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Abstract. In this paper, we analyze the role of trust in knowledge sharing de-
cisions. Based on experiences in a practical implementation of knowledge shar-
ing support in a organization, we provide a basic model of trust in terms of the
beliefs of the trusting party, both in its role as knowledge supplier and knowl-
edge receiver. The model takes into account different aspects of the knowledge,
the characteristics of the exchange partner (e.g., competence and integrity) and
contextual factors. We have used this model to organize the features of Castel-
franchi’s socio-cognitive knowledge-sharing operations [3]. The overall goal of
the framework is to provide a starting point for an analysis of the role of personal
attitudes in the successes and failures of organizational knowledge flows.

1 Introduction

The role of Knowledge Management (KM) in organizations has been identified as be-
ing to improve the organization’s competitive advantage [15]. This can be done in many
ways, including employee development, sharing of best practices, and product innova-
tion. It allows for better decision-making, faster response and better customer handling.
In turn, it means less reinvention of the wheel, ability to access information quickly,
and the overall availability of knowledge and information. In practice however, few or-
ganizations achieve all of these objectives. This apparent ‘failure’ seems primarily to be
caused by human issues. In many cases there seems to be a lack of user uptake due to
poor communication, a failure to integrate KM into everyday practice, and a difficulty
or unwillingness to learn how to use KM systems as users perceive no personal benefit
[16].

Within the KM literature, trust is often presented as one of the most important ele-
ments for successful KM practices [9, 22]. It is therefore important to understand how
trust relates to the various KM processes. Without trust of fellow workers and trust of
the processes and systems that implement KM, knowledge will not be shared. Further-
more, trust is not a static entity neither is trust either present or absent. Studies in health
organizations point out that the perceived value of medical information is related to the
perceived credibility of the source [8].

KM environments are often distributed and the origin or destination of shared knowl-
edge is not always known to the exchange partners. Mediated, indirect interactions carry



an added risk: as partners may be situated in different contexts and cultures, misunder-
standings become more likely, and mechanisms to enforce trust, such as standards or
regulations, become essential. Knowledge sharing in distributed environments requires
more a-priori trust than face-to-face communication [21]. However, most research on
the influence of trust in collaboration and knowledge sharing considers direct, face to
face, settings [3].

In this paper, we argue that for the design and implementation of successful KM
systems, a better understanding of trust and its implications for knowledge sharing is
needed. Our aim is to provide a basic model of trust in terms of the beliefs of the trust-
ing party, both in its role as knowledge supplier and knowledge receiver. The model
should take into account different aspects of the knowledge itself, characteristics of the
exchange partner (e.g., competence and integrity) and contextual factors. The remainder
of the paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we start by introducing a motivating
case on how trust, or the lack of it, caused the failure in adoption of a knowledge sharing
support system. In section 3 we present different philosophical views on trust and its
properties. We then discuss different knowledge sharing settings and their characteris-
tics in section 4. Section 5 presents a basic model to study the role of trust in knowledge
sharing decisions. The model is applied to the socio-cognitive knowledge-sharing op-
erations of Castelfranchi. Finally, in section 6, we wrap up with some conclusions and
direction for future research.

2 Knowledge Sharing and Trust in Practice

The Knowledge Center for Non-Life Insurance at a large insurance company in the
Netherlands is responsible for the development and maintenance of the knowledge that
will give business units across the organization a leading edge in the non-life area (hous-
ing, transport, travel, ...). The center strives for efficient and goal directed sharing of
information and knowledge. Center members, who are insurance product developers
and actuaries, are spread around the country. Their knowledge and expertise are greatly
valuable and useful to each other. But, because people are not aware of each other’s
capabilities, often they will discuss their business problems with a direct colleague just
because he/she happens to be conveniently close and not because he/she is the best per-
son to consult with [1]. Around 2001, a KM project was launched which objectives were
to structure, initiate and organize the sharing of knowledge across the non-life group
and setting up a framework that assures the continuous availability of consistent and
up-to-date knowledge [5]. A dual development approach was taken that incorporated
the facilitation of direct contacts between members of the group, with an intranet-based
knowledge sharing server. Direct contacts between participants were organized as quar-
terly workshops with the participation of all members. In parallel, a knowledge repos-
itory was implemented to enable efficient distribution and maintenance of the group’s
knowledge. The Lotus Notes system, available across the organization, was used for the
implementation of the repository.

