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Abstract Tacit knowledge sharing is the real challenge
for knowledge management today. Network economy has
completely changed the role of knowledge workers who now
become independent tacit knowledge producers. Bearing this
fact in mind, the author studied how tacit knowledge sharing
affects the process of building a personal brand and project
performance. For this purpose, the authors conducted a study
among Polish professionals with different roles and
experience in managing projects in various industries. The
data collected during the study has been analysed using the
equal structural modelling method. The results indicate that
tacit knowledge sharing is used when developing a personal
brand of knowledge workers who take care about the
personal reputation. The intermediary role of personal
branding in the relationship of tacit knowledge sharing and
project performance points to a new context of tacit
knowledge sharing as a key factor of knowledge
management in learning organisations, which can be used for
designing incentive schemes. Tacit Knowledge Sharing is
also presented as a very sensitive and specific variable
interesting for further research.
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1. Introduction
Innovation, relationships, cooperation, and knowledge are
key factors which determine a competitive advantage in the
network economy [1-3]. A network serves as a contemporary
form of market process coordination. Network economy
(NE), according to the Toffler’s [4] idea of prosumerism, is
founded on collaboration of individual creators based on a
network of values instead of hierarchical dependencies.
Another feature of NE is that it imposes symmetry of

advantages [5]. In such conditions, a set of relationships of a
company in an arrangement: “one to many” changes into a
relationship “many to many” (networking) and creates a
complete network of company values including: business
partners and customers (external network), as well as the
company’s employees (internal network). Knowledge, as a
source of innovation, determines an advantage of one
network arrangement over another. This situation has
completely changed the role of knowledge workers who now
become independent knowledge producers. Being a source
of intellectual capital they can, independently from for
example a corporate hierarchy, distribute the value which
they generate in an already existing network, or they can
build such a network themselves. The named network, in
pursuit of its highest efficiency, looks for such knowledge
workers in order to increase its productivity. Intellectual
capital as a source of value in the network economy is
generated outside hierarchies. Thus, the network economy
imposes building a relational equity [6] which is the essence
of efficiency in a network. In reference to Hunt’s [7]
resource-advantage (R-A) theory the relationship in itself
also constitutes a resource. Thus personal branding of
knowledge workers, whose goal is to build business
relationships, becomes a natural consequence of their
empowerment in the contemporary economy. The
importance of knowledge and relationship in the process of
network value creation by innovation is significant. In light
of all the above, identifying valuable innovations takes place
as a result of symmetrical co-creation and cooperation of
members of a consciously configured value network.
Innovation consists in implementing a new or significantly
improved product (a good or a service) or process, a new
marketing method or a new organisational method, into
business practice, organisation of a work place or
relationships with the surrounding world [8]. An
organisation may create innovations both within an internal
and external network as places where ideas are born.
Likewise, the innovations may be dedicated to internal and
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external values of the network as a beneficiary of the bundle
of benefits such innovation may bring. Innovation equals
change. Efficient implementation of changes more and more
frequently is done through a project. Worthy of particular
attention here are project organisations called temporarily for
the purpose of a specific goal (business product). Teams of
such organisations usually include people with different
skills and knowledge who come from different functional
divisions of an organisation, and sometimes even from
different organisations. Project management is linked to the
idea of organisation as a network of activities by
Czarniawska [9], under this principle it can be assumed that
functional and process management, however necessary, is
not sufficient in the network economy. Project organisations
are the answer to the necessity of working in a change
implementation mode. Efficiently functioning companies
organise a project, whose goals is to develop and implement
a change, in such a way as to achieve desired results in time
and framework of allotted resources what was pointed by
Portny [10]. Apart from the best known methodologies and
approaches to project management popularized by Project
Management Institute (PMI) and Organisation of
Government Commerce (OGC), such as PRINCE2, Project
Management Body of Knowledge (PMBoK), OPMA
Competence Baseline, „agile” methodologies, Project Cycle
Management (PCM) there are many approaches now
deployed by companies successfully in innovation
implementation. The probability of an effective change
(innovation) implementation in an organisation thanks to the
application of a project approach is even greater, since each
of the above mentioned methodologies of project
management enjoins the people responsible for its
implementation to maintain a continuum of business
justification of an enterprise (PRINCE2). Keeping the
information organised and complete, and free flow of
knowledge assured by the project method of change
implementation are an effective way to achieve a final
success not only related to a particular innovation, but also a
long term success achieved thanks to creating a knowledge
sharing culture in a learning organization.
1.1. Knowledge Workers as Tacit Knowledge Producers
According to McInterney [11] knowledge management, in
other words the process of creating new knowledge, involves
identifying sources of knowledge, its elicitation, and
distribution. Combining the existing knowledge in new ways
and the contextuality of knowledge determine the meaning
of tacit knowledge. The way tacit knowledge is viewed these
