitality in the Northern Territory. Another reason 

could relate to the studies research samples and study designs used. For example, 68 

per cent of the sample used by Hu et al. (2009) had been employed by the hotels for 

up to three years. This could suggest that, perhaps, the issue of labour dynamism was 
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not typical of the Taiwanese hospitality context and therefore not included in the 

study.  

 

This research broadens the hospitality knowledge sharing literature by providing a 

better understanding of how dynamic labour environments operate and how they 

influence critical organisational practices such as knowledge sharing.  

 

7.3 Implications for Hospitality Businesses 

The findings of this research could help hospitality businesses by focusing their 

attention on three aspects: 

1. Businesses could avoid focusing solely on staff or knowledge retention 

2. Businesses could consider supporting employees adaptation to the place, the 

hotel chain, the hotel 

3. Businesses could revise their recruitment practices 

The rest of this section discusses each recommendation in more detail. This 

discussion could provide businesses with useful insights to strengthen the operation 

of their business in dynamic labour environments. 

 

Businesses could refrain from focusing solely on staff or knowledge retention 

strategies. There are contexts in which employees are difficult to retain and perhaps 

efforts channelled towards achieving the aforementioned amount to wasted efforts 

and financial resources. Knowledge retention is often a difficult process that may 

more than likely lead to a collection of knowledge that lacks value-adding 

characteristics (Li & Gao 2003; Lubit 2001). Despite difficulties in retaining 

knowledge, there are instances where knowledge retention is not a feasible solution. 

For example when knowledge exists in an explicit format, captured and codified in 

the form of work manuals or software. In such cases of labour instability, both 

knowledge and staff retention strategies may not be adequate. Based on the findings 

of this study, it can be recommended to hospitality businesses and hotels, in 

particular operating in dynamic labour environments, to refrain from solely focusing 

on staff or knowledge retention. In addition they could also include knowledge 

sharing strategies to support collaboration between employees with young 

professional relationships.  
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Businesses could focus on promoting knowledge sharing almost immediately 

between employees irrespective of their possibly young professional relationships. 

Participants suggested a multi-adaptation approach towards supporting knowledge 

sharing. The multi-adaptation approach could be used in full or parts of it depending 

on how new is an employee to the destination and the hotel chain. Based on the 

findings of this research, a recommendation could be to consider and enable the 

adaptation of employees to their peers, the place (Darwin), its hospitality industry 

and the hotel chain or hotel. Businesses could consider that new employees might 

often require more than just a formal orientation to the company and training for 

their job. They may need to adapt to a new destination in which their usual support 

networks are different and they are exposed to different situations. In addition, 

irrespective of their career-orientation or industry experience, adapting to the 

hospitality industry and hotel in the particular destination, seems to be important as 

the latter can significantly influence the way businesses operate.  

 

People knowledge, facilitated collaboration by giving employees the opportunity to 

become flexible towards their professional relationship with peers (Chalkiti 2009). 

This flexibility gave employees the opportunity to align or adapt to their colleagues 

enabling them to collaborate and share knowledge. Based on the findings of this 

project, a recommendation could be to enhance current recruitment and selection 

strategies to include measures of employees’ tendency to demonstrate voluntary 

behaviours such as organisational citizenship behaviours. Businesses would probably 

find that using behavioural interviewing and assessment techniques during 

recruitment stages would offer them valuable insights regarding the behavioural 

orientation of their peers. However, in light of certain and inevitable labour 

instability, such recruitment and assessment strategies could be tailored to include a 

set of voluntary behaviours critical for collaboration in dynamic labour 

environments.  

 

Additionally, the fact that non-career-oriented employees demonstrated voluntary 

behaviours that supported knowledge sharing could make businesses aware of the 

positive implications of recruiting non-career-oriented labour. Their motivations to 

experience different places or lifestyles suggested they had qualities that could 

enable their timely adaptation to a work environment and new colleagues. This 
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awareness becomes critical in dynamic labour destinations where businesses 

experience great difficulty in finding, skilled, labour. Additionally, it might be 

beneficial for businesses to reconsider some of their recruitment guidelines. For 

example, it could be beneficial to recruit career or non-career employees who have 

travelled extensively and worked in many companies. This suggests that they have 

potentially had exposure to many contexts (destinations and industries). This 

exposure could have made them familiar with the importance of collaborating with 

people they have not known or have not worked with at all. Indeed, such experience 

might have made them more flexible in terms of responding and functioning under 

such dynamic labour conditions. In such cases, it could also be recommended that 

hotel chains create a marketing strategy promoting the experiential and adventurous 

nature of the Northern Territory to attract those labour segments. Such a marketing 

strategy could also target school leavers eager to embark on life experiences whilst 

promoted to their parents as a work experience journey that can equip their children 

with valuable interpersonal skills.  

 

Moreover, these findings also highlight that businesses have the potential to 

influence the creation of people knowledge. Businesses can achieve this by putting 

emphasis on the design and creation of socialisation opportunities between 

employees in their professional environment. For example, hotel chains could 

increase the opportunities for organisational and interpersonal socialisation to help 

employees interact and develop professional and non-professional familiarity. 

Furthermore, businesses could perhaps recognise that knowledge sharing is not the 

outcome of an employees’ job description but recognise that it is also influenced by 

voluntary behaviours too. In this vein, businesses may want to engage in strategies 

that aim to trigger or increase the volition of employees towards voluntary 

behaviours. 

