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Introduction

The new reality of business management is based on acquiring new skills where informa-
tion explosion and battle to completive talents becomes a critical requirement (Dalati, 2014; 
Rutkauskas, Raudeliūnienė, & Račinskaja, 2014; Raudeliūnienė & Meidutė-Kavaliauskienė, 
2016; Kimpah, Ibrahim, & Raudeliuniene, 2017). The challenge of the new paradigm is 
strongly related to managing information overload and knowledge, managing people and 
stressful work environments, and managing technology advancement and connectivity 
(Jia, Mahdiraji, Kannan, & Meidutė, 2013; Aggarwal, Gupta, Govindan, & Meidute, 2014; 
Burinskienė, 2015; Merkevičius, Davidavičienė, Raudeliūnienė, & Buleca, 2015; Mačiulis, 
Tvaronavičienė, Lankauskienė, Raudeliūnienė, & Dzemyda, 2015; Skačkauskienė, Vilkaitė-
Vaitonė, Raudeliūnienė, & Davidavičienė, 2016; Raudeliūnienė, Meidutė-Kavaliauskienė, 
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& Vileikis, 2016; Davidavičienė, Pabedinskaite, & Davidavicius, 2017; F. Ferreira, J. Ferreira, 
Fernandes, Meidutė-Kavaliauskienė, & Jalali, 2017; Raudeliūnienė & Davidavičius, 2017; 
Raudeliūnienė, Davidavičienė, Tvaronavičienė, & Jonuška, 2018).

The examination of knowledge sharing, organizational trust and employee attitudes 
across institutions of higher education is not completely a new investigation in academic 
and scientific research. However, the examination of the above-mentioned topics in higher 
education in Syria is definitely new investigation as there is a literature gap in the examina-
tion of the Syrian environment. In fact, the topic of employee attitudes and job satisfaction 
is a former subject of investigation as there is plenty of research examining employee atti-
tudes and satisfaction in EU, Asia, Middle Eastern examples and in Syria (Oshagbemi, 1997; 
Morris, Yaacob, & Wood, 2004; Chen, Yang, Shiau, & Wang, 2006; Alves & Raposo, 2009; 
Bolliger & Wasilik, 2009; Trivellas & Dargenidou, 2009; Tsai, 2011; Bigliardi, Ivo Dormio, 
Galati, & Schiuma, 2012; Ismail, 2012; Saner & Eyüpoğlu, 2012; Dalati, Raudeliūnienė, 
& Davidavičienė, 2017).

Before 2011 Higher Education sector in Syria was expanding as the introduction of pri-
vate universities in Syria through a legislation which was applied in 2001 allowed the opera-
tion of Syrian private HEIs. Before the devastating war in Syria and between 2001 and  early 
2011 private universities in Syria were growing gradually and were competing to win and 
recruit students primarily undergraduates. After 2011 a long-term crisis has torn Syria over 
the past seven years, which has created a devastating situation on a social, economic, and 
business levels including both private and public sectors. Higher education is still operating; 
however, it has gone through significant declination and worsening through the past seven 
years of struggle and devastation. Many people in Syria either lost their jobs, their assets and 
properties or in the worst cases their lives. The devastating situation in Syria drove many in-
dividuals including students and academics to leave Syria seeking safer and better living con-
ditions (Dalati, Eddin, & Hamwi, 2016). Currently and after 8 years the subject of employee 
job attitudes and satisfaction is even more vital than previously, considering the economic 
background and context which characterizes Syria, particularly with declining economy and 
inflation, lack of satisfactory salaries and bonus schemes in Higher education institutions in 
Syria. The challenge to improve employee satisfaction is more critical than before, due to the 
above mentioned social and economic situations.

Also, the subject of knowledge sharing is a critical phenomenon which is associated with 
organization effectiveness (Teh, 2012; Sohail & Daud, 2009). Examining organizational envi-
ronment which characterizes universities in Syria, it is associated with conventional manage-
ment approaches with a dominating bureaucratic structure (mainly at public universities), 
lack of dynamic organizational cultures which advocates for flexible and organic systems, 
establishing organizational trust at different levels. The need for building trust at interper-
sonal and organizational levels is critical in the higher education sector in Syria.

