Tools or methods useful in knowledge sharing. Participants were asked to describe
what tools or methods, if any, that they found useful in sharing their knowledge during the
interview. All eleven participants described a virtual tool or method as being useful in their
sharing of knowledge. These virtual tools and methods included video conferencing and online
communication via various apps. Most participants identified more than one tool or method that
they believed to be useful in knowledge sharing. Some participants indicated that they preferred
using Google apps, specifying Google Docs and Google Hangout, to share their knowledge
stating that they found it useful because of the collaborative nature of the Google tools. One
participant indicated, “The only tool needed to share knowledge is the mind. However, | also use
technologies and legitimate sources to confirm the validity of what I share.” A list of the tools or
methods that participants stated in their responses as being useful in knowledge sharing are
included in Table 4.

Table 4

Tools or Methods Useful in Knowledge Sharing

Charting/Flow Chart X
Conference Calls X
Email X
Face-to-Face X
Google Docs XXXX
Google Hangout XXX
Learning Management Portal X
Mindmeister (Mindmapping) XX
Phone X
Presentation X
Skype XXXX
Slack XX
Text XX
The Mind X
Visual/Verbal Enhancement X
Webinars X
WeChat X




Motivators for knowledge sharing. There was a range of responses to the interview
question seeking to know the factors or reasons that motivate the participants to share their
knowledge. Some of the responses included that there is an expectation to share knowledge as an
academic student. Eagerness to learn, both for self and to help others learn was also stated. One
participant specified that a simple request to share knowledge is what motivated them to share
their knowledge with others. Trust also emerged as a motivator for knowledge sharing.

The majority of the participants indicated that there are not times when they are more
willing to share their knowledge than other times. Although, several participants did specify that
they are less willing to share knowledge when time is an issue or if they feel tired or
uncomfortable sharing their knowledge. For example, one participant stated “if time was taken
out of the equation there are no limits to the amount of talking and listening | am prepared to
do.” Another participant stated “the only time I can imagine | would be less willingly to share is
when | am not well and have little energy. | also may hold back if someone in my cohort is
constantly asking for help but refuses to share equally with the group.” A third participant
indicated, “I’m more willing to share my knowledge with people who are going to be respectful
to what I have to share and if | feel that people are going to simply dismiss what | have to say
without considering it then I’m less likely to share.” See Table 5 for the major motivators to
knowledge sharing that participants indicated in their responses.

Table 5

Major Motivators to Knowledge Sharing

Being Part  Request Return on Trust/ Success Helpingor  Reciprocal
of an from Investment  Safe and of Group  Empowering Learning
Academic  Others Respectful Others

Community Environment

X X X X XX X XXX X XXX
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One participant described what motivates them to share their knowledge in these words, “The
possibility of the world becoming a utopia is directly embedded in the action of spreading
knowledge until all beings become enlightened.”

Barriers to knowledge sharing. The barriers that have prevented participants from
sharing their knowledge according to their overall interview responses included time constraints,
the perceptions of others, being tired, disagreements with others, and issues with technology.
Participants described various reasons that they would not share their knowledge with someone
in their academic cohort. As one participant described:

| think the barrier that sometimes prevents me from sharing my knowledge is that | just

speak out with passion and with truth and honesty and that sometimes holds me back

because some people don’t want to listen to what people have to say that is true.
Another participant voiced:

Having intimidation or the instructor is on time and having respect for our time or wasn’t

biased. Maybe not wanting someone’s feelings to you know probably get hurt or if I

share something and it might lead to a different discussing and we might get off track but

those are probably in the interest of time and respecting others’ opinions and to avoid any
kind of bias.
One of the participants responded by stating, “...one barrier would definitely be the perception
of others...l don’t mind if people disagree but just the dismissal of that contribution as being
irrelevant.” Another participant indicated:
Aside from time, I honestly have to say a person’s level of maturity because there are,
I’m trying to think of a scenario right now. There are some very basic things that you can

communicate as far as your own knowledge with another person but if a person does not,
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I don’t necessarily feel that they have to share your level of maturity but they do have to

be of a level of maturity to understand and properly interpret what it is you’re trying to

communicate so if | feel as though the person may not either have the maturity or the

patience or the calmness to listen then I probably would not, I would not share at that

point.

One of the participants stated:

There are factors such as age, race, gender, class, etc. that will always have the potential

to prevent me from sharing. I try not to focus on these factors or let them be barriers, but

there are times when | do. For example, being outnumbered by the race (only minority in

the room), | have a fear of peers being more critical to my delivery. Although this is not

often a barrier, it can be.

See Table 6 for the major barriers to knowledge sharing that participants indicated in their

responses.

Table 6

Major Barriers to Knowledge Sharing

Time Perceptions of Being Tired Disagreement Issues With
Constraints Others With Others Technology
XX XXXXX XXX XX XX

Research Question 2: Knowledge Sharing During Group Discussions

The second research question in this study was: What have been the lived experiences of

graduate students with regard to knowledge sharing during group discussions within hybrid

learning environments? This research question aligns directly with the following interview

question: Based on the definition of knowledge sharing that | have provided you for this

interview, how would you describe the phenomenon of knowledge sharing during group
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discussions in your academic cohort? In response to this interview questions, participants
provided rich descriptions of their lived experiences with knowledge sharing in their hybrid
academic cohorts. Some of the descriptions provided included how various platforms have been
used for their communication. Four participants detailed their appreciation of the hybrid
environment for group discussion due the flexibility of the structure such as the benefits of
having the face-to-face aspect but also being able to use the virtual tools to recap and further
review their group discussion topics.

Of the eleven participants, all but three indicated that their academic cohort peers also
shared their knowledge with them and others in their academic cohort at times other than during
group discussions. Most of the participants specified that when their academic cohort peers did
share with them at times other than during group discussion that it was often related to group
project work. This knowledge sharing, according to the study participants, occurred either face-
to-face or virtually, usually virtually due to the geographical difficulties with meeting in person.
See Table 7 for an overview of participants’ perceptions of the phenomenon of knowledge
sharing during group discussions within their academic cohorts.

Table 7

Participants’ Perceptions of Knowledge Sharing During Group Discussions [Summarized]

Participant A = Forms of knowledge sharing existed

Participant B =  Subgroups shared knowledge amongst themselves through collaboration, articulation of a
common knowledge paper/collective paper via online collaboration tools

Participant C = Hybrid environment appreciated

= Discussion was quick active thinking, have to be really dexterous with your learning, not
much time to actually think about it or regurgitate the knowledge and then speak about it
with your cohort

= Able to look at the online forums, look at what the students were asking in the comments
section or in the general discussion board and then actually have 24-48 hours to think and
reflect on the knowledge that was being shared

Participant D = When cohort met, people were from various backgrounds and it was a great opportunity to
share experiences with other people and to really learn from one another

(table continues)
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Participant E

Can look at each other’s body language and kind of know who’s thinking about what and
say, “Oh someone thinks the same way that I think” or “I’ll have an ally in this
conversation”

Virtually it’s a little bit more difficult because can’t read the body language or the verbal
cues

Virtual environmental allows for being more relaxed at home, can multitask and can look for
more information online without seeming as if not engaged

Participant F

Knowledge sharing is sometimes face-to-face, most of the time it’s online chatting for idea
exchanging
Very flexible

Participant G

The phenomenon of knowledge sharing during group discussions in academic cohort is like
meiosis: when one person divulges knowledge the next person can feed and build on that
creating a new bubble of understanding that continues to grow until a new life and existence
of knowledge and understanding is created

Participant H

Occurs via email, through text messages, video calls and phone conversations

Participant I

Readily prepared and really honestly solidly looking to seek other people’s experiences and
other people’s knowledge to be able to use that, to assimilate it to a certain degree to own
experiences

Seen as increasing own data sets

Used lots of discussions and each other’s knowledge bases to come up with deep critical
thought

Participant J

Learning partners met weekly
Group effort guided and redirected by the professor as cohort worked together for
understanding

Participant K

Gaining information from peers and sharing information
Knowledge has been obtained through cohort members’ individual experiences, research,
prior higher learning environments, etc.