 

7.4 Implications for the Research Literature 

This section uses the findings of this project to discuss how they could influence the 

current research literature and identify the future research arising from these 

findings. The findings of this research can inform future research in many ways. 

 



Chapter 7: Conclusions, Limitations and Future Research 

 174  

The exploratory nature of the project disclosed the importance of investing in 

research to understand knowledge sharing in dynamic labour contexts. Although 

preliminary findings from this thesis had been published (e.g. Chalkiti & Carson 

2009; Chalkiti 2009), the systematic collection of data and completion of this 

research not only strengthened the findings of those earlier publications but provided 

a better understanding of how knowledge sharing manifests in an unstable labour 

environment. Indeed, the earlier studies and their cross sectional nature had revealed 

the informal and spontaneous process of knowledge sharing between employees. 

Whereas this complete project also identified the important role the hotel chain and 

the destination played on this informal and spontaneous process. Future studies 

specifically designed to explore and draw out qualitative information can help build a 

clearer, detailed and richer picture of the formal and informal process of knowledge 

sharing process in dynamic labour environments. As this area of research is 

understudied, researchers could refrain from using solely quantitative data collection 

methods to consolidate the findings of this project or other research.  

 

With regards to existing research, knowledge sharing in dynamic labour 

environments appeared to be the result of informal and spontaneous actions of front 

office employees (Hallin & Marnburg 2008; Yang & Wan 2004). The heterogeneity 

of employee’s employment motivations created variations in their informal and 

spontaneous actions to support knowledge sharing, which according to the literature 

on the core-periphery types of labour was not surprising (Deery & Jago 2002, Walsh 

& Deery 1999). It could be argued that further understanding of employees’ 

behaviours towards adapting to labour instability could be related and explained 

through further research on the heterogeneity of the core-periphery hospitality labour 

force.  

 

Such research could yield findings that have the potential to influence future research 

such as in organisational communication. For example, Carriere et al. (2007) studied 

the role of communication satisfaction and practices on job satisfaction and affective 

organisational commitment. Based on the finding that non-work-related 

communication enabled employee’s collaboration, it could be suggest that more 

research on communication satisfaction and practices could reveal interesting 

insights. Additionally, future research to understand the factors influencing informal 
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and spontaneous knowledge sharing processes could provide useful information on 

the implementation of the core-periphery labour model (Holland et al. 2002). 

Furthermore, future cross-comparative studies could highlight the differences in 

informal and spontaneous approaches to knowledge sharing between stable and 

dynamic labour environments.  

 

The proposed knowledge sharing strategy appeared to take into consideration the 

diversity of employees in terms of their employment motivations and consequently 

their different social interactions. Although the proposed strategy appears to be in 

line with existing literature, future research could consolidate the findings of this 

research and study the diversity of other tourist destinations or hospitality workforce. 

Such research could reveal other customised knowledge sharing strategies or inform 

the one proposed in this study (Boh 2007; Small & Sage 2005/2006; Yang 2004; 

2007).  

 

The importance of a multi-adaptation strategy to foster knowledge sharing may well 

suggest the importance of considering where hospitality labour is from and their 

potential adaptation to the place of employment. In this study, out of 76 participants, 

only 10 were local. Although there is a lack of statistical information on the place of 

origin of Darwin’s hospitality, this appears to be uniform across various hospitality 

sectors in Darwin. This could potentially suggest that researchers could also consider 

the adaptation of hospitality labour to certain places; something that does not appear 

to be investigated in the staff turnover literature.  

 

The proposed multi-adaptation strategy could be studied in relation to its symbiosis 

with staff or knowledge retention strategies. Such research might reveal that staff 

and/or knowledge retention strategies might be considerably more effective when 

combined with parts of the multi-adaptation strategy to knowledge sharing. Finally, 

researchers could engage in studies to study the applicability of the proposed multi-

adaptation strategy to knowledge sharing in stable labour environments. Moreover, 

study other dynamic labour contexts to ascertain how different dynamic labour 

contexts could potentially influence it. 
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Employee’s tenure in Darwin and its role on knowledge sharing could suggest the 

need to look at the role geographical places play on turnover research. The 

prevalence of labour instability in certain places could be an important cause of 

turnover. This does not appear in current research, perhaps because of the cross-

sectional nature of the majority of turnover research in hospitality (Hallin & 

Marnburg 2008; Griffeth et al. 2000). Researchers may also wish to compare the 

turnover intentions between stable and dynamic hospitality labour environments. 

Future research could ascertain whether turnover intentions are stronger in stable or 

dynamic networks of employees; and understand the factors moderating any 

differences.  

 

Finding that employees, through their tenure in Darwin, developed voluntary 

behaviours that helped collaborate in such a dynamic labour environment could have 

interesting implications for future organisational socialisation research. Bonaccio and 

Dalal (2006) argued that organisational socialisation could be facilitated through 

advice seeking from existing employees. Applying their argument in this context 

could suggest that existing employees, who have been exposed to a dynamic labour 

environment for a sufficient length of time and have developed voluntary behaviours 

towards collaboration, could help new employees who have not been exposed to 

similar conditions. Future research could explore the organisational socialisation of 

employees in dynamic labour environments based on the advice offered or sought by 

their peers. It could be that organisational socialisation due to peer’s advice, as 

opposed to just relying on organisations process, takes place in a shorter timeframe. 

Such a finding could suggest that collaboration could take place in a shorter 

timeframes in dynamic labour environments. 