This research examines the interaction between organizational trust, knowledge sharing 
behaviour and employee attitudes and satisfaction at universities in Syria. Organizational 
trust is examined at individual level investigating individual trust in the leader and direct 
manager.
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1. Prior literature

1.1. Organizational trust

Organizational trust is examined as an attitude organization members have for their orga-
nization (Nyhan & Marlowe, 1997; Entwistle & Quick, 2006; Ellonen, Blomqvist, & Puum-
alainen, 2008, Shockley-Zalabak & Morreale, 2011). The importance of organizational trust 
is related to organizational areas as leadership, communication, negotiation, management by 
objectives, performance appraisal and implementation of self-managed teams (Mayer, Davis, 
& Schoorman, 1995). According to Joseph and Winston (2005), the construct of trust has 
multidimensional approaches including interpersonal, dyadic, inter-organizational, political, 
social, peer trust in the workplace, trust between superiors and subordinates and organiza-
tional trust.

According to Mayer et al. (1995) trust is defined as the willingness of one party to be 
vulnerable to the actions of another party based on the expectations that the other will 
comprise a specific action that is significant to the one who is trusting regardless the of their 
ability to monitor or control this person. Mayer et al. (1995) model of dyadic trust identified 
two parties, namely the trustor and trustee. The construct of organizational trust comprises 
of perceived ability, benevolence and integrity of the trustee. It also consists of trustor pro-
pensity to trust.

A Previous study examined a definition of organizational trust as the individual inclina-
tion to have good intentions and have confidence in the words and actions of others. In this 
background, trust is considered a crucial factor in the long-term constancy of the organiza-
tion and the well-being of its members (Cook & Wall, 1980).

Rousseau et al. (1998) state that “Trust is a psychological state comprising the intention 
to accept vulnerability based upon positive expectations of the intentions or behaviour of 
another”.

Previous studies defined organizational trust as the feeling of confidence and trust in the 
organization, where an employee believes that the organization is fair and up-front, com-
mitted and will not act in an opportunistic approach towards its members (Cummings & 
Bromiley, 1996; McLeary & Cruise, 2015). Another approach to organizational trust empha-
sizes developing and designing HRM practices to facilitate building interpersonal trust in the 
organization (Vanhala & Ritala, 2016).

1.2. Knowledge sharing behavior

Prior research on knowledge sharing provides different definitions on knowledge sharing 
including the perception of knowledge sharing as a voluntary behaviour by an individual who 
provides access of his /her knowledge and experience to other members of the organization 
(Akhavan, Rahimi, & Mehralian, 2013). Knowledge sharing is perceived as a dynamic learn-
ing process where organizations constantly interact with clients and suppliers to innovate or 
creatively innovate (Cummings, 2003). Knowledge sharing is procedure through which an 
employee could contribute to knowledge application, innovation, and eventually the competi-
tive advantage of the organization (Wang & Noe, 2010).
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Raudeliūnienė et al. (2016) examines the determinants of efficiency of knowledge shar-
ing in Lithuanian national defence system, stating that the process of knowledge sharing is 
crucially associated with knowledge development and knowledge acquisition, as existence 
of knowledge is critical national defence systems where knowledge should be transmitted to 
relevant personnel or must be accessible when needed.

1.3. Job satisfaction

There have been considerable studies which have investigated the nature and causes of job 
satisfaction (Locke, 1969; Locke, 1970; Warr, 1990; Spector, 1997; Tietjen & Myers, 1998; 
Stringer, Didham, & Theivananthampillai, 2011). One definition of job satisfaction by Spector 
(1997) states that it is “simply how people feel about their jobs and different aspects of their 
jobs”. It is associated with the level to which employees like or dislike their job.

The measurement of job satisfaction has been studied in two main approaches which 
examined the general measurement of satisfaction at work and a specific approach investi-
gating several dimensions of job satisfaction (Martins & Proenca, 2012). The first approach 
examines respondents overall attitude on their job. The second approach examines several 
aspects related to job satisfaction including intrinsic and extrinsic aspects.