days places strong emphasis on its significance within
organisations. As opposed to explicit, tacit knowledge is
absolutely novel and in the result very beneficial for
companies. Tacit knowledge is specific: it is produced and
stored in human’s minds and being an intangible asset it is
closely related to social capital. Knowledge workers are the
main source of know-how and experience, the knowledge is
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their major work tool and resource [12, 13].
Modern network organisations which desire to be
innovative and want to create market advantage must find a
way to harness this resource, which as a matter of fact is not
in their possession, and transform tacit into explicit [14-17].
Explicit knowledge is easy to transfer because it can be
codified. Tacit knowledge is hard to codify or record, hence
it is acquired through a practical experience in a relevant
context [18]. Because tacit knowledge to a great extent relies
on its context it cannot be codified. Any modifications to the
context nullify this codified knowledge, provided the
codification is even possible with the dynamics of the present
day work environment.
The network economy, as a way to function in a
contemporary economy, often requires the ability to work in
temporary project teams. Relationships between people as a
resource enhancing transfer of knowledge have an advantage
over system resources because of the effectiveness of this
process. Even best configurated Transactive Memory
Systems (TMS) are unwieldy in relation to a direct
contextual transfer. Delivering value through knowledge is
making sure that the knowledge needed for effective action is
delivered [19]. Delivering value through knowledge does not
only require an efficient TMS but also a diligent
management of the collaboration culture of a temporary
organisation in order to ensure free flow of Tacit Knowledge
Sharing.
Referring to the network economy, another feature of a
network as a today’s business infrastructure is that it imposes
symmetry of advantages. In such conditions, a set of
relationships of a company in an arrangement: “one to many”
changes into a relationship “many to many” (networking)
and creates a complete network of company values including:
business partners and customers (external network) as well
as the company’s employees (internal network). Knowledge,
as a source of innovation, determines the advantage of one
network arrangement over another. This situation has
completely changed the role of knowledge workers who now
become independent knowledge producers. Being a source
of intellectual capital they can, independently from for
example a corporate hierarchy, distribute the value which
they generate in an already existing network, or they can
build such a network themselves. In pursuit of its highest
efficiency, the said network looks for such knowledge
workers so as to increase its productivity. Intellectual capital
as a source of value in the network economy is generated
outside hierarchies, thus the network economy imposes
building a relational equity which is the essence of efficiency
in a network. According to mentioned Hunt’s [7]
resource-advantage (R-A) theory the relationship in itself
also constitutes a resource.
On the other hand, Wit and Meyer [20] noticed the
problem of asymmetric distribution of benefits between
networked brokers (network leader) and actors (other
networked companies) as one of a networked company’s
strategy paradoxes. Referring to all the above the author
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claims that the same paradox is observed in the relationship
between companies (knowledge brokers) and their
knowledge workers (actors). Employees in networked
knowledge organisations are more often confronted with
new experiences which help them develop their skills and
broaden their minds.
Companies are interested in capturing the new tacit
knowledge which is produced in minds of their workers
every day. They build Transactive Memory Systems (TMS),
Collaborative Social Networks and the like, whose goal is to
gather, store and distribute knowledge within an organisation.
The problem of a contemporary organisation however is not
how to store or distribute the knowledge within established
rights but how to capture and gather the new knowledge
which is a source of innovation. The process which will
allow to transform tacit into explicit is then the key for an
organisation’s development.
Sharing informal knowledge is an informal voluntary act
of the knowledge owner and it is a dynamic social process
characterised by profound human interactions. Besides, the
act of commitment cannot be formalised, for you cannot
express your commitment non-commitally. Indeed, the
structure of perception throws light on all the rest [21].
Moreover, it is not in the best interest of workers to give
away their tacit knowledge, since this knowledge provides
them with a personal advantage in the network system in
which they function.
The paradoxical situation of knowledge workers is that
they can best develop through interaction with other
like-minded people, which should encourage tacit
knowledge sharing, at the same time however tacit
knowledge sharing rids them of their advantage in a given
network system. On the other hand, effective tacit
knowledge sharing builds their position, so it is a situation in
which loss leads to profit. At the same time, excessive
pursuit of profit through, e.g. unequal distribution of benefits
may lead to loss being a consequence of lost relationships,
which are the valuable network connection.
Making a reference to the paradigm of information and
knowledge asymmetry in the network economy [22],
although the position of the knowledge broker will be
stronger than the position of the actor [23], because of more
increasingly unrestrained circulation of explicit knowledge
in the economy, and the growing significance of tacit
knowledge as the source of competitive advantage, the role
of tacit knowledge producers such as knowledge workers
will continue to increase.
Thus, the position of knowledge workers in the network
economy driven by knowledge is absolutely subjective.
Their interdependence is a fact. They can freely switch on or
switch off to/from a network of values of their own choice,
according to expected financial or other gain. For companies
it is connected with the need to adapt their ways of
functioning to new conditions. Will the consequence of
changes connected with the subjective role of relationships