 

Participant’s voluntary behaviours appeared to fit the organisational citizenship 

behaviour profile and influenced the creation of people knowledge. Future research 

could investigate the influence of voluntary behaviours on sharing not only mandated 

knowledge but also knowledge that could improve the long-term operation of 

departments. Moreover, a comparison of organisational citizenship behaviours in 

stable and dynamic labour environments could be carried out. Such research could 

ascertain the factors influencing the creation of organisational citizenship behaviours 

in dynamic labour environments and could provide a good basis for a comparison 
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with stable labour environments. Finally, although organisational citizenship 

behaviours have been studied as ways to potentially retain staff (Ravichandran & 

Gilmore 2007), it could be worth exploring how they could minimise the 

consequences of labour instability, support businesses in light of certain and 

inevitable labour instability and complement retention strategies.   

 

The emergence of people knowledge from professional and informal social networks 

could inform social networks research. Future research could study how emergent 

properties of social networks influence knowledge sharing in other dynamic labour 

environments. Similarly, how they influence other aspects of knowledge 

management such as acquisition, storing or processing of knowledge. Furthermore, 

people knowledge appeared to develop in short time-frames. Borgatti and Cross 

(2003) argued that learnt relationship characteristics require a sufficient length of 

time. This project provided preliminary evidence on how long it took for people 

knowledge to emerge/develop. Further investigation on the timeframe needed for 

these emergent properties of social networks to surface between stable and a 

dynamic labour environment is critical. Finally, the association of people knowledge 

to team mental model literature could suggest that knowledge sharing strategies in 

dynamic labour environments could essentially be influenced by team mental models 

that comprise of knowledge of work relationships as well as knowledge of the 

situation, geographical context, in which a team functions. Future research could 

study the different types of knowledge shared as a result of team mental models and 

also how this line of literature could contribute to idea generation and innovation. 

Moreover studying team mental model processes in other sectors with a different 

make-up of employees could add further nuances to what facilitates knowledge 

sharing. 

 

7.5 Limitations of this Research 

The limitations of this project relate to its conceptual focus and its methodological 

execution. In the rest of this section, each limitation is identified and detailed. 

Suggestions for future research are made in relation to the conceptual and 

methodological limitations of this project.   
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From a conceptual perspective, this project focused only on knowledge sharing in 

dynamic labour environments. Indeed, it cannot paint an all-encompassing picture of 

knowledge management in dynamic labour environments. Studying other aspects of 

knowledge management could certainly be the topic of future research across 

different industries and destinations. Furthermore, future research could engage in 

studying and understanding the factors influencing knowledge sharing to improve the 

long-term operation of front office departments in dynamic labour environments.  

 

From a methodological perspective, quantitative measures were not used for the 

constructs even though most of them have been quantitatively assessed in the 

literature. The factors influencing knowledge sharing were studied through 

qualitative methods and were based on participant’s perceptions. Although many 

researchers would argue that this is not methodologically sound, this approach is 

allowed by the research community (Yi 2009). Furthermore primary data concerning 

factors that have been traditionally quantitatively assessed cannot be ignored or not 

mentioned because although they may cautiously be generalised to other contexts, 

they may certainly offer nuances that might deserve future research. However, it 

could be suggested that researchers wishing to embark on similar research projects 

could use the findings of this study to develop quantitative measures for the further 

study of knowledge sharing in dynamic labour environments.  

 

The hospitality industry of Darwin in the Northern Territory was a suitable case 

because labour instability appeared to be more prevalent compared to other 

destinations or industries. In this vein, the findings of this research could be 

cautiously applied to other industries or hospitality sectors as the prevalence of 

labour instability may differ between sectors and industries. Therefore researchers 

might wish to replicate this study in other tourist destinations considered labour 

dynamic to consolidate this study’s findings. Moreover this project explored the 

perceptions of front office employees in three Darwin-based hotels part of the same 

hotel chain. Future research could take place in other Northern Territory tourist 

destinations such as Kakadu and/or Alice Springs or other Australian states, to 

include more hospitality sectors and a variety of departments. Such studies could 

consolidate the current findings and highlight potentially additional factors to inform 

the findings. Therefore the results presented here may be cautiously generalised to 
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other sectors and destinations because of the strong influence of Darwin’s 

remoteness and transient nature and consequently the subjectivity of the data. 

 

This research highlighted potential challenges of adopting social network analysis in 

dynamic labour environments, which appear to be consistent (Robins & Pattison 

2006). The prevalence of labour instability and potential challenges of analysing 

structural properties of social networks, suggest the need for future research on the 

implementation of social network methodologies in hospitality dynamic labour 

environments. Such research could develop data collection procedures and analytical 

methods for future projects. 

 

Finally, I would refrain from considering this study as longitudinal or cross-sectional. 

This is because it was conducted over a period of nine months and detected changes 

between the different data collection samples. Employees’ tenure of living and 

working in Darwin helped them develop voluntary behaviours that enabled them to 

create a professional and non-professional understanding of their colleagues. This in 

turn supported knowledge sharing in such labour unstable conditions. This finding 

could have been difficult to record and capture should this study had been cross-

sectional. Indeed, this argument is strengthened by the fact that, to my knowledge, 

literature on the factors influencing knowledge sharing has not explicitly taken into 

account how a place like Darwin could influence knowledge sharing. Had this study 

been cross-sectional, my awareness of the literature would not, necessarily, have 

directed me into taking into account the role of the destination in forming attitudes or 

behaviours that had the potential to influence knowledge sharing. In the future, 

perhaps, researchers may want to refrain from using solely cross-sectional and 

quantitative studies to study knowledge sharing in hospitality until there is a better 

understanding of how knowledge management processes manifest in such 

conditions.  