1.4. Knowledge sharing, organizational trust and job satisfaction

There has been research on the relationship between knowledge sharing, organizational trust 
and job satisfaction, which reports on a positive association (Bontis, Richards, & Serenko, 
2011; Casimir, Lee, & Loon, 2012; Wickramasinghe & Widyaratne, 2012; Pangil & Moi Chan, 
2014).

The prior literature has acknowledged relationship and interaction between trust in the 
organizational background and employees’ satisfaction at work (Ellonen et al., 2008; Han, 
2010; Tekingündüz, Tengilimoğlu, & Karabulut, 2017). Interpersonal trust has a positive ef-
fect on knowledge sharing (Wickramasinghe & Widyaratne, 2012). A study examined the 
effects of interpersonal trust, team leader support, rewards and knowledge sharing tools on 
voluntary knowledge sharing. The study is applied to software development project teams 
in Sri Lanka. The results of the study indicate interpersonal trust, rewards, workgroup com-
munication and personal interactions and have a positive effect on knowledge sharing

Casimir et al. (2012) examined the impact of the perceived cost of knowledge sharing and 
effective trust in colleagues on the relationship between affective commitment and knowledge 
sharing. Results of the study signify that employees who value social relationships and social 
resources perceive knowledge as a collectively owned commodity.

Prior research specifies a significant relationship between knowledge sharing, trust and 
virtual team effectiveness (Pangil et al., 2014). The study examines relationship between trust 
and virtual team effectiveness investigating the mediating effect of knowledge sharing in 
a multinational corporation in Malaysia. Research results specifies that knowledge sharing 
and trust are significantly associated with virtual team effectiveness, and knowledge sharing 
partially mediates the relationship between trust and team effectiveness.
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2. Conceptual framework and hypotheses development

The assumption in this research is that trust both on an individual leader level and knowledge 
sharing behaviour stimulates and causes job satisfaction among academics in higher education 
sector. The model predicts that if employees develop higher levels of trust in their leaders and 
line managers, this will stimulate a good quality relationship and develop satisfaction at work. 
Figure 1 illustrates conceptual model of trust, knowledge sharing and satisfaction at work.

2.1. Leader trust

Leader Trust construct reflects organization member’s perceived tendency and predisposi-
tion to trust their line managers and team leaders. Leader’s trust reflects employee’s positive 
perception and confidence of the technical, decision making, supervisory abilities, reliability 
and discretion of their leaders. Leader’s trust subscale comprises of 8 items (a) confidence in 
line manager technical competence, (b) confidence in line manager decision making, (c) con-
fidence in line manager follow up of assignments, (d) confidence in line manager understat-
ing of work, (e) confidence in line manager ability, (f) confidence in line manager reliability, 
(g) confidence in line manager sense and insight, (h) confidence in line manager discretion.

2.2. Knowledge sharing behavior

Knowledge Sharing Behaviour construct reflects organization member’s perceived tendency 
and predisposition to share their knowledge and expertise with their co-workers. Knowledge 
sharing behaviour subscale comprises of 7 items (a) plan to share knowledge, (b) sharing work 
knowledge, (c) sharing results, (d) sharing new ideas, (e) answering questions by colleagues, (f) 
allocating time for sharing knowledge, (g) displaying difficult methods of work to co-workers.

2.3. Job satisfaction

Job satisfaction construct reflects organization member’s perception and attitude of a set of 
dimensions indicating intrinsic and extrinsic characteristics of employee job satisfaction. 
Job satisfaction subscale comprises of 16 items (a) physical conditions, (b) job autonomy, (c) 
coworkers, (d) recognition, (e) immediate supervisor, (f) job responsibility, (g) pay, (h) using 
abilities, (i) relationship between management and workers, (j) promotion, (k) department 
management, (l) management’s attention to suggestions made, (m) hours of work, (n) job 
variety, (o) job security, (p) overall job satisfaction.