Research Question 3: Knowledge Sharing and Overall Student Learning Experiences

In this qualitative study, the third research question was: What effects, if any, did the

phenomenon of knowledge sharing have on overall student learning experiences for graduate

students in hybrid learning environments? This research question aligned with the following

interview question: What effects or impact, if any, does the phenomenon of knowledge sharing

have on your overall learning experiences as a graduate student within a hybrid learning

environment at Pepperdine University’s Graduate School of Education and Psychology? Many

participants described positive effects resulting from their lived experiences of knowledge

sharing as a graduate student within a hybrid learning environment. Many of the participants also

attributed the positive impact of knowledge sharing on their overall learning experiences as
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being directly related to the hybrid learning format. See Table 8 on the following page for

participants’ perceptions of the effects that the phenomenon of knowledge sharing have on their

overall student learning experiences in a hybrid learning environment.

Table 8

Participants’ Perceptions of the Effects of Knowledge Sharing on Overall Student Learning
Experiences in a Hybrid Learning Environment [Summarized]

Participant A

Biggest learning was to be open, be flexible, and communicate in any form and in any way
without having any restrictions to it.

Hybrid learning has actually increased my ability to learn

Learning to understand and listen and use different programs to develop knowledge and to
share knowledge creates a bigger person in you

Participant B

There is no way that the level of knowledge transfer in the program could occur without the
hybrid solution

Having a personal relationship, being able to spend the time to talk online with
somebody...knowledge transfer...the experience level was in such varied degrees that it was
really great to hear those perspectives and learn from that experience

Participant C

Impact that it has on me is nothing but delightful

Have to be a self-directed learner and you have to be very, very, very efficient with time
management

There is more dedication, more blood, sweat, and tears in a hybrid

Participant D

Made me a better person

Helped me see the world through a different lens, through a different perspective

Really helped me to understand the educational system, the challenges, the opportunities that
we have

Really just heightened my awareness, will take forward in my educational career as well as
my professional and personal life as well

Participant E

Made me more aware of how strong that phenomenon makes a group of individuals

Feel a sense of responsibility for the other people in your cohort instead of making the
experience one of isolation and competition and so when I look back on my cohort days at
Pepperdine, there really good

I have good memories, good feelings of sitting in class for 8 hours but it was really positive
feelings

Classes that were not as collaborative were much more difficult because the instructions
from the professor were to complete these assignments by yourself and to not be able to
collaborate on the answers or how to approach the assignment was much more difficult
versus being able to work with other students to create your product

Participant F

Plays a very important role in my life
Amazing

Participant G

Phenomenon of knowledge sharing continuously motivates me every day and is the fuel to
my drive and ambition towards finishing and receiving my degree in higher education
Strengthens and encourages my confidence and makes me feel like | can understand
complex concepts and ideas more easily

Feel as though | have a community of alike peers that I can reach out to who understand and
are willing to help me in difficult courses

Participant H

Helps deepen understanding of the topics being presented to me by the professor as well as
encouraged the further development of my social skills

(continued)
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Definitely made me a stronger professional
Growing in areas that | had not anticipated that | would grow
The growth is probably the biggest area for me, personal growth

Participant |

Feel very connected to the people that | have learned with through this experience and | feel
like they are still my learning partners

Can still reach out to them to work through a problem or a theory

Have very positive memories of this experience

Biggest impact: the process of learning and the ongoing support group

Participant J

Phenomenon of knowledge sharing not necessarily a new concept to me, but to have it
applied within the classroom and in study, is extremely encouraging and helpful

=  Entire foundation of education is built on knowledge sharing

= As long as the phenomenon is properly encouraged and maintained, it can only be a benefit
to everyone in the hybrid learning environment

Participant K

Summary of Key Findings

The purpose of this qualitative phenomenological research study was to understand the
lived experiences of Pepperdine University’s Graduate School of Education and Psychology
students in regards to their perceptions of knowledge sharing within their hybrid learning
academic cohorts. This chapter provided information about the participants’ perceptions of the
phenomenon under investigation. Eleven one-on-one, in-depth interviews were completed
during the data collection period which produced rich description of the phenomenon being
studied. The chapter also provided a review of the research questions, overview of the study
design, presentation of findings, and emerging themes.

There were recurring themes from the data in terms of knowledge sharing motivators,
knowledge sharing barriers, knowledge sharing behaviors, and the impact on knowledge sharing
on overall learning experiences. Emerging themes from the transcribed interviews as to
motivators for knowledge sharing included: being part of an academic community, a request
from others, return on investment, trust and a safe, respectful environment, the success of the
group, desire of helping or empowering others, and reciprocal learning. In regards to barriers to

knowledge sharing, emerging themes included participants specifying: time constraints,
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perceptions of others, being tired, disagreement with others or issues with technology. The
participants perceived that knowledge sharing behaviors were mostly inclusive of active listening
by academic cohort peers, expectations for being collaborative academic cohort peers, and
having the desire to learn. Participants perceived that their overall learning experiences as a
graduate student within a hybrid learning environment has been positively and beneficially
impacted by knowledge sharing and that it has made them stronger. In the final chapter, Chapter
Five, a discussion on the key findings, conclusions, and recommendations for further study will

be presented.
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Chapter Five: Conclusions and Recommendations

Sharing knowledge is not about giving people something, or getting something from

them...sharing knowledge occurs when people are genuinely interested in helping one

another develop new capacities for action; it is about creating learning processes.

— Peter Senge

Introduction

This chapter offers discussion of the findings that emerged from this research. The
discussion will first review the study problem, study purpose, research questions, and study
design overview. Following this introduction will be a discussion of the key findings,
conclusions, implications for policy and practice, recommendations for further study and a
summary.
Restatement of the Study Problem

As knowledge sharing is considered a cardinal element in the process of learning, it is
necessary that in its efforts to support and advance student learning, higher education adequately
understand its students’ perceptions of knowledge sharing and the impact, if any, of knowledge
sharing practices and behavior on student learning experiences. Previous studies on knowledge
sharing have mostly examined organizational settings, however, information is considerably
minimal in specific regard to the knowledge sharing practices and behaviors of individuals
enrolled in hybrid format master’s and doctoral degree academic programs. Therefore, a need
exists to explore perceptions of knowledge sharing of graduate students within hybrid learning
environments.
Restatement of the Study Purpose

The purpose of this phenomenological investigation was to explore perceptions of

knowledge sharing among graduate students within hybrid learning environments. This

qualitative research study sought to examine the lived experiences of higher education students
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currently enrolled in hybrid (part face-to-face and part online) academic programs at a private
university in attempt to understand knowledge sharing activities and behaviors that occur
between graduate student peers within a hybrid academic program cohort. The study sought to
provide an authentic insight into the perspectives of participants who have firsthand experience
with the phenomenon of this investigation.
Restatement of the Research Questions