 

7.6 Final Remarks 

This project gave me the opportunity to study how a place and its characteristics 

influence critical and standardised activities such as knowledge sharing in the daily 

activities of front office work. In this dynamic labour environment, knowledge 

sharing heavily relied on a suite of informal activities and voluntary behaviours 
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influenced by the place (Darwin) that were difficult to capture and explicate because 

of their subjective nature. The findings of this research can only suggest that there is 

so much more to explore about knowledge management in dynamic labour 

environments. Indeed, there must be more variations to the multi-adaptation 

approaches to knowledge sharing found in other places and/or industries. 
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Appendices 

Appendix 1 – Consent form 

 

 

Chief  Investigator:                  

Kalotina Halkitis, PhD Candidate, School for Social and Policy Research, Charles 

Darwin University                 

 

Purpose of the Study: 

Explore the impact of staff turnover on hotels operations 

 

Duration              

The study will begin in August 2008 and end 12 months later. Data via 
questionnaires and interviews will be collected monthly from August 2008 to August 
2009 
                              
What would be expected of you?   

During each data collection process employees’ primary responsibility will be 

towards their duties. Data will only be collected at a time and location convenient to 

the employee to avoid interfering with his/her daily IHG obligations. Employees will 

be asked to fill out questionnaires about who they relate to in the hotel they work for 

and the other Darwin based IHG properties. For example, they will be asked to 

indicate who they trust, with who they share information with, who they are friends 

with and with who they have work difficulty with. All data will be used to create 

sociograms (networks of social relationships). 

 

After the sociograms are created, employees will be interviewed by the chief 

investigator to elaborate on aspects of the relationships (e.g. how often do you share 

information, what kind of information do you share and so on). Employees will be 

requested to set aside approximately 30 minutes at a data-time-place convenient to 

them. This process will take place once a month, from August 2008 until August 

2009. 

 

The impact of Staff Turnover on NT hotels 



 

 233  

Every 4 months, the chief investigator will inform you of the progress of data 

collection and an overview of the findings through presentations. These presentations 

will be held at the IHG offices (Esplanade, Darwin) and will be open to all research 

participants. Attendance is voluntary. During these presentations you will have the 

opportunity to discuss aspects of the study with the chief investigator and other 

participants. Your comment will be recorded and included with the rest of the data 

collected via questionnaires and interviews. 

 

Rights &  Benefits of the Participants:           

View their own data to ensure accuracy and minimise chief investigator bias or 

misinterpretation. Request copies of a general report that does not violate the 

confidentiality of other participants. 

  
Discomfort/ Risks:  

There are no specific risks associated with this study 

 

Confidential Information:       

Interviews will be audio-recorded; however these recordings will be used only by the 

chief investigator to help her document the interview conversation. You will never be 

referred to by name in any material published about the study,  or in any transcripts 

of the tapes. If we use particular quotes, for example, we may refer to you as 

“Participant A” or some other pseudonym. All participants will be able to review 

their transcripts and identify any business or personal sensitive information that they 

do not want published (even in de-identified form) 

 

Your Participation:                      

We would be grateful if you did participate in this study, however you are free to 

refuse to do so. Even if you do decide to participate, you can withdraw at any time by 

notifying the chief investigator. If you withdraw, you can ask that for the data you 

have provided to be omitted from the study. However, you might be referred to by 

other participants/peers during the interviews, questionnaires or documented 

information they might provide the chief investigator with. Should this happen, data 

concerning you can be included in the investigation. 
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Results of the Study:            

The data collected will assist the preparation of a PhD thesis and several publications 

in international scientific journals. Participants can request copies from the chief 

investigator. Management will receive copies of any sort of publicised material that 

includes data acquired from IHG. The purpose of the study is to inform employees 

and management of the importance of social relationships in the work environment 

and NOT to take disciplinary action against staff. 

 

Persons to Contact:           

If you have any questions about what is expected of you, please contact the chief 

investigator (Kalotina Halkitis) on 0447056465. This research is conducted 

following approval by the Charles Darwin University Human Research Ethics 

Committee (H08063). If you have any questions or concerns that you do not want to 

direct to the researcher, please contact the Research Office on 08 8946 6498 or cdu-

ethics@cdu.edu.au.  

 

 

 

This sheet is yours to keep 
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CONSENT FORM 

 

“Disrupted Networks”: the impact of Staff Turnover on NT hotels.  

 

I, ________________________________________________________ 

 

Hereby consent to take part in the investigation titled, “Disrupted Networks”: the 

impact of Staff Turnover on NT hotels conducted by Kalotina Halkitis, PhD 

Candidate, from Charles Darwin University. I understand that the purpose of the 

study is to explore the impact of staff turnover on hotel operations.  

 

I have read and understood the aims of the study, the process and the anticipated 

benefits to the participants. 

 

I understand that 

 

 

I will provide the chief investigator with data at a convenient time 

without interfering with my daily work activities. 

 
I will complete a questionnaire and return it to the Chief Investigator 

(Kalotina Halkitis) in person. She will then de-identify my responses. 

 

I will be interviewed by the Chief Investigator (Kalotina Halkitis) at a 

time and location that is convenient to me. The interview will be audio-

taped to help data analysis. 

 

 The chief investigator may observe Front Office staff during shifts and / 

or attend meetings. 