The research develops a model which comprises of a set of independent variables and 
an outcome variable. The research model predicts that leader trust and knowledge sharing 
behaviour are predicted to have a positive effect on job satisfaction. The research hypotheses 
predict a positive relationship between leader trust, organisational trust and knowledge shar-
ing behaviour and job satisfaction.

H1. There is a positive effect of perceived Leader’s trust on employee job satisfaction at 
universities in Syria.

H2. There is a positive effect of perceived knowledge sharing behaviour on employee job 
satisfaction at universities in Syria.
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Figure 1. Conceptual model of trust, knowledge sharing and satisfaction at work

3. Research methodology

The research methodology employs a quantitative approach, through the design and applica-
tion of a questionnaire survey. Quantitative approaches are feasible and efficient approaches 
when it serves the purpose and design of the study accurately (Cooper & Schindler, 2014; 
Zikmund, Carr, Griffin, & Babin, 2013) Self-administered questionnaire is an efficient tool 
which can be applied to a large number of respondents. Data can be collected through ques-
tionnaires and can be analyzed quickly and efficiently (Cummings & Worley, 2009).

3.1. Measures and scales

Leader trust subscale is developed and based on the Organizational Trust Inventory devel-
oped by Nyhan and Marlowe (1997). Organizational Trust Inventory is employed in this 
research questionnaire to measure individual employee perceived level of trust in his /her su-
pervisor and perceived levels of trust at an organizational level. The scale consists of 12 items, 
where items 1 to 8 measure leader trust, and items 9 to 12 measure organizational trust. The 
original scale employs 7 points Likert scale. In this current research, the scale was modified 
and adapted to 5 points Likert scale. In the subscale measuring leader trust, the scale was 
modified to 5 points Likert scale ranging from 1= strongly disagree to 5 = strongly disagree.

Knowledge sharing behaviour scale is developed and based on Zárraga and Bonache 
(2003), Hsu-Hsin, Tzu-Shian, and Ju-Sung (2011) and Akhavan et al. (2013). In this current 
study, the knowledge sharing behaviour scale was modified and adapted for the purpose and 
design of research. The scale comprised of 7 items to measure employee knowledge sharing 
behaviour and how employees transmit and share job-related knowledge and expertise with 
their co-workers. The knowledge sharing behaviour scale was adjusted to 5 points Likert scale 
ranging from 1= strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree.

Job satisfaction scale is based on job satisfaction scale developed by Warr, Cook, and 
Wall (1979). The scale comprises of a set of 16 items measuring intrinsic and extrinsic job 
satisfaction. Items 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15 measure extrinsic job satisfaction. Items 2, 4, 6, 8, 
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10, 12, 14 measure intrinsic satisfaction. The last item (16) measures overall job satisfaction. 
The original scale employs 7 points Likert scale. In this current research, the scale was modi-
fied to 5 points Likert scale ranging from 1= definitely dissatisfied to 5 = definitely satisfied.

3.2. Questionnaire translation

The research instrument is based on self – administered questionnaire. As discussed in the 
previous section, the research data collection instrument was developed based on prior re-
searchers who developed the scales in English. The research questionnaire was translated 
from English to Arabic. A well experienced Syrian translator was employed to conduct trans-
lation from English to Arabic. Consequently, the Arabic translation was carefully reviewed 
by research authors who verified translation for accuracy and precision. Consequently, the 
questionnaire was examined by a group of expert and non-expert academics from Arab 
International University for final enhancement and to conduct face validity. According to 
Zikmund et al. (2013) face validity is refers to consensus among experts that a scale logically 
reflects the research construct or concept being measured.

3.3. Sample design

A non-probability sampling strategy is employed to collect data for this research. A self-
administered questionnaire was designed to collect data from private and public universities 
operating in Damascus and the district of Kalamoun which is located northeast of the Syrian 
capital Damascus. Data was collected through the paper and online questionnaires employ-
ing Google online questionnaire. The size of the sample is 161. The sample unit of analysis 
comprises academic and administrative staff working in 4 universities in Syria. Data were col-
lected from September 2017 to January 2018. Table 1 illustrates sample size and distribution.