and knowledge, with special emphasis on tacit knowledge as
a source of innovation and knowledge workers as tacit
knowledge owners; is a socially driven evolution or
revolution in the network economy? Opinions are divided,
but one is a fact: as Solis [24] observed, “This is the end of
business as usual.”
1.2. New Trends
According to the Eurostat data [8], the average rate of
self-employment in the EU equals 13.5%. It is the highest in
Greece (30% of the employed) and in Italy (22%). The index
above the EU average can also be noted for Poland, where
the number of self-employed persons in 2015 was 2.94
million, which equals 17.7%. It is by 6.4% more than in 2010.
The Deutsche Bank survey [25] on the other hand reports
that the percentage of self-employment is significantly
higher for liberal professions – 72.4% of such persons run
their own one-man businesses. Buckley and Strange [26]
pointed out that freelancing over the last two decades is an
effect of transformation from a predominantly precariat
shadow workforce serving as substitutes for employees to a
far more diverse workforce incorporating high earning and
highly skilled workers who serve a dynamic role for
businesses; mainly working as complements to employees
and frequently undertaking innovation.
This transformation, as they claim, has been paralleled
with a rapid rise in the number of freelancers in the
workforce and the increasing use of flexible working and
outsourcing business models by firms. This trend is also
attractive for knowledge workers. What they especially
appreciate is flexibility in terms of when and where they
work. This is what affects their efficiency and development.
Freelancers’ weak spot is their sense of freedom as opposed
to the modern-day slavery [27], self-determination, the sense
of self-control and living according to ones’ own values and
aspirations, responsibility for oneself and others.
Corporations will not give them this. An ethical work climate
leads to more trust in the company, stronger attachment from
employees, lower absenteeism and turnover rate, higher
productivity, a more positive attitude toward work and good
conduct from employees [28]. Several studies find a positive
relationship between a company's ethical climate and
employee job satisfaction [28, 29].
The Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) framework
and good reputation may indirectly contribute to job
satisfaction and lower employee turnover by invoking
positive reactions from external groups, such as family and
friends [30]. The empirical findings made by Lee et al. [31]
suggest that perceived cultural fit and CSR capability
significantly affect company’s perception and, consequently,
employee attachment and performance. Singhapakdi, et al.
[32] empirical research results also confirm that a CSR
strategy has a positive impact on employees' quality of work
life. Therefore, this study's recommendation is that a CSR
should be widely adopted by organizations.
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The consequence of this approach is growing popularity of
employee branding. The research by Dabirian et al. [33]
identifies seven employer branding value propositions that
current, former, and potential employees care about when
they collectively evaluate employers. These propositions for
„best places to work” include (1) social elements of work
33%, (2) interesting and challenging work tasks 23%, (3)
economic issues tied to compensation (16%), (4) the extent
to which skills can be applied in meaningful ways 14%, (5)
work/life balance 9%.
Thus, the social factor next to the opportunity to develop
as a result of challenging work is crucial for employees today.
Taking into consideration all the above, to sum up, we can
say that the consequence of changing the way of functioning
of the whole business environment in the network economy
is a socially driven evolution of businesses based on
knowledge and knowledge workers.
The term ‘Enterprise 2.0’ has been used to describe how
concepts and technologies from Web 2.0 have been deployed
into companies. One of the paradigms chosen for improving
the innovation processes within the Enterprise 2.0 context is
Open Innovation, based on the collaborative creation and
development of ideas and products.
The key feature of this new paradigm is that the
knowledge is exploited in a collaborative way, flowing not
only among internal but also external sources [34].
Collaborative culture in the era of the network economy is
not only a set of values and norms which give an identity to
each enterprise but also a valuable element of intellectual
capital and source of innovation and business advantage [35].
The conversion of both Intellectual Capital and Social
Capital is facilitated by knowledge sharing [36], which in the
era of network economy often takes place with the use of
social media [37,38] and results in the creation of
Collaborative Networks, also called Communities of
Practice.
Facilitating the free flow of knowledge across the
organisational boundary between knowledge workers can
help integrate explicit knowledge bases of companies more
effectively and lead to the creation of new tacit knowledge.
Social Knowledge Management is crucial to this process.
Knowledge Management tools and best practices can have
added benefit in the field of knowledge production,
consumption, and redistribution. As the majority of
organisational knowledge is tacit and cannot be easily
codified, effective processes need to be implemented to
enable tacit knowledge transfer into explicit across the
boundary between groups and individuals.
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imply that people today use social media actively in order to
create their personal brands. According to the idea of
co-branding [44, 45] drawing from the theory of planned
behaviour [46], and referring to Shepherd’s [42] and
Khedher’s [47] definitions of personal branding as a planned
process in which people make efforts to market themselves
an assumption has been made which says that a personal
brand reputation and recommendation is crucial in the