In this phenomenological research study, the overarching research question was: What
are the perceptions of knowledge sharing among graduate students within hybrid learning
environments? Additional research questions included: What are the lived experiences of
graduate students with regard to knowledge sharing during group discussions within hybrid
learning environments? What effects, if any, does the phenomenon of knowledge sharing have
on overall student learning experiences for graduate students within hybrid learning
environments? The research questions in this investigation sought to understand “the object of
human experience” (Van Manen, 1990, p. 163) and “the importance of the individual
experiences of people as conscious human beings” (Creswell, 2007, p. 236).
Overview of the Study Design

In this research study, a qualitative design was applied in an effort to uncover
phenomenological data pertaining to the research topic being explored. A qualitative
methodology focuses on understanding how individuals interpret and describe their lived
experiences of a particular phenomenon (Burrell & Morgan, 1979; Creswell, 1994, 2003;
Creswell & Plano Clark, 2006). Qualitative research design is an inquiry process that seeks to
explore a human problem or a social problem in which the researcher builds a holistic picture,

analyzing and reporting the views of the participants providing information (Creswell, 1998).
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The qualitative methodology applied in this research study allowed themes and categories to
emerge from the participants’ descriptions of knowledge sharing. The qualitative inquiry process
in this study included audio recording and analyzing collected data from subjects in an attempt to
grasp a deeper meaning of the lived experience, including the behaviors, beliefs, and emotions of
the participants. A qualitative research design was an appropriate methodology for this study
because the goal was to explore the perceptions of graduate students in hybrid learning
environments through their in-depth descriptions of their lived experiences related to the
phenomenon.

The interpretive paradigm, which views the world throughout emergent and subjective
processes (Burrell & Morgan 1979), was identified for the framework of the study. The
researcher’s role in the qualitative design of this study was important, therefore, the researcher’s
bias regarding knowledge sharing in hybrid learning environments was pointed out as a
component of the research study (Burrell & Morgan, 1979; Creswell, 1994, 1998; Kvale, 1996;
Patton, 1990). Any potential bias on the part of the researcher was addressed by using methods to
establish validity and trustworthiness.

To establish validity and trustworthiness in this research study, respondent validation and
bracketing was used (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). The use of respondent validation allowed for
ensuring the accuracy of data transcription and interpretation, which entails revisiting the
collected data and interpretations with to the individual participants of the study in order for
them to affirm the credibility and authenticity of the data and their personal narrative account
(Creswell & Miller, 2000). During the course of the phenomenological investigation, bracketing
was used in which the researcher was required to deliberately cast away her own belief about the

phenomenon being investigated or what she already knows about the topic (Carpenter, 2007).
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The specific circumstances involving the setting and context for the research study
included a one-on-one interview session between each participant and the researcher, at a
mutually agreed upon public location or through a virtual video conference using Pepperdine
University’s Google Hangout. The targeted population for this exploratory qualitative research
study was male or female graduate students currently enrolled in either a master’s degree or
doctoral degree hybrid learning format academic program in the Graduate School of Education
and Psychology at Pepperdine University. The sample was drawn from a pool of interested
students fitting the target population description who responded to participant request notices via
online Sakai message postings and emails from the researcher (see Appendix A). The participant
request notice informed the subjects of the researcher’s identity, the title and purpose of the
research study, the research method, participant eligibility requirements, and the data collection
procedures that were used in the study.

In this qualitative research study, the purposeful sampling strategy was used to identify
appropriate participants who could most aptly provide information regarding the problem being
examined in the research study (Creswell, 2007). The purposeful sampling strategy involved
targeting a particular group of individuals that have actual experience with the phenomenon of
interest (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011). The literature recommended the use of eight to 15
interview participants to ensure rich data (Hill et al., 2005; Hill, Thompson, & E. Williams,
1997) in accord with the methodology of qualitative research (Miles & Huberman, 1994);
therefore, the desired number of subjects for this research study was ten to 15 participants. In this

qualitative study, there were a total of 11 participants.
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Discussion of Key Findings

Research question 1: Perceptions of knowledge sharing. In this phenomenological
research study, the overarching research question was: What are the perceptions of knowledge
sharing among graduate students within hybrid learning environments? This research question
sought to understand “the object of human experience” (Van Manen, 1990, p. 163) and “the
importance of the individual experiences of people as conscious human beings” (Creswell, 2007,
p. 236). The key findings associated with Research Question 1 emerged as the following themes:
(a) Knowledge is Shared Learning; (b) Preferred Conditions Best Facilitate Knowledge Sharing;
(c) The Concept of Reciprocal Learning Motivates Knowledge Sharing; and (d) Perceptions of
Others Is a Barrier to Knowledge Sharing.

Theme 1: Knowledge is shared learning. Participants were asked to describe what
knowledge is. A key finding based on participants’ definition of knowledge is that knowledge is
shared learning (see Table 2). The finding might be due to the concept of androgogy in that
adults enter a learning environment with an accumulated set of experiences that becomes a
profound asset for learning (Knowles, 1980, 1984; Knowles et al., 1998). These experiences that
adults bring into a learning situation are a valuable resource for learning and provide a richer
meaning when attached to new ideas and skills (Knowles, 1996). Further, adult learning utilizes
knowledge and life experiences by encouraging collaboration and acknowledgement of the adult
learner’s contributions. This may mean that adult learners value the opportunity to learn in a
shared manner.

Several of the interview questions that were asked sought to understand the behaviors
exhibited during knowledge sharing amongst the graduate students. Supporting the finding that

knowledge is shared, participant responses included that academic cohort peers generally did not
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hold back relevant knowledge and that when sharing knowledge they exhibited behaviors such as
being active, attentive listeners and team players. Additional descriptions that participants
provided regarding their sharing of knowledge with academic cohort peers involved working on
a group project or presentation, helping another academic cohort peer with their dissertation, and
discussing job-related ideas and strategies.

Most participants stated that they did not hold back relevant knowledge from their
academic cohort peers at any time. Several participants stated that they felt good when they
shared their knowledge within their academic cohort because they enjoyed helping people and
feeling like a participant in the group. Participants also indicated that their purpose is to learn, to
disseminate their inquiries and perspectives, and to engage in self-reflection and meaningful,
critical dialogue. Thus, knowledge sharing helps them reinforce their own learning by being able
to crystallize information in a way that helps make it easier to understand. According to H. Clark
& Brennan (1991), knowledge sharing can facilitate efficient interactions and involves sharing
collective beliefs, assumptions, and knowledge as reflected in the participants’ responses.