Table 1. Sample size and distribution (n = 161) (source: developed by authors)

University Sample size Percent %

AIU 134 83.2
DU 14 8.7

HIBA 3 1.9
UOK 10 6.2
Total 161 100

4. Research analysis

4.1. Descriptive analysis

Descriptive data examines the sample characteristics and respondents demographic profile. 
The demographic profile includes respondents’ age, gender, work experience and education 
level. Descriptive data indicates that respondent’s average age is 39.87; work experience in 
the current higher education institution is 5.07. Descriptive data illustrates that 55.6% of 
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the sample study are male, 44.4 female. 41.9% have Bachelor degree, 20.6% master degrees, 
30.6% PhDs, and 6.9% have other certificates. Descriptive data illustrates that 60.2% of the 
sample are academic staff, 39.8 are administrative staff. Tables 2, 3 and 4 illustrate descrip-
tive data analysis.

Table 2. Demographical data (n = 161) (source: developed by authors)

Faculty F %

Faculty of Business Administration 19 11.8
Faculty of Civil Engineering 14 8.7
Faculty of Pharmacy 26 16.1
Faculty of Informatics and Communications Engineering 20 12.4
Faculty of Fine Arts 13 8.1
Faculty of Architecture 32 19.9
Administrative Departments and Directories 16 9.9
Faculty of Science 6 3.7
Language Center 9 5.6
Other Faculties 6 3.7

Table 3. Demographical data (n = 161) (source: developed by authors)

Education Level F %

Bachelor 67 41.9
Master 33 20.6
PhD 49 30.6
Other 11 6.9
Staff
Academic staff 97 60.2
Administrative staff 64 39.8
Academic Level (Academic staff only)
Lecturer 48 49.5
Instructor 28 28.9
Assistant professor 9 9.3
Professor 12 12.4
Administrative Position (Academic staff only)
Head of Department 11 11.34
Vice Dean 6 6.18
Dean 6 6.18
Academic Staff 74 76.28
Administrative Staff position (Administrative staff only)
Administrative staff 48 75
Head of Department 15 23.4
Head of Directorate 1 .6
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Table 4. Descriptive data analysis of demographic profile (n = 161) (source: developed by authors)

Descriptive Data of the Demographical Profile M SD

Age 39.875 12.763
Work Experience in Current Institution 5.071 4.915

4.2. Exploratory factor analysis

To explore research constructs, a principal component analysis is performed to investigate 
the dimensionality of variables under examination. The analysis examined three factors, 
which have an Eigen value and factor loading that exceeded 1 and .40. The first factor exam-
ines leader trust as a construct which examines perceived trust in line manager. Leader trust 
comprises of 8 items developed by Nyhan and Marlowe (1997). The second factor examines 
job satisfaction as a composite construct which examines intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfac-
tion. Job satisfaction comprises of 10 items which are based on and developed by Warr et al. 
(1979). Originally the scale consists of 16 item and three subscales measuring intrinsic, ex-
trinsic and general job satisfaction. The principal component analysis combined items from 
intrinsic and extrinsic features of job satisfaction producing a composite construct which 
was defined as job satisfaction. The third factor examines knowledge sharing behaviour as 
a construct which examines perceived self-assessment of individual knowledge sharing be-
haviour. Knowledge sharing behaviour comprises 7 items developed and based on Zárraga 
and Bonache (2003), Hsu-Hsin et al. (2011) and Akhavan et al. (2013). Table 5 illustrates 
principal components factor analysis.

4.3. Reliability analysis

To examine the reliability of research subscales a Cronbach Alpha test is performed. Reli-
ability analysis illustrates very well to optimal levels ranging from .86 to .93 indicating ex-
cellent levels of internal consistency and reliability of research subscales. Table 6 illustrates 
reliability analysis.