network economy for the personal success. The success
understood as a personal goals achievement. All goals
connected not only with the professional and business life
but also with the social life connected with being a part of
communities. With regard to the mentioned idea of
“prosumerism” [4], one can hypothesize that there is a
certain degree of probability that personal brands in the
network economy, e.g. in professional networks,
collaborative networks or even in the social media,
predominantly constitute an opportunity for self-presentation
[68]. A self-expression is a form of affirmation of one’s self
[48-50]. Consumer engagement with self-expressive brands:
brand love and WOM outcomes always take place in a social
context meaning [48, 50-52] so-called “reference groups”
have an influence on both the self-image and the act and
ways of an individual’s self-expression. Referring to Erikson
[53], who described identity in a less volatile era as “an
individual’s link with the unique values”, we can say that the
expression of a personal identity, and particularly personal
values, has a strong influence on personal brand recognition.
A personal brand, analogically to a commercial brand, is
about gathering the capital in minds of friends and colleagues.
Creating a reputation of one’s own personal brand in the era
of the network economy, including social media, is crucial.
Consciously creating a desired personal image, based on
credible and coherent information, in order to generate
income and personal development by pursuing ambitious
professional challenges is very popular among professionals
[54].Knowledge workers become increasingly more
autonomous today. Thus, the idea of personal branding is in
agreement with human nature, which is characterised by the
inner need to belong and be recognised. The transience of
peer to peer relation in the network economy makes
knowledge workers to function as an independent personal
brand whose reputation is significant in the process of
network value creation. This can be a stronger motivator for
knowledge sharing than the trust which is difficult to gain in
a cursory reality of transient project organisation.
Contextuality of knowledge and the key role of knowledge
workers in modern network arrangements contribute to the
growing self-awareness of the need for personal
development
among such workers. It can be assumed that a
1.3. Knowledge Workers and Personal Branding
vital element of the training is intellectual dexterity in
The notion of personal branding pointed out by Peters [39] various contexts. Skills of knowledge workers become sales
has taken on major importance in the blooming era of social objects, which make them vividly interested in completing,
media what was mentioned by Dutta [40] and Karaduman[41] training and expanding their knowledge which requires an
and refers to all users of the medium what was highlighted by attitude open to knowledge but also to colleagues with whom
Shepherd [42]. Labrecque, Markos and Milne [43] also they come in contact, and who enhance such knowledge
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creation. Knowledge creating is a dynamic social process
characterised by profound human interactions. Sharing
informal knowledge is an informal voluntary act of the
knowledge owner. It is impossible to formalise the act of
commitment, for you cannot express your commitment in a
not-commitment way. That is why skills of producing,
storing and sharing tacit knowledge depend also on
personality, skills, explicit knowledge, and the ability to use
external resources of explicit knowledge, as well as own and
other people’s experiences. Hence, this article’s goal is to
study the relationship between the construct of personal
branding of knowledge workers who work using a project
method and tacit knowledge sharing as determinants of
innovation.
1.4. Tacit Knowledge Sharing: Challenge for Knowledge
Management
Knowledge management is a process of creating new
knowledge, identifying sources of knowledge, as well as
elicitation and distribution of knowledge [11]. Tacit
knowledge is crucial today because, in contrast to explicit
knowledge, it is absolutely novel, which makes it truly
advantageous. Tacit knowledge is specific: it is produced and
stored in people’s minds. Tacit knowledge as an intangible
asset is closely related to social capital. The main source of
know-how and experience are knowledge workers, for whom
knowledge is the major tool and resource of their work. In
order to become innovative and generate market advantage a
modern network organisation must manage this resource,
which in no way belongs to it, until tacit knowledge is
transferred into explicit knowledge. Explicit knowledge can
be codified and is easier to transfer compared to tacit which
is hard to codify or write down and thus commonly needs to
be acquired through practical experience in a relevant
context. Since this type of knowledge is contextual, it
basically cannot be codified because a changed situational
context causes the codified knowledge to expire, if only, with
the present day dynamics of the environment, an
organisation will manage to codify it. What is the key then to
tacit knowledge management when it comes to independent
knowledge creators? How to transfer tacit knowledge? How
to convert tacit to explicit knowledge? How to distribute tacit
knowledge in order to develop an organisation, increase its
innovation and build a market advantage? The Munns [55],
Park and Lee [16], Buvik and Rolfsen [56] suggest that the
key to meet this challenge is to build an organisational
culture which encourages knowledge sharing and one where
relationships are based on trust and cooperation. According
to the authors of this paper the list of elements should include
one more, and in our opinion the strongest, motivator which
is one’s own personal gain based not on financial benefits
related to a current salary but on creating a perspective of
future income whose foundation is a good reputation of one’s
personal brand.
Sharing knowledge by co-workers is essential for
organizations. Open sharing of relevant knowledge has the