After the knowledge repository had been running for around one year, a user satis-
faction survey was conducted, reported in [20]. Two main conclusions from this survey
were:



1. The face-to-face structure was well appreciated and its value clear, but
2. The benefit and potential of the knowledge server was not always clear to the users,

and the server was hardly used.

The survey pointed out that the main reason for this lack of use is that users need a
more personal means of interaction to make them comfortable exchanging knowledge.
The survey also indicated that knowledge owners prefer to share their expertise within
a controllable, trusted group under conditions negotiated for the specific situation and
partners. The community of users supported by the system operates across business
unit boundaries, independently of the formal holding organizational structure. Sharing
knowledge therefore implies that the knowledge seeker and knowledge owner must be
able to find each other and agree on the terms of the exchange. Other recent studies else-
where also show that success of knowledge sharing is dependent on the level of trust
and dependency between community members and on the kind of culture prevailing in
the society [2]. Knowledge is considered part of one’s property and identity and there-
fore, people wish to keep the decision about sharing knowledge in their own hands, and
want to be able to decide on a case by case basis whether an exchange is interesting to
them or not. Furthermore, reciprocity in exchange is also an important aspect to be con-
sidered [1]. The above considerations can be summarized in the following requirements
for an effective collaboration support system [7]:

– Enable exchange within a controllable, trusted group under conditions negotiated
by the partners for the specific situation.

– Knowledge seekers and owners must be able to find each other and agree on the
terms of the exchange.

– As the value of a knowledge item cannot be fixed a priori, and knowledge requests
are usually not fulfilled by a mere exchange of ‘products’, but require often not triv-
ial creation processes, mechanisms are needed to dynamically determine exchange
conditions.

In order to support the above collaboration requirements, it was decided to extend
the knowledge repository with mechanisms for knowledge exchange and collaboration
that keep ownership links between knowledge and people, for the support of negoti-
ation and valuation of exchange conditions. Motivated by the realization that another
approach was needed to the problem at hand, the Knowledge Center started looking
for more adequate models and tools to support collaboration in the group. Furthermore,
the domain required: (1) sharing solutions to be independent of the different individ-
ual structures, but enable the incorporation of heterogeneous individual components -
representing each user, and, (2) the facilitation of flexibility and dynamic formation of
exchanges, instead of an‘one size fits all’approach. These criteria motivated the choice
of a development approach using an agent oriented approach that can effectively meet
these requirements, namely the OperA model [6]. Agents can ensure the preservation
of individual needs and perspectives, and they can be employed to monitor and assist
knowledge exchange, for example by taking care that deadlines are kept, reports are
effectively exchanged, and eventual changes are communicated. Furthermore, agents
are used to search the network for suitable partners, to publish and search results in the
repository on behalf of their owners, and to monitor news and discussion groups.



An important remaining issue concerns the first requirement above “enable ex-
change within a controllable,trustedgroup...”. The prototype system developed enables
users to use the level of trust they had on others to setup different exchange conditions,
or even to decide negatively on an exchange if the level of trust was not perceived suf-
ficient. However, even if it is commonly accepted that trust facilitates transactions and
collaboration [10] and empirical research has linked trust with higher levels of inter-unit
resource exchange [27], there is, to our knowledge, no comprehensive work on the un-
derstanding and modelling of the influence of trust on knowledge exchange decisions.
In the remainder of this paper, we present some initial research in this direction, and
propose a preliminary formalization of the role of trust in knowledge sharing.

3 Trust

Trust is an essential part of knowledge sharing. In an individualistic culture, characteris-
tic of Western societies, there is a strong feeling of autonomy and independence. One’s
knowledge is considered part of ones property and identity. Knowledge creation is often
considered more valuable that working with acquired knowledge. This explains the re-
luctance of users to make their knowledge and expertise available through a knowledge
repository where knowledge is decoupled from the knowledge owner. Knowledge own-
ers prefer to share it within a controllable,trustedgroup under conditions negotiated
for the specific situation and partners.