Table 5. Principle component analysis (n161) (source: developed by authors)

Factors
Principle Component Analysis

Eigen 
Value

% of 
Variance

Factor 
Loading

Factor 1 Leader Trust 9.285 37.140
I have confidence that my line manager will make well thought out 
decisions about his or her job

.867

I have confidence that my line manager is technically competent at 
the critical elements of his or her job

.841

I have confidence that my line manager will think through what he 
or she is doing on the job

.835

I have confidence that my line manager has an acceptable level of 
understanding of his/her job

.811
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Factors
Principle Component Analysis

Eigen 
Value

% of 
Variance

Factor 
Loading

I have confidence that I can rely on what my manager tells me .776
I have confidence that my line manager will follow through on 
assignments

.770

I have confidence in my line manager to do the job without 
causing problems

.736

I have confidence that my line manager will be able to do his or 
her job in an acceptable manner

.726

Factor 2 Job Satisfaction 2.958 11.832
Your opportunity to use your own abilities .715
your job security .712
The attention paid to suggestions you make .709
The amount of variety in your job .706
Your chance for promotion .701
Industrial relations between management and workers in your 
faculty/department

.695

The freedom to choose your own method of working .688
Your hours of work .682
The recognition you get or good work .641
The amount of responsibility you are given .616
Factor 3: Knowledge Sharing Behavior 2.894 11.574
I share the results of my activities with my colleagues .850
I share my working knowledge with my colleagues .793
I share my new ideas pertaining to my job with my colleagues .768
I show my co-workers how to perform the most difficult part of 
the work

.737

I allocate some time for sharing knowledge with my colleagues .671
I always answer my colleagues questions about areas of my 
expertise

.660

I have a plan for sharing my knowledge with my colleagues .577
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser 
Normalization. Rotation converged in 5 iterations.

Table 6. Cronbach Alpha test (n 161) (source: developed by authors)

Research Variables No. of Items Cronbach Alpha (α) without 
deleting any Item

Leader Trust 8 .935
Job Satisfaction 10 .898
Knowledge Sharing Behavior 7 .868

End of Table 5
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4.4. Regression analysis

To test research hypotheses a regression analysis is performed to examine the effect of per-
ceived leader trust and knowledge sharing behaviour on employee job satisfaction. The 
model examines leader to trust and knowledge sharing behaviour as independent variables 
predicting staff satisfaction at work.

As this research performed a multiple regression analysis with a stepwise approach, a 
number of assumptions should be considered examining the type of variables, non-zero 
variance, multicollinearity, homoscedasticity, independent errors, independence, predictors 
are uncorrelated with external variables, normally distributed errors (which is often confused 
with the assumption that predictor variables should be normally distributed) and linearity 
(Field, 2013).

The research performed a linear regression analysis employing a stepwise regression. In 
the regression analysis performed, two models are investigated.

The first model examined a regression analysis which indicates an association between 
leader trust and job satisfaction. The multiple regression analysis produces a standardized 
beta .498, p =.000, which accounts for .24.9% of the variability in job satisfaction. The first 
model confirms that leader trust is a predictor of staff satisfaction at work.

The second model examined a regression analysis which indicates that leader trust is a 
predictor of job satisfaction. The multiple regression produces a standardized beta of .414, 
p = .000. The second model indicates that knowledge sharing behaviour is a predictor of 
job satisfaction. The multiple regression produced a standardized beta of .227, p = .002. The 
second model indicates that overall leader trust and knowledge sharing behaviour accounts 
for 29.3% of the variability in job satisfaction.

The results of regression analysis support the first and second hypotheses confirming 
leader trust and knowledge sharing behaviour are predictors of job satisfaction for academic 
and administrative staff. Table 7 illustrate average mean score and standard deviations of 
predicted and outcome variables.

Table 7 illustrates the correlation between research variables for predictor variables and 
the outcome variable. The correlation analysis indicates no good multicollinearity between 
predictor variables, as the relationships between the predictor variables do not exceed .70. 
The correlation analysis also indicates a significant positive and good relationship between 
predictor variables and outcome variable, as the relationship is higher than .30.

Table 8 illustrates multiple regression model of leader trust and knowledge sharing and 
their effect on job satisfaction.