potential to lower costs and optimize processes. The lack of
sharing may harm organizations and even render their
processes ineffective [57]. Polanyi [21] was among the first
to classify knowledge as explicit or tacit. Over time, this
classification was adopted by others. As opposed to explicit,
tacit knowledge is absolutely novel and, for this reason,
beneficial for organizations. This form of knowledge is
specific; it is produced and stored in people’s minds and being an intangible asset it is closely related to social capital.
Intangible assets become increasingly likely to decide about
a competitive advantage of companies. They are not easily
noticeable and hard to measure; however, their indirect
influence proves to play a crucial role in value creation. A lot
of studies have been dedicated to the general idea of explicit
knowledge sharing, but only a few focuses on tacit
knowledge [57-59]. The aim of the presented study is to
prove that tacit knowledge sharing is a tool that builds a
personal brand of knowledge workers in a project
environment which in result leads to the performance
improvement.

2. Materials and Methods
The goal of this research is to highlight that personal
branding of knowledge workers can be a natural motivator to
share their tacit knowledge which also affects final project
performance. In order to prove it, a research model has been
designed, where a theoretical assumption was made related
to the influence of knowledge management on Tacit
Knowledge Sharing and project performance, with personal
branding playing the role of a mediator. Figure 1 illustrates
the assumed conceptual framework [67]. The relationship
between general knowledge management and project
performance was examined by Reich, Gemino and Sauer [60]
and Calvo-Mora et al [61]. Based on their research, the
following hypotheses have been formulated:
H1: Knowledge Management has a positive influence on
Project Performance.
H2: Knowledge Management has a positive influence on
Tacit Knowledge Sharing.
In relation to the above hypotheses, as well as the research
related to the influence of Tacit Knowledge Sharing on
explicit knowledge [14-16,58,59], following a logical
inference, it has been assumed that analogically to
knowledge sharing, tacit knowledge sharing has a positive
influence on project performance, which is reflected in
hypothesis 3:
H3: Tacit Knowledge sharing has a direct positive
influence on Project Performance
Based on the theory of planned behavior [47] and the idea
of personal branding [39-43] a hypothesis has been
developed which talks about tacit knowledge sharing in
order to build a personal brand, namely: Tacit Knowledge
sharing has a positive influence on Personal Branding of the
team member who shares his knowledge. A significant
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determinant of sharing creates a positive attitude of other
team members towards the sharing member of the team.
Tacit knowledge sharing affects a positive attitude towards
that member’s personal brand.
H4: Tacit Knowledge sharing has a positive influence on
Personal Branding of the team member who shares his own
tacit knowledge.