Theme 2: Preferred conditions best facilitate knowledge sharing. Participants were
asked to describe ways in which they preferred to share their knowledge within their academic
cohort. Based on the variety of participant responses, the findings indicate that participants will
share their knowledge when their preferred conditions exist. Overall participant responses
included face-to-face, virtual conferences, email, online portals, classroom group discussion, and
presentations. Some participants indicated more than one preferred way to share their knowledge
(see Table 3). All eleven participants described a virtual tool or method as being useful in their

sharing of knowledge with most participants identifying more than one tool or method that they
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believed to be useful in knowledge sharing. Google Docs, Google Hangout, and Skype were the
most favored virtual tools named by participants as useful for knowledge sharing (see Table 4).
Literature indicates that “whether it is easy, or not, to share knowledge depends on the
method by which potential knowledge contributors contribute” (Hall, 2001b, p. 18). Empirical
studies identify the technology acceptance model as one of several main categories associated
with knowledge sharing (Gray, 2004; Jarvenpaa & Staples, 2000; Teigland & Wasko, 2004).
The technology acceptance model states that the selected mode of technology needs to
first be accepted by the members for use. Research found that a perceived ease of use had a
considerable effect on people’s attitudes toward using a technology (Davis, 1993). Perceived
ease of use is described as “the degree to which an individual believes that using a particular
system would be free of physical and mental effort” (p. 477). Further, researchers have indicated
that the easier the use of technology is for individuals and the less effort that is needed, then the
more likely the possibility that individuals will use technology to share their knowledge
(Constant et al., 1994; Jarvenpaa & Staples, 2000). Additional responses from participants
regarding their perceptions of knowledge sharing included that “most peers behave in sync with
each other and work as a whole rather than an individual if there is a healthy learning
environment.” As a participant stated, “in healthy academic cohorts most peers behave like
working bees, leaving and returning with new knowledge (pollen) for the greater good and
growth of the hive. They are in sync and work as a whole rather than an individual.” These
responses correlate with the concept of collectivism, which refers to advancing the community
(Wasko & Faraj, 2000) or boosting the benefit of a group (Batson, 1994; Batson et al., 2002).
Further specified in some participant responses was that it did not really matter which

way they shared their knowledge, it was a matter of what worked best for their schedules and
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that it was more important that be environment be safe and encouraging rather than the ways that
they preferred to share their knowledge within their academic cohort. Other participants
indicated that if the academic cohort “connected more”, then people may be more willing to
share their individual knowledge and that if academic cohort peers are not relatable, then others
may not feel comfortable sharing knowledge. Further, participant responses included that some
people hold back knowledge based on fear of being judged or ridiculed, others simply are selfish
with their knowledge, or that some conversations or topics can be somewhat sensitive.

These findings suggest a relation to perceptions of trust. Research has examined
perceptions of trust and the significance of trust for the sharing of knowledge (Gairin-Sallan et
al., 2010). Empirical evidence suggests developing a centralized group of people to nurture trust
and knowledge sharing (Chiu et al., 2006; Wasko & Faraj, 2005).Therefore, the study findings
may mean that participants’ preferred ways of sharing knowledge is more associated with
whether they perceive the environment to feel safe and comfortable, which may include certain
tools and methods that are favored for using to share their knowledge.

Theme 3: Reciprocal learning motivates knowledge sharing. There was a range of
responses to the interview question seeking to know the factors or reasons that motivate the
participants to share their knowledge. Interestingly within the study findings, trust was not
indicated by participants as the major motivator for knowledge sharing although research has
demonstrated that trust is a strong antecedent to successfully facilitating interdependence,
collaboration, purposeful discussions, and knowledge sharing activities within learning
communities (Andrews & Lewis, 2002; Ardichvili et al., 2003; Bryk & Schneider, 2002; Chiu et
al., 2006; Clausen et al., 2009; Hipp, Huffman, Pankake, & Olivier, 2008; Hsu et al., 2007;

McMahon et al., 2005; Sztajnet al., 2007; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000; Usoro et al., 2007).
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Rather, reciprocal learning emerged as a major response to what participants believe motivates
knowledge sharing (see Table 5).

Participant responses included that there is an expectation to share knowledge as an
academic student. Eagerness to learn, both for self and to help others learn was also stated. The
majority of the participants indicated that there are not times when they are more willing to share
their knowledge than other times. Although, several participants did specify that they are less
willing to share knowledge when time is an issue or if they feel tired or uncomfortable sharing
their knowledge. For example, one participant stated “if time was taken out of the equation there
are no limits to the amount of talking and listening I am prepared to do.”

Accordingly, the concept of reciprocal learning as a knowledge sharing motivator
emerged as a theme. One of the responses in which the theme of reciprocal learning as a
motivator for sharing knowledge became evident was “the only time | can imagine | would be
less willingly to share is when | am not well and have little energy. | also may hold back if
someone in my cohort is constantly asking for help but refuses to share equally with the group.”
Another interesting quote from a participant reflecting reciprocal learning as a knowledge
sharing motivator was “the possibility of the world becoming a utopia is directly embedded in
the action of spreading knowledge until all beings become enlightened.”

In spite of trust being related to effectual knowledge sharing in both in-person and digital
settings (Ridings et al., 2002; M. Young & Tseng, 2008), knowledge sharing practices are
regarded as individual, voluntary behaviors that are motivated by reciprocity (Ma & Yuen,
2011). When reciprocity occurs, individuals may trust one another to share personal thoughts and
information causing successful knowledge sharing to take place (Hsu & Lin, 2008; Ridings et al.,

2002). These findings may mean that participants feel that it is important that the learning that
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derives from knowledge sharing is a reciprocated effort between themselves and their academic
cohort peers.

Theme 4: Perceptions of others is a barrier to knowledge sharing. Participants were
asked to describe the barriers that have prevented them from sharing their knowledge. According
to participants’ overall interview responses, time constraints, being tired, and issues with
technology emerged as barriers to knowledge sharing. However, the most prevalent response was
the perceptions of others (see Table 6). Participants described various reasons that they would
not share their knowledge with someone in their academic cohort in terms of their perceptions of
their academic cohort peers. Specifically, participants indicated that some people don’t want to
listen to what the participant believes they are truthfully saying to others, feelings of intimidation
or lack of respect by others, feeling as though others are biased, not wanting to hurt someone
else’s feelings, seeming as if they are disrespecting another person’s opinions, feeling as though
others’ maturity level is not up to par or that they do not contribute equally, and fear of peers
being more critical due to the participant’s race (being the only minority). One participant
explicitly stated “...one barrier would definitely be the perception of others...I don’t mind if
people disagree but just the dismissal of that contribution as being irrelevant.”

Barriers to knowledge sharing can be viewed as factors that curtail motivation (Dornyei,
2001; Falout & Maruyama, 2004). In this research study, knowledge sharing barriers were
described as conditions that diminish or decrease the behavioral intention of an individual to
donate or share knowledge. Past empirical studies demonstrate that a number of barriers can
impede individuals from sharing their knowledge. One of the barriers identified in the literature

is an absence of feeling affiliated with the community (Gray, 2004).
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The concept of community is also involved in the determination of whether people desire
to share their knowledge with others. Gray’s finding suggested that some people are hesitant to
contribute knowledge because they perceived a limited identification with the community.
Gray’s work postulates that people with weak sense of belonging to the community do not
contribute their knowledge as much as those with a stronger sense of membership (Gray, 2004).

Similarly, Wasko and Faraj found that some community members had no desire to
contribute their knowledge due to perceived negative egos and attitudes of certain members who
attack the ideas of others. As explained by Wasko and Faraj, negative attacks on people’s ideas
can destroy their willingness to share personal knowledge because knowledge is a crucial aspect
of an individual’s own self-image and self-efficacy. Likewise, an individual’s own attitude can
also be a barrier to knowledge sharing. An individual’s personal attitude may be that they only
help those people who first try to help themselves and not when it makes them feel as if that
person just wants someone else to do their work for them (Wasko and Faraj, 2000). These
findings may mean that participants believe that their perceptions of others in relation to their
sharing knowledge impacts whether they actually do share their knowledge with others or not.
These findings may also be correlated to participants’ overall sense of belonging to the
community and their own attitudes about sharing knowledge.