Trust has been defined in many different ways [9], and has different meanings de-
pending on the perspective taken (e.g., sociology, psychology, economy). The aspects of
trust most researchers agree on can be summarized in the in the definition of trust asthe
willingness to be vulnerable based on positive expectations about the actions of others
[11, 21]. From sociological research, three types of trust have been identified: disposi-
tional, interpersonal and institutional trust. The first,dispositional or personality-based
trust describes the general trusting disposition of the truster. It has been defined as:a
sense of basic trust that is a pervasive attitude towards oneself and the world[18]. This
propensity to trust is independent from any party or context.

The second type of trust isinterpersonal trust, which is the trust that one rational
agent (person) has for another rational agent. It has been defined as:the willingness of
one person to increase his/hers vulnerability to the actions of another person[17]. This
type of trust is agent and context specific. Note that if the truster and the trustee are the
same person this notion comes down to the trust one has in oneself.

In sociological, anthropological and theological research a set of four basic types
of human relationships have been identified [23]. Human relationships vary in terms of
nature and depth: their nature ranges from dependent to interdependent and its depth
from shallow to deep. In a dependent relationship one person’s actions are contingent
upon the actions of another, while in interdependent relationships the dependency goes
both ways. The depth of a relationship refers to its structural aspects as importance,
range and number of contact points.

In human relationships, two important qualities of trustworthiness arecompetence
and integrity. This distinction dates back to the work of Aristotle who, in his work
‘Rhetoric’, described and analyzed the characteristics of speakers (see [26]). According



to Aristotle, mistrust by an audience of a speaker can be attributed to a lack of good
sense or a lack of good will. A speaker will be trusted if the audience believes that he
or she has good sense (e.g., has the competence to form true opinions, has the ability
to discover the correct or best solution to a particular problem) and good will (e.g., is
honest, does not lie, has concern for the audience’s welfare). This distinction has been
confirmed by modern researchers in credibility research. Hovland and colleagues, for
instance, showed that there are two dimensions of credibility:expertness, which is the
extent to which a communicator is perceived to be a source of valid assertions, and
trustworthiness, which refers to the degree of confidence in the communicator’s intent
to communicate the assertion he considers the most valid [14].

Thirdly, there isimpersonal or institutional trust, which refers to trust that is based
on the perceived properties or reliance on the system or institution within which the
trust exists rather than on the characteristics of the trustee. It can be defined as the
feeling of confidence that an institution will specify and enforce laws, policies and
regulations to protect individual rights and not harm them. Within institutional trust,
one can distinguish impersonal trust, or role-based trust, which is trust based on the
position of the trustee within the institution, and not the individual that fill the position.
Similar to personal trust, important determinants of institutional trustworthiness are its
competence and integrity.

4 Knowledge Sharing Decisions

The aptitude and willingness of individuals to share knowledge is crucial to KM. Shar-
ing knowledge has different motivations, including personal purposes (for personal ad-
vantage), shared objectives and values (cooperation for common goals), role duties, or
habits or individual disposition [3]. According to Social Exchange Theory all human
relationships are formed by the use of a subjective cost-benefit analysis and the com-
parison of alternatives [19]. That is, individuals evaluate alternative courses of action
so that they get best values at lowest cost from any transition completed. Exchanges are
characterized by [13]:

– Actors: the participants in a dyadic exchange relation (can be individuals, groups,
or systems). Can be known or unknown to each other.

– Network: two or more connected dyadic exchange relations (i.e., includes indirect
exchange relations).

– Resources: the exchanged ‘entities’. It can be tangible (e.g., a product, a sum of
money) or intangible (e.g., information, a social obligation). In many knowledge
sharing situations, resources are often intangible (i.e., knowledge, it itself an in-
tangible resource, is exchanged for a social obligation, or duty of reciprocity, also
intangible). Their value is determined by the actors setting up the exchange.

– Context: dependent relationships and structures that support the exchange.
– Processes: interactions required to conduct an exchange. Are usually dependent on

the actors, network and context. Include access to knowledge repositories, available
personal networks, holding social rules (e.g., how to approach another colleague).

Furthermore, according to Tan and Thoen, every individual has her own threshold,
which determines whether or not she will engage in a transaction [25]. For example, the



threshold will be high if the perceived risk of the transaction is high, and will be low
if the individual has a long positive past experience of exchanging knowledge with this
partner.