 

 My name will not be recorded in any transcripts or publications from the 

study. 

 

 I am free to withdraw from the study at any time, and can ask to have my 

questionnaire and interview excluded from the data analysis. 
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 I will have the opportunity to review my data transcripts and identify any 

business or personal sensitive information that I do not want published 

(even in de-identified form). 

 

 The results of the research will be used in academic publications and 

copies will be available to me at my request. 

 I can request copies of the results at any point in time 

 

 Every 4 months, the chief investigator will inform you of the progress of 

data collection and an overview          of the findings through 

presentation. Attendance is voluntary. Your comment will be recorded 

and included with the rest of the data collected via questionnaires and 

interviews. 

  

 

 

 

 

Signature: ____________________________  Date: ____________________ 

 

 

 

 

This form will be kept by the Chief Investigator 
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Appendix 2 – Reporting Information to Stakeholders 

 

First Data Collection: August 

Report to Leadership Team 

 

Participants: 

49 employees (Hotel A - 17; Hotel B - 18; Hotel C - 14) 

August data collection duration: 

25/08/2008 - 01/09/2008 

Data Collection Instruments: 

49 questionnaires & interviews 

Participant Comments & Co-operation: 

All participants have shown interest in the study and extremely co-operative.  

  

Results: 

The questionnaires and the interviews will be reviewed and inform Septembers data 

collection. 

 

Comments: 

Augusts’ data suggest the following: 

1. Acceptance of turnover: Respondents considered it as a key trait of hospitality 

that cannot be minimised or eradicated 

2. Employees adaptation mechanisms: Employees adapt to change from a) 

turnover; b) shift work; c) internal - employee movements by familiarising 

themselves with the people they have to work with. Understanding them as 

individuals (e.g. how they work or how they like to be spoken too and so on) enables 

them to collaborate during shifts. 

3. Social Relationships: Friendship, Trust and Work Difficulty relationships were 

identified and found to affect team collaboration and information sharing. There are 

two interesting points to this though; the majority of the respondents when required 

to work with others who do not belong to their friendship, trust circle and are 

difficult to work with, still sustain professionalism but do not enjoy their work. 

Enjoying their work was identified by most of them as critical; that is why they are in 

hospitality. 
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4. Adaptation of non Territorians: Adapting to Darwin is important as a good first 

experience (just like the hotel chains great start for when starting work). In the cases 

where the hotel chain has built a support network (e.g. gap years and the exchange of 

peer emails and so on) offers great emotional support to new non-Territorian 

employees. 

5. Change: Of course turnover is a major contributor to change. However shiftwork, 

intra-property transfers, secondments and so on create similar relational disruptions. 

6. Future: Almost all employees will move in the near future (less than 16 months) 

for career progression opportunities or for travel/work experiences. However, the 

ones who suggested the latter will aim to do so through the hotel chain; this is an 

excellent indicator of the hotel chain as an employer of choice but they will 

nonetheless pursue their ego-social aspirations through hotel chain transfers. 

  

Next Data Collection: 

September - 20/09/2008 - 30/09/2008 
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Second Data Collection: September 

Report to Leadership Team 

 

1. Participants: 

47 employees (Hotel A - 15; Hotel B - 18; Hotel C - 14) 

  

2. August data collection duration: 

17/09/2008 - 27/09/2008 

  

3. Data Collection Instruments: 

47 interviews 

  

4. Participant Comments & Co-operation: 

Participants were interested, cooperative and very talkative. A number of them 

communicated how comfortable they feel during the interviews. A number of 

reasons contribute to that; for example they are in need of a support network 

(preferably independent from the hotel chain) to open up and discuss their concerns 

or feelings about various matters. 

  

5. Results: 

September’s data will inform October’s data collection 

  

6. Comments: 

September’s data suggest the following: 

A) Disruptional effect of turnover: Considering the short lapse between the first 

and second data collection phase (4 weeks), all three hotels experienced various 

types of turnover (intra-organisational shifts, inter-hotel shifts, exits and entries). 

There were a couple of turnover cases with both positive and negative effects on the 

remaining team. These changes were primarily related to personality attributes (e.g. 

socialibility, collaboration). It strikes me that the majority of the employees have 

become so accustomed to this state of constant change to the point that they couldn’t 

recall who left or came. In most cases I have had to probe by using employees 

names. 
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B) Adaptation mechanisms: Participants acknowledge the need to become adaptive 

and flexible in their work environment. This is imperative not only because of staff 

turnover but also because of the inherent dynamic nature of the work environment 

itself (e.g. shiftwork, multi-tasking). The general consensus is that irrespective of the 

change, existing employees ought to find ways to welcome and make new employees 

feel comfortable. Building rapport and relating to people on a social and personal 

level seems to be the general adaptation strategy of employees. 

 

C) Social relationships: the existence of trust, friendship and work difficulty 

relationships is evident. It has been interesting to find how work difficulty 

relationships turn into collaborative relationships once peers get to know each other 

during social events. Irrespective of the nature of the relationships between peers 

(e.g. friends and trust), the majority of the respondents have demonstrated evidence 

of objectivity as well. When asked to report on the working behaviour of individuals 

they do not allow their personal or social relationships to interfere. 

 

D) Working with staff turnover: The general consensus was that hospitality staff in 

the NT cannot be retained. The influence of the location, the weather, the travelling 

motivations and career progression desires will attract as much as push employees 

away. Management and the business needs to find ways to exploit the short-term 

tenure of employees. Some examples are through socialisation processes (e.g. social 

interactions, orientation, and induction). 