Research question 2: Knowledge sharing during group discussions. The second
research question in this study was: What have been the lived experiences of graduate students
with regard to knowledge sharing during group discussions within hybrid learning
environments? The key findings associated with Research Question 2 emerged as the following
themes: (a) Knowledge Sharing Occurs Both Virtually and Face-to-Face, and (b) Knowledge

Sharing Allows for Learning from Others’ Experiences.
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Theme 1: Knowledge sharing occurs both virtually and face-to-face. Participants were
asked to describe their perceptions of knowledge sharing during group discussions. In response,
participants provided rich descriptions of their lived experiences with knowledge sharing within
their hybrid academic cohorts. Nearly all participants indicated that their academic cohort peers
shared their knowledge with them and others in their academic cohort at times other than during
group discussions. Most of the participants specified that when their academic cohort peers did
share with them at times other than during group discussion that it was often related to group
project work. This knowledge sharing, according to the study participants, occurred either face-
to-face or virtually (see Table 7). Therefore, based on these responses from participants, a theme
that emerged in the findings was that knowledge sharing occurs both virtually and face-to-face as
demonstrated by the literature.

The literature indicates that although the occurrence of knowledge sharing manifests in
multiple ways, it most frequently takes the form of group discussions which occur via in-person
conversations and through the means of virtual technology. Group discussions are facilitated to
stimulate students to question, synthesize, and advance their present knowledge by extensively
interacting with other discussion group members (Garrison et al., 2001). Further, group
discussion channels cognitive thinking through explaining, questioning, and clarifying ideas. It is
through such cognitive processes that learners generate new knowledge (A. Brown & Palinscar,
1989; Gunter & Thomson, 2007; Jonassen et al., 1995; Norman, 1993). Contrarily, other
empirical studies have suggested that engagement in student group discussions does not invoke
critical thinking and is seldom cultivated into deeper communication that leads to the creation of

new knowledge (Tallent-Runnels et al., 2006).
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The research findings are intriguingly in alignment with both sets of empirical studies in
that some participants did describe the phenomenon of knowledge sharing during group
discussions in their academic cohort as engagement in active thinking and deep critical thought.
One participant described the phenomenon of knowledge sharing during group discussions in
their academic cohort to that of “meiosis: when one person divulges knowledge the next person
can feed and build on that creating a new bubble of understanding that continues to grow until a
new life and existence of knowledge and understanding is created.”

Since most participants described their perceptions of knowledge sharing during group
discussions as to it occurring virtually and face-to-face, these findings may mean that the group
discussions did not always lead to deep critical thought from the perception of some participants.
It may also mean that some participants viewed group discussion more from the perspective of
whether it occurred in a virtual manner or in person since some participants detailed their
appreciation of the hybrid environment for group discussion due the flexibility of the structure,
having the face-to-face aspect and also the virtual tools to further review their group discussion
topics. These findings may suggest that some participants found the flexibility aspect of group
discussions more important in regards to their knowledge sharing.

Theme 2: Knowledge sharing allows for learning from others’ experiences.
Participants also described group discussions within their academic cohort as an opportunity to
share experiences with and learn from others from various backgrounds. Participant responses
also included seeking other cohort peers’ experiences and knowledge to be able to use and
assimilate it to a certain degree to their own experiences. Participants felt as if knowledge was

obtained through cohort members’ individual experiences and that they used it to increase their
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own knowledge bases (see Table 7). As a result, a theme that emerged from the findings is that
knowledge sharing allows for learning from others’ experiences.

These findings correspond with the literature whereas the most abundant resources for
collaborative adult learning dwell within the adult learners themselves because adult learners
enter learning environments with a mass of valuable experience (Knowles, 1980, 1984; Knowles
et al., 1998, 2014). The accumulated set of diversified experiences that adult learners possess
enhances problem solving and group discussions. Therefore, methods such as group discussions
that tap into their experience allows for adults to learn more effectively (Knowles, 1980).

Research question 3: Knowledge sharing and overall student learning experiences.
In this qualitative study, the third research question was: What effects, if any, did the
phenomenon of knowledge sharing have on overall student learning experiences for graduate
students in hybrid learning environments? The key findings associated with Research Question
3 emerged as the following themes: (a) Knowledge Sharing Benefits Overall Student Learning
Experiences and (b) Hybrid Learning Environments Support Knowledge Sharing.

Theme 1: Knowledge sharing benefits overall student learning experiences.

Participants were asked what effects or impact, if any, does the phenomenon of knowledge
sharing have on their overall learning experiences as a graduate student within a hybrid learning
environment at Pepperdine University’s Graduate School of Education and Psychology. Many
participants described positive effects resulting from their lived experiences of knowledge
sharing in that it helped them “see the world through a different lens, through a different
perspective” and it heightened their awareness. Some responses also explicitly indicated that the
experience was “amazing”, “delightful” and gave them “positive feelings”. One participant

stated, ““The phenomenon of knowledge sharing continuously motivates me every day and is the
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fuel to my drive and ambition towards finishing and receiving my degree in higher education”
(see Table 8). These findings may mean that participants found knowledge sharing to be useful
and beneficial to their personal growth and learning experiences as a graduate student.

Based on the study findings, participants may view themselves as lifelong learners who,
as indicated by the literature, value learning that is acquired through shared experiences and
interaction with others (Bagnall, 2009). In addition, research identifies knowledge sharing as a
mechanism for advancing student learning (Petrides & Nodine, 2003), which pertains to the
activities or behaviors involving the spread of knowledge between individuals (Jalal, Toulson, &
Tweed, 2010) and the willingness of those individuals to share their knowledge with each other
(Gibbert & Krause, 2002). Further, research has demonstrated that when students are allowed to
work collectively to achieve solutions for team projects and perceive different ideas, they can
learn more effectively (Johnson & Johnson, 1999) as knowledge sharing requires people to
disseminate their existent knowledge and also build knowledge by using critical thinking,
explanation, clarification, and reflection from diverse perspectives. This may mean that the
phenomenon of knowledge sharing contributed to participants’ perceptions of positive overall
student learning experiences.

Theme 2: Hybrid learning environments support knowledge sharing. The findings
indicated that many of the participants also attributed the positive impact of knowledge sharing
on their overall learning experiences as being directly related to the hybrid learning format (see
Table 8). Participant responses included statements regarding the flexibility of learning in a
hybrid format program. For example, participants described the depth of their learning
experiences by stating, “Hybrid learning has actually increased my ability to learn” and “There is

more dedication, more blood, sweat, and tears in a hybrid.” One participant specifically stated,
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“There is no way that the level of knowledge transfer in the program could occur without the
hybrid solution.” Therefore, a theme that emerged from these findings was hybrid learning
environments support knowledge sharing.

In correlation to the findings, research indicates that hybrid learning environments
promote higher level thinking in adult learners and permit greater opportunity to construct
learning by incorporating knowledge and relevant life experiences (M. Knowles, 1996) and
describes hybrid learning as a “harmonious balance between online access to knowledge and
face-to-face human interaction” (Rovai & Jordan, 2004, p. 24). Additionally, empirical studies
demonstrate that hybrid learning environments build upon the strengths of the in-person
classroom while providing the flexibility of digital learning through the use of educational
technology and collaborative activities during group interaction which can enhance student
learning (Alavi et al., 1997; E. Williams, Duray, & Reddy 2006). Existing research also provides
general evidence of positive perceptions of hybrid learning environments (Garnham & Kaleta,
2002; Koch, 1998; Kym, 2005; Vaughan, 2004) and that hybrid learning environments
potentially promote inquiry among learners.