Knowledge sharing is a special sort of exchange, and can therefore be studied from
a social exchange theory perspective. Resources exchanged in knowledge sharing re-
lations can be of different types. We distinguish betweenfunctional information, that
is, information about a given issue of direct relevance for the actor that receives it; and
recommendation information, that is information about the context, i.e., where knowl-
edge can be found or who possesses certain knowledge. Moreover, we assume that at
least one partner in a knowledge exchange is rational, i.e. is able reason about whether
or not, and under which circumstances she will decide to engage in a knowledge ex-
change. One of the factors that influence this decision is whether she knows the other
partner or not. In the case of a known partner, own knowledge about previous interac-
tions can be used in the decision making process. If the partner is not known, knowledge
about the (institutional) context will influence the decision. That is, whenever a given
cognitive actor decides to engage in a knowledge exchange, several factors influence its
cost-benefit analysis.

With respect to the nature of the exchanged information, we distinguish between
four basic dimensions: quality, quantity, relevance and manner of the information. This
distinction originates from the work of Grice [12]. The information that a participant
contributes in an exchange should be true (quality), should be enough, but not too much
(quantity), should be relevant with respect to the purpose of the exchange (relevance)
and should be in the appropriate form (manner).

The main characteristics of a knowledge sharing decision are summarized in the
model depicted in Figure 1. In a knowledge sharing decision there are four major pa-
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Fig. 1. Knowledge sharing model

rameters: the informationi, a personx that stands in a use-relation to the information,
a persony that is the source of the information and a contextC in which the knowledge
sharing takes place.

Based upon this model we can identify different knowledge sharing situations and
in particular, the subjective beliefs that a decision maker has about the situation. For
instance, a possible situation is one in which a personx needs to decide whether or
not to use the functional knowledgei from an anonymous knowledge repository (e.g.,
a wikipedia). Personx believes that the information is relevant, but is not able to judge
the quality of the information itself nor the competence of the sourcey, but it knows



that the repository has a good reputation as a content provider. A second situation is
one in which a sourcey needs to decide whether or not to provide its knowledgei to
a personx in a situation where the organizational context requires this person to share
the information, buty has no knowledge about the identity ofx.

5 Trust and Knowledge Sharing

The cost-benefit analysis involved in knowledge sharing decisions is subjective and
therefore dependent on the individual appreciation, or trust, in the possible exchange
partners. When the exchange partner is not known, the decision maker needs informa-
tion about the organizational context. In KM literature, trust issues often only consider
the case of exchanges between known partners. Davenport and Prusak stress the impor-
tance of trust in KM and state that trust must be promoted through frequent face-to-face
meetings [4]. Sveiby also considers trust essential for knowledge sharing and suggests
meetings among members of project groups, to promote dialog and pleasant work envi-
ronments, which contribute to trust [24]. When knowledge exchange involves a partner
unknown to the person making the decision, or when someone considers publishing
or using knowledge in some open environment (such as the internet), the decision to
exchange cannot be based on the trust appreciation of the partner. This was also the sit-
uation reported in section 2 where the lack of trust in the knowledge repository, resulted
on the failure to taking up that technology. In this case, the evaluation of the integrity
and competence of the environment or context or interaction is crucial for the decision
to exchange. That is, each situation has different implications for the way trust is used
in the evaluation of exchange partners.

5.1 Knowledge Sharing Decisions

In terms of its beneficiaries, trust interactions can be classified in three different groups:
trust in oneself(i.e., self confidence),trust in the partner(i.e., the belief in someone
else’s competence and integrity, where the partner is perceived as a cognitive agent,
e.g., another person), andtrust in the context(i.e., one’s belief on the safety and control
mechanisms of the global organization).

Knowledge exchange decisions are complex decisions, involving many considera-
tions regarding both the competence and the integrity of the decider, the partner and
the context. When faced with the decision whether or not to exchange (either receive or
supply) an information itemi with partnery in contextC, a rational agentx starts by
evaluating their own competence about the issue on hand. The decision to pass, or ac-
cept,i is based on the trustx has ony. If y cannot be evaluated directly byx, the context
of exchange will be considered. That is, different beneficiaries are involved differently
in the process to achieve an exchange decision:

1. Trust in oneself: x analyzes its own ability and motives to exchangei, i.e. x be-
lieves itself to be competent to determine the trustworthiness ofi. If x is confident
of its own judgement a decision on whether or not to exchangei can be done based
solely on its own judgement. That is,x should be able to answer affirmatively such



questions as “Do I understand this information?”, and “Is this piece of information
correct/relevant?” This is the case, for example, whenx decides to use a piece of
information found on the internet, because one believes in its ability to determine
the truth of that information, even if the suppliery is unknown tox andx is aware
of the un-trustworthiness of the internet as a publishing context. In the same way,
the decision not to exchangei, can also be taken based solely on its own capabilities
(e.g. because one believes it to be false, or irrelevant, or because it does not trust its
own motives).