 

7. Working Better Together: 

All participants received a copy of staff turnover study (attached). The purpose of 

this gesture has been twofold: a) thank participants for their involvement and, b) 

raise awareness of the importance of the contribution towards changing the focus of 

research from a strong quantitative to a qualitative and social approach. Similar 

studies and/or samples of my work will be given to participants on a monthly basis. 

 

8. Next Data Collection: 

October – 20/10/2008 – 30/10/2008 
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Third Data Collection - October 

Report to Leadership Team 

 

1. Participants: 

47 employees (Hotel A - 17; Hotel B - 16; Hotel C - 14) 

  

2. Octobers data collection duration: 

23/10/2008 - 02/11/2008 

  

3. Data Collection Instruments: 

47 interviews 

  

4. Participant Comments & Co-operation: 

Participants were interested, cooperative and very talkative. A number of them 

communicated how comfortable they feel during the interviews. A number of 

reasons contribute to that; for example they are in need of a support network 

(preferably independent from the hotel chain) to open up and discuss their concerns 

or feelings about various matters. 

   

5. Theme of Interviews 

Each month has a set of standard questions relating to turnover; however to study 

turnover in the hotel chains context I complement each data collection with questions 

indirectly related to the research topic. For example, in September I sought the 

participant’s perception on 2 organisational values (Working Better Together and 

Celebrating Difference). These Winning Ways were chosen on the basis of a) 

turnover promotes difference through new experience, perceptions, knowledge, 

personalities and behaviours, and b) finding ways to Work Better Together in the 

face of inevitable turnover. October’s data collection included turnover questions but 

also explored the participants interpretation of the hotel chains Competencies 

(Collaboration and Championing Change) from a threefold perspective: a) intra-

department, b) cross-department, c) employee types (e.g. career driven vs working 

holiday).  

6. Comments: 

October’s data suggest the following: 
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A) Staff Turnover: September had various types of movement (e.g. exit, 

promotions, shift transitions, secondments, annual leave). The effects of September’s 

movement surfaced in October’s data collection. After 3 months of interviewing, I 

have concluded that turnover effects manifest within a month; there have been cases 

where the effects have been radical and cases where the change has been slower and 

steadier.  

B) Hotel chains Competencies (Collaboration and Championing Change): the 

general consensus is that both competencies focus primarily on work related tasks 

and do not usually promote guidelines for collaborating with new peers or 

capitalising on their new experiences. 

C) Types of Employees: FO tends to have employees usually representing 2 distinct 

types: a) career driven, and b) working holiday, income generation and ego/social 

satisfaction. There are cases where the boundaries between these two are blurred 

with career driven individuals who tend to move with the hotel chain for travelling 

and lifestyle reasons. The general consensus was that Collaboration and Working 

Better Together can be challenging between the two but nonetheless this combination 

is complementary and can create a number of benefits to both types. Some 

commented on the influence of the destination itself; suggesting that depending on 

clientele each type can offer desirable service. 

D) Department Collaboration: Relational/Social bonds are helpful when employees 

are asked to casually assist other department (e.g. FO to F&B). For example, what to 

do, knowing the team, and knowing who can answer your questions promote 

smoother collaboration between employees who belong in different departments. 

E) Interviewing Techniques:  

Following Septembers findings that employees could not recall who had left or came 

suggesting how accustomed to turnover they are; I purposively tried to validate this 

finding. This month I approached the turnover part slightly differently. Instead of 

probing with the names of past and new employees, I first asked the participants to 

comment on turnover in their department. I wanted to see who they would refer to 

and; I then probed with the names they hadn’t referred to capture their response. Two 

points where of interest: a) the findings validate September’s assumption, and b) it 

was interesting to see how employees wouldn’t refer to people they socially related 

to (e.g. friends). 
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After September’s data collection, it became evident to me that even though a 

confidentiality clause is in place to protect the participants, a number of them were 

reluctant in their discussions with me. This is understandable as I as a researcher 

need to build my relationship with them too. Being aware of this, in October I tried 

to interview participants in a structured manner starting with the ones who are more 

open with me followed by others who are still reserved. Although this approach 

could not be followed at all times due to the nature of the hotels operation (rosters), it 

proved beneficial for some cases. 

F) Frequency of Interviews: acknowledging the possibility of interviewee fatigue, I 

purposively sought the participant’s opinion on the frequency of the interviewing and 

the possibility of changing it to every two months. All participants suggested that the 

monthly frequency is fine as turnover takes place every month and after two months 

they might not recall interesting stories or facts related to people movement. 

Additionally, a number of them commented on how much they like de-briefing as the 

study is bound by confidentiality agreement. 

G) Interviewer Influence: being aware of the fact that my presence might 

potentially influence the participants or group dynamics, it was interesting to find out 

that a number of them could not remember the purpose or content of my study. For 

example, on different occasions I was asked to explain the content of my job and so 

on. For me this suggests that my presence has minimum influence on a group’s 

dynamics which is what I have always aimed for.  

 

7. Staff Turnover in NT Hospitality: 

All participants received a copy of the presentation I gave at Charles Darwin 

University. It presents the findings of an In Press book chapter I co-authored with my 

supervisor A/Prof Carson. Interestingly a few of the participants had read the 

material I supplied them with in September and wished to discuss it during the 

interview. 