The study findings may mean that knowledge sharing is fostered among graduate
students participating in higher education activities because of the variety of instructional
approaches, resources, experiences, and flexibility that hybrid learning environments
incorporate. Moreover, research asserts that hybrid learning environments have a great potential
for situated, authentic learning (Spilka, 2002) and therefore, the study findings may also mean
that as a result of knowledge sharing occurring within the hybrid learning environments,
authentic learning to reflect the way the knowledge will be used in real-life is evidenced.

Conclusions
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The results of this study suggest that successful knowledge sharing is dependent on the
nature of the interactions within the learning environment. It appears that preferred conditions,
such as the existence of a safe, respectful environment and the flexibility of being able to interact
both virtually and face-to-face, affected the degree of knowledge sharing amongst graduate
students within their academic cohorts. In alignment with existing research, knowledge sharing
depends on the methods by which knowledge is contributed by said knowledge contributors
(Hall, 2001b). The results further suggest that hybrid learning environments support knowledge
sharing. Additionally, the results suggest that when the concept of shared, reciprocal learning
was evident amongst graduate students then greater degrees of knowledge sharing occurred. The
results also suggest that knowledge sharing is beneficial to overall student learning experiences
and that learning from other cohort peers’ experiences was a valuable aspect of knowledge
sharing.

Furthermore, the results suggest that the perception of others had an impact the
phenomenon of knowledge sharing within the hybrid learning environment. This may imply that
trust does indeed impact the way people perceive that others will receive them although the study
findings did not indicate trust as a major factor for whether knowledge is shared or not. This may
be due to the difficulties in defining trust as Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2000) noted that “trust
has been difficult to define because it is a complex concept...trust is a multi-faceted construct,
which may have different bases and degrees depending on the context of the trust relationship”
(p. 551). Zand (1997) further asserts that trust is quite complex and consists of one’s willingness
to allow his/her vulnerability to another individual whose behavior is unable to be controlled.

Based on empirical studies and key study findings, participants may have felt that their

vulnerability with others in their academic cohort was compromised at times, which affected

119



successful facilitation of knowledge sharing. This corroborates with the literature in that research
has demonstrated that trust is a strong antecedent to successfully facilitating collaboration,
purposeful discussions, and knowledge sharing activities within learning communities (Andrews
& Lewis, 2002; Ardichvili et al., 2003; Bryk & Schneider, 2002; Chiu et al., 2006; Clausen et al.,
2009; Hipp, Huffman, Pankake, & Olivier, 2008; Hsu et al., 2007; McMahon et al., 2005; Sztajn
et al., 2007; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000; Usoro et al., 2007).

Conjointly, the research and study findings infer that building a climate of trust is a
critical factor in shaping a knowledge sharing atmosphere (Tschannen-Moran, 2001) and that
knowledge sharing and trust are processes which are mutually reinforcing of one another (Fang
& Chiu, 2010; Lin & Lee, 2006; Ridings et al., 2002; Usoro et al., 2007). Benevolence is an
aspect of trust that assures that a person’s welfare will be safeguarded and unharmed by the party
who is trusted (Baier, 1986; Bradach & Eccles, 1989; Butler & Cantrell, 1984; Cummings &
Bromiley, 1996; Deutsch, 1958; Gambetta, 1988; Hosmer, 1995; Hoy & Kupersmith, 1985; Hoy
& Tschannen-Moran, 1999; Mishra, 1996; Zand, 1971). These trust relationships based on the
concept of benevolence, are necessary to assure that individuals will not exploit another
individual’s vulnerability even when the chance to do so exists (Cummings & Bromiley, 1996)
and would alter the perceptions of others that participants indicated as a major barrier to their
knowledge sharing. Therefore, it can be inferred that building an atmosphere of benevolence is
the basic foundation for encouraging and increasing knowledge sharing (Kankanhalli et al.,
2005).

Implications for Policy and/or Practice
The findings in this research demonstrate the need for higher education institutions to

give consideration to the development of strong, trust relationships amongst graduate students
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when designing hybrid learning academic programs. While the aspect of trust was not an area of
focus in this study, the value of knowledge sharing was. This research demonstrates that
individuals value meaningful knowledge when in the context of reciprocal learning within a safe,
respectful, and flexible environment. The missing element in this mix is ensuring that the trust
relationships established between academic cohort members is sufficiently strong and solid that
no gaps in knowledge sharing exists among graduate students within their hybrid learning
environments.

As indicated in the analysis, individuals are motivated to share their knowledge
dependent on their perceptions of being in an environment of shared learning and their
perceptions of others within that environment. With that being said, it is genuinely up to the
individual whether they will share their valuable knowledge with others or not. However, a
higher educational institution can certainly employ motivational factors that will enhance such
knowledge sharing by seeking to increase the ways that it shapes the development of trusting
relationships between its graduate students at the onset. For example, ensuring sufficient
community building opportunities through intentional activities early in the academic program as
part of the orientation process might be considered by institutions of higher education.

This investment may deem beneficial in increasing overall student learning experiences,
ultimately developing and producing individuals who are skilled, knowledge sharing leaders for
the 21% century. This may occur through intentional methods inclusive of androgogical
principles and the concept of benevolence in order to further conciliate the extent to which
individuals feel effectual social affiliation towards each other (Ardichvili, 2008; Ridings et al.,
2002) which are clearly articulated during the student onboarding process and throughout the

duration of the academic program. In addition, higher education institutions may consider
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providing in-depth training and continued support to ensure that incoming students are
comfortable with using key technology-based modes of knowledge sharing such as Google apps.
Recommendations for Further Research

This study could be improved upon if replicated by investigating the design and
development of learning environments which maximize the condition of knowledge sharing
within hybrid learning environments. More specifically, how to design a hybrid academic
program that uses specific strategies to promote a high level of relational trust combined with a
high degree of community belonging and cohesion. Such an environment will facilitate
knowledge sharing amongst graduate students within a hybrid learning environment. Further
research might also be improved by examining the role of course professors in relation to the
ongoing development and support of benevolence amongst graduate students and facilitation of
knowledge sharing activities. Such continued guidance may help to retain the focus on the value
of knowledge sharing to enhance learning within the hybrid learning environment and serve as a
reminder that the academic program is one based on shared, reciprocal learning.

Future studies that might contribute to the field may include assessing the performance of
knowledge sharing within hybrid learning environments in relation to actual student learning
outcomes. Specifically, future studies may focus on knowledge sharing within hybrid learning
environments in higher education as scholars have previously studied knowledge sharing
behaviors in corporate environments (Hendriks, 1999; Nelson & Cooprider, 1996; Wasko &
Faraj, 2005). This may lessen the gap in existing research that seeks to understand the adult
student’s perceptions of knowledge sharing behaviors within hybrid learning environments in

higher education.
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In this research study, the perception of knowledge sharing experiences was measured by
participant responses. In future studies, appropriate assessment strategies might be developed to
evaluate the quality and effectiveness of knowledge sharing activities amongst graduate students
within hybrid learning environments. Another recommendation for further research may include
studying academic cohorts that experienced a robust orientation process including intentional
community building activities versus academic cohorts that did not. This may also be extended
to include undergraduate level students. In addition, this study was limited to the Graduate
School of Education and Psychology (GSEP) at Pepperdine University, therefore, future research
may include conducting similar studies at other schools of Pepperdine University or other
institutions of higher education.