measurement scales and their sources presented in Appendix
1. The respondents reacted to statements based on a 7- point
Likert scale, which goes from 1 – definitely NOT, through 4
– neither YES nor NOT, until 7 – definitely YES. The
questionnaire was preceded by a short introduction
explaining the purpose and subject matter of the study. The
first qualifying question directly referred to the subject
matter of the study and regarded the respondent’s affiliation
Regarding Project Performance, and as a consequence of
to any project whose performance was assessed. The
the above assumption that personal branding is a sharing
subsequent part of the structure of the questionnaire led from
motivator, a hypothesis has been made which says that
general to detailed questions which required more precise
personal branding is a mediator between tacit knowledge and
answers. The proper study was preceded by a pilot study (24
project performance, hence the hypothesis below:
persons). The pilot study made it possible to optimize
H5: Personal Branding of team members has a positive
statements. In effect, for the benefit of the study reliability,
influence on Project Performance.
problematic statements have been eliminated. Data
Figure 1 illustrates the assumed conceptual framework
collection took place electronically, using mainly the
[67].
“snowball method”, and started with managers who were
then willing to recommend our study to their acquaintances.
The data was collected from January to March 2016 among
Polish professional project members.
The sample size was 305 respondents, 225 cases were
accepted for further analysis, after rejecting faulty and
incomplete questionnaires. The analysis was conducted
using the structural equation modelling method. For the
theoretical model presented in Figure 1, a measurement and
later a structural Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)
models have been developed. The model was then estimated
and assessed. Estimation was conducted according to a
maximum likelihood method (ML). The evaluation of the
model quality was conducted based on tests such as: Root
Mean
Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), CMIN/DF,
Figure 1. Conceptual framework
Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and HOELTER with the use of
2.1. Methodology
SPSS AMOS 23 software. Table 1 presents test results of the
The study was conducted based on the data originally model’s goodness of fit [67].
Based on the readings, CFA model presented in Figure 2
collected among Polish professionals with different roles and
experience in managing projects in various industries. The may be considered as well fit in relation to the data. Model
sample comprised 60% of team members, 19% of project reliability level 1.95 can be viewed as high, with the
managers, 15% of team leaders, 3% of steering committee, 2% reference ≤5 [62]. Model fit to the data based on
of project sponsors and 1% others. The industries included in approximation average error RMSEA at 0.065 also meets
the study are as follows: 27% production, 16% marketing & the reference values [63] below 0.08. Measurements of
sales, 12% IT, 9% science & education, 7% services, 6% goodness of fit came close to 1, what confirms the
construction, 5% society projects, 5% media, 4% logistics & mentioned above quality [64]. Hoelter’s coefficient
supply, 3% finance, 3% controlling, 3% others. 60% of the exceeded 146, which also corroborates the above statements
respondents were male and 40% were female. The data was [65]. A positive evaluation of the model allows to
collected from January to February 2016 with the use of a proceeding to the presentation of test results.
questionnaire. The questionnaire’s design was based on
Table 1. Test results of the model’s goodness of fit
CMIN/DF

RMSEA

NFI

RFI

IFI

TLI

CFI

HOELTER 0.05

1.95

0.065

0.92

0.90

0.96

0.95

0.96

146

Source: author’s own study developed with Amos 23
Note: Cmin/df =1.95, CFI=0.96, TLI=0.95 p<0.001, RMSEA= 0.065, ns - not significant result, n=225 cases
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2.2. Results

Figure 2. Results
Source: author’s own study developed with Amos 23
Note: CMin/df =1.95, CFI=0.96, TLI=0.95 p<0,001, RMSEA= 0.065
CI (0.05-0.08), ns - not significant result, n=225 cases [67]

The results indicate that personal brands of knowledge
workers are built with the use of tacit knowledge sharing,
which affects final project performance. As a result, there is
not a direct influence of tacit knowledge sharing on project
performance but the influence is indirect, it is strongly
mediated by personal branding activities. These results

highlight the specific nature of tacit knowledge which is
strongly related and exclusively stored in the human mind
thus tacit knowledge sharing (distribution) is strongly
related to the expected personal benefit such as positive
personal brand reputation as a knowledgeable person.
Figure 2 presents achieved results [67].
Table 2 presents a summary of the hypothesis tests
referring to the theoretical model presented in Figure 1 [67].
Keeping in mind the objective of this study, which is to
highlight that personal branding of knowledge workers can
be a natural motivator to share their tacit knowledge, the
estimations of the total effects of the model were analysed.
Table 3 presents statistics crucial for personal branding
mediation function analysis [67].
The analysis of the direct and indirect estimations, and
the total effects presented in Table 3 show that tacit
knowledge has a not significant direct impact on project
performance, which is surprising in light of the theoretical
assumptions made and described in the Introduction and
Conceptual Framework sections. Only in the case of
Knowledge Management and Personal Branding constructs
the presented model notes a statistically significant
influence on Project Performance. It means that Personal
Branding strongly mediates the relation between Project
Performance and Tacit Knowledge Sharing.