The research findings signify a good model of the effect of trust in leader and knowledge 
sharing behaviours and practices on employees job satisfaction in management, peers and 
the organization. The first regression model predicts that for 1 unit increase of leader trust, it 
causes an increase in staff job satisfaction by .498 standard deviations. The second regression 
model predicts that for 1 unit increase in leader trust, it causes an increase in staff satisfac-
tion by .414 standard deviation holding, knowledge sharing behaviour constant. The second 
model predicts that for 1 unit increase in knowledge sharing behaviour, it causes an increase 
in staff satisfaction by .227 standard deviation, holding leader trust constant.
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5. Discussion

In Syria, there is no research on the effect of knowledge sharing behaviour and practices and 
organizational trust on employee job satisfaction. This research paper provides an empirical 
investigation of the significant effect of knowledge sharing behaviour and practices and orga-
nizational trust on employee satisfaction at work in Syrian Higher Education. This research 
contributes to the prior research which examines the relationship between the variables un-
der examination. The results of the study support the need for establishing organizational 
trust and knowledge sharing practices in Higher Education sector and both private and 
public universities in Syria.

This research advocates that the establishment of effective and positive attitudes among 
academic and administrative staff requires, higher education institutions need to encourage 
knowledge sharing practices and policies which would enhance a culture of knowledge shar-
ing. In addition, establishing trust in higher education institutions is critical, specifically trust 
in the leader. When high levels of trust in leadership and management of organisations exist, 
these organisations demonstrate higher levels of performance, effectiveness, risk-taking and 

Table 7. Correlations between research variables (source: developed by authors)

Job 
Satisfaction Leader Trust

Knowledge 
Sharing

Behaviour

Pearson 
Correlation

Job Satisfaction 1.000 .498 .380
Leader Trust .498 1.000 .368
Knowledge Sharing Behaviour .380 .368 1.000

Sig.
(1-tailed)

Job Satisfaction . .000 .000
Leader Trust .000 . .000
Knowledge Sharing Behaviour .000 .000 .

N Job Satisfaction 161 161 161
Leader Trust 161 161 161
Knowledge Sharing Behaviour 161 161 161

Table 8. Multiple regression models of leader trust and knowledge sharing on job satisfaction (source: 
developed by authors)

M
od

el
 

Fi
rs

t Variables B BSE β t Sig
Constant 1.481 .277 5.341 .000
Leader Trust .484 .067 .498 7.244 .000

M
od

el
 

Se
co

nd

Variables B BSE β t Sig
Constant .641 .379 1.689 .093
Leader Trust .402 .070 .414 5.758 .000
Knowledge Sharing Behaviour .291 .092 .227 3.157 .002

Note: First Model Multiple R = .498, R2 = .248, Adjusted R2 = .243
Second Model Multiple R = .541, R2 = .293, Adjusted R2 = .284
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robustness. The practical application of this research is in its emphasis on building trust in 
HEIs in Syria, by developing competent, high performing. Trustworthy and well-informed 
leaders and managers, who can make effective decisions.

The finding of this research is supported by previous research on the relationship between 
knowledge sharing behaviour and practices, organizational trust and employee job satisfac-
tion (Bontis et al., 2011; Wickramasinghe & Widyaratne, 2012; Holten, Hancock, Persson, 
Hanson, & Hogh, 2016; Malik & Kanwal, 2018).

The research limitations are identified as mainly the size and strategy of the sample em-
ployed in this research. The research limitation also is related to the specificity of the model 
in the scope of higher education sector. Further research could investigate additional sectors 
and industries. Also, further research could investigate mediation analysis examining the 
effects of organizational trust on job satisfaction with the mediating effect of knowledge 
sharing. Expanding the sample with the investigation of regional study including Syria and 
Lebanon could also be a research.

Conclusions

This research paper examines the effect of leader trust and knowledge sharing behaviour 
on job satisfaction at higher education sector. The research results indicate a positive and 
significant effect of leader trust on job satisfaction among academic and administrative staff. 
Knowledge sharing behaviour has an appositive effect on job satisfaction. The research em-
phasizes the importance of organizational trust in organizations through the development 
of leaders who can inspire and build trust within their institutions. The research emphasizes 
the significance of establishing a culture of knowledge sharing in higher education institu-
tions in Syria.
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