Summary

The study explored the perceptions of knowledge sharing among graduate students within
hybrid learning environments. This qualitative research study examined the lived experiences of
higher education students currently enrolled in hybrid (part face-to-face and part online)
academic programs at a private university in attempt to understand knowledge sharing activities
and behaviors that occur between graduate student peers within a hybrid academic program
cohort. The study sought to provide an authentic insight into the perspectives of participants who
have firsthand experience with the phenomenon of this investigation. The specific problem was
around knowledge sharing being considered a cardinal element in the process of learning and
that within the necessity of its efforts to support and advance student learning, higher education
adequately understand its students’ perceptions of knowledge sharing and the impact, if any, of
knowledge sharing practices and behavior on student learning experiences, particularly within

hybrid learning environments.
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The study results demonstrated that perception of others and the concept of reciprocal
learning had a direct relationship with knowledge sharing and appeared to be the strongest factor
affecting knowledge sharing amongst graduate students within a hybrid learning environment.
The results of this study support empirical studies in that relational trust and hybrid learning
environments have a positive impact on knowledge sharing. In addition, eight themes emerged as
a result of the key findings of this study:

= Knowledge is Shared Learning

= Preferred Conditions Best Facilitate Knowledge Sharing

= The Concept of Reciprocal Learning Motivates Knowledge Sharing

= Perceptions of Others Is a Barrier to Knowledge Sharing

= Knowledge Sharing Occurs Both Virtually and Face-to-Face

= Knowledge Sharing Allows for Learning from Others’ Experiences

= Knowledge Sharing Benefits Overall Student Learning Experiences

= Hybrid Learning Environments Support Knowledge Sharing

Based on the key findings of the study, further research is recommended.
Share your knowledge. It is a way to achieve immortality.

—Dalai Lama
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APPENDIX A

Request for Participation in Research Study with Informed Consent

Recruitment Message [Email]
Dear Fellow Pepperdine “Waves”,

My name is Makeisa Gaines, and | am a doctoral student in the Graduate School of Education
and Psychology at Pepperdine University. | am conducting a research study examining graduate
students’ perceptions of knowledge sharing within hybrid learning environments and you are
invited to participate in the study. If you agree, you are invited to participate in a one-on-one
semi-structured interview. There is an optional opportunity to review your transcripts to ensure
the accuracy of your collected interview responses if you choose.

The interview is anticipated to take no more than 45-75 minutes total and the interview will be
audio-taped.

Participation in this study is voluntary. Your identity as a participant will remain confidential
during and after the study. Your identity will be protected by assignment of an alias. The audio-
tape and any written notes from the interview will be destroyed after the dissertation is
completed.

If you have questions or would like to participate, please contact me at:

Thank you for your participation,

Makeisa Gaines

Pepperdine University

Graduate School of Education and Psychology
Doctoral Student
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PEPPERDINE UNIVERSITY
Graduate School of Education and Psychology

INFORMED CONSENT FOR PARTICIPATION IN RESEARCH ACTIVITIES

PERCEPTIONS OF KNOWLEDGE SHARING WITHIN HYBRID LEARNING
ENVIRONMENTS: AS IRON SHARPENS IRON AMONG GRADUATE STUDENTS

You are invited to participate in a research study conducted by Makeisa Gaines, ELAP doctoral
candidate, under the supervision of Dr. Michael L. Patterson at Pepperdine University, because
you are a GSEP student currently enrolled in a hybrid academic program. Your participation is
voluntary. You should read the information below, and ask questions about anything that you do
not understand, before deciding whether to participate. Please take as much time as you need to
read the consent form. You may also decide to discuss participation with your family or friends.
If you decide to participate, you will be asked to sign this form. You will also be given a copy of
this form for your records.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of the study is to explore graduate students’ perceptions of knowledge sharing
within hybrid learning environments.

STUDY PROCEDURES

If you volunteer to participate in this study, you will be asked to respond to interview questions
about your experiences with knowledge sharing within your hybrid learning academic cohort.

You will be audio-recorded to ensure that your responses are collected accurately. To participate
in this research study, you must consent to be audio-recorded.

You may choose to review your interview transcript to confirm the accuracy of your collected
interview responses. This is optional.

The approximate total length of time for participation is 45-75 minutes.

POTENTIAL RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS

The potential and foreseeable risks associated with participation in this study include potential
breach of confidentiality and psychological risks such as discomfort to participant’s self-esteem
or self-efficacy. These risks will be minimized by assigning aliases to each participant to protect
their identity and by destroying the audio-recording and any written notes, documents, or emails
pertaining to the interview after the dissertation is completed.
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POTENTIAL BENEFITS TO PARTICIPANTS AND/OR TO SOCIETY

While there are no direct benefits to the study participants, there are anticipated benefits to
society which include lessening the research gap pertaining to the study phenomenon.

PAYMENT/COMPENSATION FOR PARTICIPATION

You will receive a $10 Starbucks e-gift card for your time. The gift card will be emailed to you
after the interview is completed.

CONFIDENTIALITY

The records collected for this study will be confidential as far as permitted by law. However, if
required to do so by law, it may be necessary to disclose information collected about you.
Examples of the types of issues that would require me to break confidentiality are if disclosed
any instances of child abuse and elder abuse. Pepperdine’s University’s Human Subjects
Protection Program (HSPP) may also access the data collected. The HSPP occasionally reviews
and monitors research studies to protect the rights and welfare of research subjects.

Personal information, research data, and related written records will be stored on a password
protected computer and locked file cabinet in the principal investigator’s locked personal office
to prevent access by unauthorized personnel. The researcher will have sole access to the data.
Any identifiable information obtained in connection with this study will remain confidential.
Your responses will be coded with an alias and transcript data will be maintained separately.
The audio-tapes and any written notes will be destroyed once they have been transcribed. The
data will be stored for a minimum of three years. The data collected will be audio-recorded and
used for educational purposes. The participants will have the right to review/edit the transcripts
from the audio-recorded interview to ensure accuracy.

SUSPECTED NEGLECT OR ABUSE OF CHILDREN

Under California law, the researcher(s) who may also be a mandated reporter will not maintain
as confidential, information about known or reasonably suspected incidents of abuse or neglect
of a child, dependent adult or elder, including, but not limited to, physical, sexual, emotional, and
financial abuse or neglect. If any researcher has or is given such information, he or she is
required to report this abuse to the proper authorities.

PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL

Your participation is voluntary. Your refusal to participate will involve no penalty or loss of
benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. You may withdraw your consent at any time and
discontinue participation without penalty. You are not waiving any legal claims, rights or
remedies because of your participation in this research study.
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ALTERNATIVES TO FULL PARTICIPATION

The alternative to participation in the study is not participating or only completing the items for
which you feel comfortable.

EMERGENCY CARE AND COMPENSATION FOR INJURY

If you are injured as a direct result of research procedures you will receive medical treatment;
however, you or your insurance will be responsible for the cost. Pepperdine University does not
provide any monetary compensation for injury.

INVESTIGATOR’S CONTACT INFORMATION

You understand that the investigator is willing to answer any inquiries you may have concerning
the research herein described. You understand that you may contact the researcher, Makeisa
Gaines or the faculty supervisor, Dr. Michael L. Patterson if you have any other questions or
concerns about this research.

RIGHTS OF RESEARCH PARTICIPANT — IRB CONTACT INFORMATION

If you have questions, concerns or complaints about your rights as a research participant or
research in general please contact Dr. Judy Ho, Chairperson of the Graduate & Professional
Schools Institutional Review Board at Pepperdine University 6100 Center Drive Suite 500, Los
Angeles, CA 90045.
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APPENDIX B

Interview Guide

INTERVIEW PROTOCOL.:

Record Date and Time of Interview
Indicate Participant’s Assigned Alias Name
Indicate Face-to-Face Interview or Virtual VVideo Conference Interview
Record Start and Finish Time of Interview
Follow Interview Checklist
Use Problng Questions as Necessary:
Can you explain more on your understanding of...?
Can you expound on your statement about...?
Can you say something more about...?
Can you provide an example of...?
Can you elaborate more about...?