 

8. Next Data Collection: 

November – 23/11/2008 – 30/11/2008 
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Fourth Data Collection - November 

Report to Leadership Team 

 

1. Participants: 

46 employees (Hotel A - 17; Hotel B - 14; Hotel C - 15) 

  

2. Octobers data collection duration: 

23/11/2008 - 01/12/2008 

  

3. Data Collection Instruments: 

46 interviews, 5 exit interviews 

  

4. Thank you: 

   

5. Theme of Interviews 

Novembers data collection examined a) the occurrence and consequences of people 

movement (exits and entries), b) the existence, importance and impact of five social 

relationships, c) the presence and importance of Organisational Citizenship 

Behaviour and d) the content, importance and impact of Orientation. 

 

6. Comments: 

November’s data suggest the following: 

A) Staff Turnover: Minimal movement throughout October and November. 

However, the impact of movement that took place in October surfaced during data 

collection. As mentioned in previous reports, the impact can take various forms, and 

the effects are found in the participants social and professional networks. This 

suggests that the impact of people movement varies and can be predicted through the 

social and professional networks.  

B) Five Social Relationships: The relationships studied were, namely: 1) Difficult 

or challenging work relationships, 2) Good or excellent working relationships, 3) 

Comfortable to work with, 4) Trust in a work capacity, 5) Management styles. What 

was interesting was that for all types of employees “feeling comfortable” to work 

with was important. It was interesting to monitor the various interpretations of 

difficult/challenging and good/excellent working relationships. The interpretation 
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and content of the data depended on the different employee motivations (e.g. career 

driven vs working holiday). Interesting data surfaced from the “Management Style” 

relationship. The wording of this certain question was challenging; experienced 

social network academics were consulted while both oral and visual explanations 

were used to communicate it to participants. The findings from this particular 

relationship suggest that people are managed through a hierarchical as well as a 

social lense. These findings are useful for businesses operating in dynamic labour 

environments such as the N.T. 

C) Organisational Citizenship Behaviour (OCB): OCB includes the informal and 

not expected behaviours of employees in a work place. The research literature has 

studied the effects of OCB in organisations and teamwork. In our case, IHG 

promotes OCB through the hotel chains organisational values. This month we 

investigated the informal aspect of OCB. The interpretation and manifestation of 

OCB through the eyes of the participants was studied in relation to Staff Turnover. 

Once again, this is an interesting and important part in data collection. These findings 

a) tie in with October’s data, b) contribute to the existing research gap linking OCB 

to turnover in hospitality and c) suggest ways to deal with the group dynamic 

changes that are caused in dynamic labour environments. 

D) Orientation: On average the content and running of orientation was excellent. 

The       participants view was sought on the content covered throughout the session, 

the peer interaction while made suggestions for further improvement.  

 

E) Interviewing Techniques:  

The confidentiality clause was referred to at the start of each interview.  

For the staff turnover part I only probed with the names the participants forgot to 

refer to to minimise bias. 

Following a fixed order of interviewees proves to be difficult because of the 24 hr 

and shift operation of the hotels. This doesn’t seem to cause many discrepancies in 

the content of the data as participants seem to have become more accustomed and 

trusting in the interviewing process and are therefore more comfortable to discuss 

various issues. 
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F) Respondent Fatigue: following from previous reports, this is monitored both 

directly and indirectly throughout the interviews. To date I have no evidence of 

respondent fatigue.  

 

7. Staff Turnover in NT Hospitality: 

All participants received a copy of the presentation I gave at the 1-day conference at 

the University of Melbourne (10th November 2008, conference theme was social 

networks and social behaviour). Although there were no other presentations 

investigating the impact of social networks and social behaviour in hospitality; it was 

beneficial to interact with researchers with extensive experience in organisational 

social networks. These contacts have played a role in this month’s data collection as 

they reviewed and critiqued aspects of this months interview instrument.  

Additionally, they all received an Australian study discussing the importance of 

social relationships for attracting and keeping staff.  

 

8. Next Data Collection: 

December – 21/12/2008 – 31/12/2008 
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Fifth Data Collection - December 

Report to Leadership Team 

 

1. Participants: 

26 employees (Hotel A - 4; Hotel B - 9; Hotel C - 13) 

  

2. Octobers data collection duration: 

11-13/12/2008; 29-31/12/2008 

  

3. Data Collection Instruments: 

26 interviews 

  

4. Thank you: 

   

5. Theme of Interviews 

Novembers data collection examined a) the occurrence and consequences of people 

movement (exits and entries), b) the existence, importance and impact of five social 

relationships, c) Employee satisfaction survey: the reasons contributing to their 

engagement d) the implementation of Relational Flexibility. 

 

6. Comments: 

December’s data suggest the following: 

A) Staff Turnover: There was not much movement in terms of turnover, however 

there was absence due to annual leave and a few inter-organisational movements. 

Interviewees informed me of managerial changes that will take effect in January 

2009. 

B) Five Social Relationships: The content of these relationships is similar to 

November’s data collection. During December’s data collection I tried to monitor 

changes in these relationships. Interestingly relationships had altered both positively 

and negatively. 

 

C) Employee Satisfaction Survey: Obtained the interviewees interpretation of the 

engagement measure and discussed the reasons that can engage them and/or 

disengage them from work. 
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D) Relational Flexibility: This is an idea I am discussing in my next book chapter. 

Its aim is to achieve employee alignment when employees and teams are constantly 

shuffled around because of labour changes (e.g. turnover, shiftwork etc). Obtained 

the interviewees perspective on how it can be implemented and how do they adapt.  