Table 2. Summary of the hypothesis tests
Β

t-value

p-value

supported

H1

Knowledge Management has positive influence on Project Performance

Hypothesis

0.38

4.72

<0.001

YES

H2

Knowledge Management has a positive influence on Tacit Knowledge Sharing

0.48

5.89

<0.001

YES

Tacit Knowledge sharing has a direct positive influence on Project Performance

-0.03

-0.41

0.68

NO

0.26

3.38

<0.001

YES

0.40

5.81

<0.001

YES

H3
H4
H5

Tacit Knowledge sharing has a positive influence on Personal Branding of the team
member, who shares his own tacit knowledge
Personal Branding of team members has a positive influence on Project
Performance

Source: author’s own study developed with Amos 23
Note: CMin/df =1.95, CFI=0.96, TLI=0.95 p<0.001, RMSEA= 0.065 CI (0.05-0.08), ns - not significant result, n=225 cases [67]
Table 3. Mediation analysis
Mediation analysis
Tacit Knowledge Sharing
->Personal Branding
->Project Performance

Standardised total effect
(without mediator)

Standardised Direct effect
(with mediator)

Standardised Indirect effect
(with mediator)

Mediation type
observed

0.07 (*)

-0.03 (*)

0.10(***)

full mediation

Source: author’s own study developed with Amos 23
Note: CMin/df =1.95, CFI=0.96, TLI=0.95 p<0.001 RMSEA= 0.065 CI (0.05-0.08), *p<0,1 **p<0.01 *** p<0.001 n=225 cases [67]
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3. Conclusions
The presented model explains the mechanism of how
Tacit Knowledge Sharing mediated by Personal Branding
influences Project Performance. The aim of this study,
which was successfully achieved, was to prove that tacit
knowledge sharing is a tool that builds a personal brand of
knowledge workers in a project environment. However, a
surprising result of the presented study is the lack of direct
influence of tacit knowledge on project performance - a fact
which denies our theoretical assumptions. Perhaps the
specifics of project management, which before going to
work requires precisely defined goals, tools, risk register
and methods, does not allow much space for tacit
knowledge sharing and that is why the assumptions are
wrong. What’s more, it’s claimed that tacit knowledge is
generally difficult to measure [70]. On the other hand,
perhaps it is the tacit knowledge itself that justifies such
subtle impact on project performance as presented in our
study. It is worth noting that the presented model (Figure 2)
explains the construct of Tacit Knowledge Sharing in 23%,
whereas Project Performance in 33%, which has been
presented in Appendix 2, Squared Multiple Correlations.
The situation gives basis to thinking that there are other
factors, not included in the presented model, which affect
Tacit Knowledge Sharing, which have a significant
intermediary significance for the Tacit Knowledge Sharing
and Project Performance relationship, and which could be
further analysed in order to explain the relation [69]. In
view of the above, the presented model should be extended.
Special attention should be paid to the intermediary role of
personal branding in the relationship of tacit knowledge
sharing and project performance. The conclusion related to
the importance of soft skills corroborates the Ryan and
O’Connor’s [58] study results which pointed out that social
interactions are more important than transactive memory
systems (TMS) in the process of knowledge sharing.
Presented results highlight the specific nature of tacit
knowledge which is strongly related to social capital. The
human minds which exclusively produce and store the tacit
knowledge independently decide about distribution or
keeping the new knowledge for itself. The tacit knowledge
sharing act is strongly related to expected personal benefits
such as positive personal brand reputation as a
knowledgeable person. As a tacit knowledge sharing
motivator, personal brand development can be a tool for
designing incentive schemes creation. Tacit knowledge as a
source of innovation, positive enhances the growth of
innovation success. The innovation understood not only as
an outstanding and brilliant new idea of a product, a service
or general growing business but also as a new more
effective way for everyday routines making or unexpected
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events solving what altogether positively impact on the final
performance in the short and in the long run.
A significant limitation to the presented studies is a
relatively low number of the sample group. Any structural
equation modelling methodology allows the sample number
to be 200 cases [65]. However, it is the presented
HOELTER’s index 0.05 at 146 level which proves that a
bigger sample group would deliver better results. This study
extends the understanding of personal branding role of tacit
knowledge sharing in project teams. If we however assume
that tacit knowledge, through its other indirect variables not
included in the presented model and in accordance with the
presented theoretical argumentation, affects project
performance, then personal branding, as one of the
significant mediating variables between tacit knowledge
and project performance, can be taken into consideration
when designing incentive schemes. For example, after a
finished project, except for assessing its hard results –
project performance evaluation, the participants in the
project would assess one another’s attitude including tacit
knowledge sharing (each person assesses all his co-workers).
Conducting such assessment on regular basis by project
organisations would affect quality growth of human
resources in a significant way.
In the light of the presented results and in the reference to
the existing literature [69] tacit knowledge sharing can be
perceived as a very sensitive and specific variable
interesting for further research. As it’s claimed knowledge
can be mediated not only on formal but also on informal
ways [70]. For the deeper understanding of tacit knowledge
sharing influence (direct or mediated) on the project
performance important is the further examination in case of
not only the new dimensions and sample structure factors
such as age, gender and position but also in the case of the
industry and the company culture which influence on the
general organisation's and their members ability to learn and
unlearn [69, 70]. Tacit knowledge is very often accumulated
through learning process inside organisations. One of the
reasons why network relationships are established is that
these relationships give access to new contextual knowledge.
Network formation may be stimulated by government
programs supporting projects of cooperation as is claimed
by Lundvall [70]. The deeper examination of tacit
knowledge dimensions can lead to the interesting practical
implications.
The most valuable practical implication based on the
results presented in this article is that knowledge workers
today exists as independent tacit knowledge producers
distributors and the awareness and the meaning of their
personal brands is growing in fact. Thus, organisations
should respect it if want to grow.
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Appendix 1
Constructs and Scales
Construct