INTERVIEW CHECKLIST:

Greetings and Introductions

Thank the participant for agreeing to participate in the study

[Thank you for agreeing to participate in the Perceptions of Knowledge Sharing Within
Hybrid Learning Environments: As Iron Sharpens Iron Among Graduate Students
research study. Your time and participation is very much appreciated.]

Review purpose of study

[The purpose of this qualitative research study is to explore graduate students’
perceptions of knowledge sharing within hybrid learning environments. This
investigation is important because it ultimately seeks to gain insight from master’s or
doctoral level students currently enrolled in hybrid academic programs at Pepperdine
University, Graduate School of Education and Psychology about their lived experiences
with knowledge sharing in their respective hybrid format academic program cohort and
to understand the effects, if any, of knowledge sharing on overall student learning
experiences.]

Summarize the Informed Consent Form, confidentiality, and participant rights
[Care will be taken to ensure your privacy and to maintain confidentiality of all data
collected. Participant names will not be used in the study; an alias will be assigned to
you and used. All data collected will be securely stored and accessible only by the
researcher. You are free to decide to not participate in this study, withdraw at any time
during the study, and/or refuse to answer any question without adversely affecting your
relationship with the researcher or Pepperdine University. Any possible risk that might
be associated with this research is minimal. It is anticipated that the results of the study
will benefit a deeper understanding of knowledge sharing among graduate students
within hybrid learning environments.]
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Prepare for the start of the interview

[1 will start by asking you a couple of general qualifying questions and then | will be
asking you questions about your actual experiences and perceptions of knowledge
sharing as a graduate student within a hybrid (part face-to-face, part online) academic
program at Pepperdine University s Graduate School of Education and Psychology.
What questions might you have before we start?]

Start audio recording and begin interview (use probes as needed)
[1 would like to begin recording now. For the purposes of this interview, your alias name
will be

This interview is being audio recorded on this date of (date) at (time).
This interview is being held (face-to-face or via virtual video conferencing).
The participant being interviewed is (participant’s alias name).

(participant’s alias name), before | begin asking you the interview questions |
would like to indicate that for the purpose of this interview, the term knowledge sharing
is defined as an ongoing process in which individuals within an organization or group
communicate to share thoughts, ideas, or solutions with the goal of ongoing voluntary
exchanges of knowledge to the benefit of the organization or group (Davenport &
Prusak, 2000) and specifically entails activities or behaviors involving the transmission
of knowledge from one individual to another (Jalal, Toulson, & Tweed, 2010).

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

What is the name of the graduate academic program at Pepperdine University, Graduate
School of Education and Psychology that you are currently enrolled in and what is your
current program year?

Have you have previously engaged in a hybrid learning environment aside from your
currently enrolled academic program at Pepperdine University, Graduate School of
Education and Psychology? If so, please indicate where and when.

How would you describe what knowledge means to you?

Based on the definition of knowledge sharing that | have provided you for this interview,
how would you describe the phenomenon of knowledge sharing during group discussions
in your academic cohort?

Do your academic cohort peers share their knowledge with you and others in your

academic cohort at times other than during group discussions? If so, describe what and

how.
- What behaviors do your academic cohort peers exhibit when they share their

knowledge with you or others within your academic cohort?

Do you feel as if your academic cohort peers hold back any relevant knowledge?

If so, describe what and how?
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6)

7)

8)

9)

Do you share your knowledge with others in your academic cohort? If so, describe what
and how.
- Describe a time that you shared your knowledge with a cohort peer. What and

how did you share with them? Why did you share with them?

Did you hold back any relevant knowledge? Why or why not?

How does it make you feel when you share your knowledge within your academic
cohort? Why do you think you feel that way?

In what ways, if any, do you prefer to share your knowledge within your academic
cohort?
What tools or methods, if any, do you feel are useful to you in sharing your
knowledge? Describe how and why these tools or methods are useful?

What are the factors or reasons, if any, that motivate you to share your knowledge?
Avre there times when you are more willing to share your knowledge than other
times? Why is that?

What are the barriers, if any, that have prevented you from sharing your knowledge and
why?
What are reasons, if any, why you would not share your knowledge with someone
in your academic cohort?

10) What effects or impact, if any, does the phenomenon of knowledge sharing have on your

overall learning experiences as a graduate student within a hybrid learning environment
at Pepperdine University’s Graduate School of Education and Psychology?

POST-INTERVIEW:

Closing — Thank participant for participating in the study

[Thank you for your participation. What additional comments might you like to add
before we conclude the interview? Again, thank you. All of your responses will be kept
confidential. I will email you compensation for your study participation in the form of a
$10 Starbucks e-gift car. As an option, you may choose to review your transcript to
ensure the accuracy of your responses collected during this interview.]
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APPENDIX C

IRB Approval

Pepperdine University

24255 Pacific Coast Highway
Malibu, CA 30263

TEL: 310-306-4000

MOTICE OF APPROVAL FOR HUMAN RESEARCH
Diater Auguse 15, 2014
Protocel Imvestizator Mame- Makeisa Gaines
Protocol #: 16-07-323
Project Tiile: Derceptions of Enowledge Sharing Within Hybrid Leaming Environments: As Tron Sharpens Trox Among Graduste Snadents
School: Graduate School of Education and Psychology
Diear Makeiza Games:

Thank you for submitting vour application for exempt review to Pepperdine University's Institutional Review Board (TREB). We appreciate the work you have dons en your
propesal. The IRE bas reviewed your submdtted IBB application and all ancillary materials. Upon review, the IRB has determinad that the above enfitled project meets the
requirements for exempiion umdar the federal regulations 45 CFR. 44.101 that govem the protections of buman subjects.

Your research pmst be conducted according to the proposal that was submitted to the IRB. If changes to the approved protocel ooour, a revized protocel must be reviewed
and approved by the IRE before implemenmtion. For any proposed change: in your research protocol, please submit an amendment to the IRB. Since your study falls
under exemption, thers i no requirement for continuing BB review of your project Please be aware that changes to your protecol may prevent the research fom
gualifying for exemption fom 45 CFE 45.101 and require submizzsion of a new IEB application ar other materials to the IRB.

A poal of the IFB is to prevent negative eoourences duning any ressarch stdy. Howewver, despite the best intent, unforeseen ciroumstances or events may arise during the
research. If an unexpectad siniation or adwerse event happens during veur imvestigation, please notify the IRE as soon as pessible. We will ask for a complate writen
explanation of the event and your written rasponse. Other actions alse may be required depending en the nanare of the event. Details regarding the dmeframe m which
adverse events nost be reperted to the BB and documenting the adverss event can be found in the Pepperdine Universily Protection of Human Participants in
Research: Policies and Procedures Manual at compmmify pepperdine edu’irh.

Please refer to the protocol number denoted above in all communication or comespondence related to your application and this approval. Should you have additional
guestiens of reguire clarificaton of the contents of this latter, pleass contact the IRB Office. Om behalf of the BB, I 'wish you success in this scholarly pursuit.

Simceraly,

Tady Ho, Ph D)., IRE Chairperson

oo Dr. Les Eats, Vice Provost for Besearch and Strategic Initiadves
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