E) Interviewing Techniques:  

The confidentiality clause was referred to at the start of each interview.  

For the staff turnover part I only probed with the names the participants forgot to 

refer to minimise bias. 

Following a fixed order of interviewees proves to be difficult because of the 24 hr 

and shift operation of the hotels. This doesn’t seem to cause many discrepancies in 

the content of the data as participants seem to have become more accustomed and 

trusting in the interviewing process and are therefore more comfortable to discuss 

various issues. 

F) Respondent Fatigue: To date I have no evidence of respondent fatigue.  

 

7. December’s Presentation: 

All participants received a copy of the presentation I gave in December  

 

8. Next Data Collection: 

January: 25/01/2009-31/01/2009 
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Sixth Data Collection - January 

Report to Leadership Team 

 

1. Participants: 

32 employees (Hotel A - 15; Hotel B - 9; Hotel C - 8) 

  

2. January’s data collection duration: 

21/01/2009-03/02/2009 

  

3. Data Collection Instruments: 

32 interviews 

  

4. Thank you: 

   

5. Theme of Interviews 

January’s data collection examined a) the occurrence and consequences of people 

movement (exits and entries), b) the existence, importance and impact of five social 

relationships, c) the implications and adaptations to shiftwork. 

 

6. Comments: 

January’s data suggest the following: 

A) Staff Turnover: Various forms of labour movement have taken place with varied 

effects. Considering that the majority of those occurred in January we anticipate that 

in February the interviewees will have more to comment on.  

B) Five Social Relationships: Similarly to the previous months, the changes in the 

social networks of the interviewees were tracked for January.  

C) Consequences and Adaptation to shiftwork: Shiftwork seems to be an 

important source of labour change with similar effects as staff turnover.  

Similar consequences and ways to adapt to shiftwork were reported. The interesting 

difference between the consequences of shiftwork and staff turnover is that the 

former (shiftwork) has the ability to influence the mood state and behaviour of 

employees. The findings suggest that the effects of turnover develop once turnover 

takes place, whereas shiftwork seems to influence and affect individuals and teams 

from the moment it is issued. 
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Interviewees reported similar coping strategies for the relational effects of shiftwork. 

E) Interviewing Techniques:  

The confidentiality clause was referred to at the start of each interview.  

For the staff turnover part I only probed with the names the participants forgot to 

refer to minimise bias. 

F) Respondent Fatigue: To date the participants engage in conversation and 

contribute with new information. No evidence of data saturation yet.  

 

7. Next Data Collection: 

February: 22/02/2009 – 28/02/2009 
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Seventh Data Collection - February 

Report to Leadership Team 

 

1. Participants: 

34 employees (Hotel A - 13; Hotel B - 12; Hotel C - 9) 

  

2. January’s data collection duration: 

20/02/2009-02/03/2009 

  

3. Data Collection Instruments: 

34 interviews 

  

4. Thank you: 

   

5. Theme of Interviews 

February’s data collection examined a) the occurrence and consequences of people 

movement (exits and entries), b) the existence, importance and impact of five social 

relationships, c) the effects of handover. 

 

6. Comments: 

February’s data suggest the following: 

A) Staff Turnover: Participants are used to and comfortable with staff turnover and 

general people movement. They consider it as unavoidable and one of the main 

reasons they are attracted to the industry and the destination.  

B) Five Social Relationships: Similarly to the previous months, the changes in the 

social networks of the interviewees were tracked for February.  

C) Effects of handover and strategies to deal with it: Handover is another type of 

labour change in the hotel environment. Depending on their relationships, the effects 

of handover vary. For example, some people are required to handover to peers who 

they might find it challenging to work with. This tends to make them nervous, 

stressed and makes them rush to complete the handover. The downside of this is 

some information may not get passed on which negatively affects the next shift. In 

juxtaposition, in cases where friends have to handover to each other, they become 

more helpful and tend to stay on shift longer. This is interesting as they are not 
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financially rewarded by staying back but do so because it is a good opportunity to 

catch up with their friends. This benefits the shift as information is diffused and the 

transition from one shift to another is seamless. Overall, the level of interaction 

between shifts during handover seems to be dependent on the type and quality of 

peer relationships. 

D) Interviewing Techniques:  

The confidentiality clause was referred to at the start of each interview.  

For the staff turnover part I only probed with the names the participants forgot to 

refer to minimise bias. 

E) Respondent Fatigue: Participants continue to engage in conversation.  

 

7. Next Data Collection: 

March: 23/03/2009 – 31/03/2009 
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Appendix 3 – Data Analysis Codes 

1
st
 set of theme codes 2

nd
 set of theme codes 

Career Progression in Darwin 
Hospitality 
Darwin 
Darwin Adaptation 
Darwin Climate 
Darwin Experience 
Darwin Hospitality 
Darwin Hospitality Labour 
Darwin Tenure 
Darwin NT People 
Adapting to Darwin 
Size of Darwin 
Time in Darwin 
Transient Darwin 
Remote Destinations 

Research context 
 

Work Difficulty 
Comfortable to work with 
Degrees of Trust 
Existence of Trust 
Group Dynamics 
Relationships 
Trust 

Relationships 
 

IHG Organisation 
Adapt to Work 
Hospitality 
International Employees 
Labour Changes 
OCB 
Recruitment 
Socialization 
Staff Turnover 
Training 

Labour changes 
 

Collaboration Collaboration 
Knowledge Sharing Knowledge sharing 
Research Project  
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