Scale
Members of the project team had access to a knowledge management system
Members of the project team trusted each other to act professionally and
competently
Members of the project team viewed themselves as having knowledge and
learning orientation within the project
Members of the project communicate easily to act professionally and
competently
I shared my experience and know-how with team members of the project
I shared my experience and know-how with my functional co-workers in my
organisation
I extracted new knowledge from the project team members based on their
experience and know-how that helped me follow up the project
I extracted new knowledge and know-how from experts and functional
co-workers in my organisation that helped me follow up the project
Overall, members of the project team shared their experience and know-how
Sharing tacit knowledge affected my image in a positive way
Sharing tacit knowledge evoked good associations about my person
Sharing tacit knowledge had a positive influence of other people in the
project towards me
Sharing tacit knowledge had a positive influence on my reputation
Sponsor of the project was satisfied with the project results
Sponsor of the project was satisfied with the project benefits
Sponsor of the project assessed the project positively

Knowledge
Management
(KM)

Tacit
Knowledge
Sharing (TpS)

Personal
Branding (PB)
Project
Performance
(PP)

Adapted from

Scale validation

Gemino, Reich, Sauer
(2015)

Cornbach α = 0.76
AVE=0.56
CR=0.83

Gemino, Reich, Sauer
(2015); Park, J. G., Lee,
J. (2014);
Hau et al (2013)

Cornbach α =0.84
AVE=0.57
CR=0.87

Kheder (2014) –
definition of personal
brand, Ajzen (2002)theory of planned
behaviour, Babbie (2013)

Cornbach α =0.85
AVE=0.64
CR=0.84

Gemino, Reich, Sauer
(2015), Babbie (2013)

Cornbach α =0.93
AVE=0.82
CR=0.93

Source: author’s own study with the use of SPSS AMOS 23 [67]
Factor correlation matrix with square root of the AVE on the diagonal
AVE

CR

Cornbachα

KM

KM

0,56

0,83

0,76

0,75

Tps

PB

Tps

0,57

0,87

0,84

0,48

0,75

PB

0,64

0,84

0,84

0,12

0,26

0,80

PP

0,82

0,93

0,93

0,42

0,26

0,44

PP

0,91

Source: author’s own study with the use of SPSS AMOS 23 [67]

Appendix 2
Squared Multiple Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model)
Estimate
KM

.000

TpS

.232

PB

.066

PP

.334

Source: authors own study with the use of SPSS AMOS 23 [67]
Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model)
Estimate

S.E.

C.R.

P

Label

TpS

<---

KM

1.051

.178

5.895

***

par_11

PB

<---

TpS

.183

.054

3.378

***

par_12

PP

<---

KM

.460

.097

4.723

***

par_4

PP

<---

PB

.307

.053

5.810

***

par_8

PP

<---

TpS

-.017

.042

-.413

.680

par_13

Source: authors own study with the use of SPSS AMOS 23 [67]
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Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model)
Estimate
TpS

<---

KM

.482

PB

<---

TpS

.256

PP

<---

KM

.388

PP

<---

PB

.403

PP

<---

TpS

-.032

ZW5

<---

KM

.787

ZW6

<---

KM

.693

ZW3

<---

KM

.675

PP2

<---

PP

.870

PP3

<---

PP

.933

PP1

<---

PP

.921

Pb2

<---

PB

.831

Pb3

<---

PB

.736

Pb1

<---

PB

.856

TpS4

<---

TpS

.745

TpS5

<---

TpS

.873

TpS6

<---

TpS

.831

ZW4

<---

KM

.826

TpS3

<---

TpS

.702

TpS2

<---

TpS

.611

Source: authors own study with the use of SPSS AMOS 23 [67]
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