2. Trust in the partner : Whenx’s trust in itself is not sufficient,x will evaluate his
trust in the partnery, both ony’s capabilities and motives abouti. That is,x will try
to answer such questions as “Isy competent to understandi?”, or “Will I be in no
trouble due to this exchange?”. The ability forx to answer such questions implies
thatx knowsy. This means both thaty is a specific cognitive agent (identity) and
thatx is able to determiney the trustworthiness ofy (reputation). This is often not
the case in knowledge repository systems used by many organizations and certainly
not the case when the exchange takes place in a open context such as the internet.x
must trusty sufficiently (1) with regard to its competence, and (2) with regard to its
ethics, that is,x must have sufficient trust thaty will pass correct knowledge, and
will not take advantage of its position in order to hurt the receiver. In the cases thatx
believes in its ability to determine the trustworthiness ofy, the decision on whether
or not to exchange or noti with y can be done based on this belief. Otherwisex
needs to evaluate the context.

3. Trust in the context: x can still decide to exchangei with a partnery which trust-
worthinessx is not able to evaluate, ifx is able to determine positively the trust-
worthiness of the (organizational) contextC in which the exchange takes place. To
determine the trustworthiness of the context,x will try to answer questions as “Do
I feel confident that an exchange withinC will not harm me?” and “Can I assume
that possible partners inC are capable of understandingi and the use ofi?”.

5.2 Knowledge Sharing Process

According to [3], knowledge sharing is the result of two different socio-cognitive de-
cisions: (1) the decision to pass or not pass knowledge, to be taken by the partner that
possess knowledge, and (2) the decision whether to accept knowledge, to be taken by
the partner that needs knowledge. Furthermore, the knowledge sharing decision is also
influenced by the starting point of the knowledge process, which can either be a request
for knowledge or an offer of knowledge. Exchange conditions under which an actor
x will pass or accept knowledge1 are different depending on the three decision making
phases described above. A decision whether or not to exchange knowledge between two
known partners is determined by the trust the actor that initiates the exchange has in its
partner, both in the partner’s competence on the knowledge subject, as in its integrity
as a person (or rational entity). On the other hand, the decision to exchange knowledge
with an unknown partner, also depends on the evaluation of the trust characteristics of

1 A request for knowledge can also be seen as a offer of negative knowledge (ignorance). Factors
that influence the decision to pass knowledge are therefore also relevant for request decisions.



the environment, because a direct evaluation of the partner is not possible. This is also
the case when one must decide whether or not to publish its knowledge in, or accept
knowledge from, an open source of information such as the internet or an organiza-
tional intranet or knowledge repository. In this case, the sources of a specific item, or
the potential users of one’s knowledge, are often unknown to the person, and therefore
deciding to exchange will depend on how the integrity and competence of the context
is evaluated by the person.

We now present a model to analyze the preconditions relevant for knowledge ex-
change at the three levels of confidence discussed in section 5.1. We use the belief
modality (Bx) to refer to the beliefs of an actorx. That is,Bxi represents the fact that
actorx beliefs in the veracity of an information itemi. Using the Gricean maxims de-
scribed, we represent the fact that informationi is relevant for actorx is represented as
r(i, x), andm(i, x) indicates that the manner ofi is appropriate forx (i.e.x can under-
standi). Because the conditions to accept knowledge are different from the conditions to
pass knowledge, we describe both cases separately. The expressionAccept(x, i, y, C)
represents the fact that agentx accepts informationi from agenty within contextC.
ExpressionPass(x, i, y, C) is the equivalent for passing knowledge. We furthermore
introduce the expressions:

– competent(x, i), representing the fact thatx is competent with respect toi, that is
x is able to determine the truth value ofi.

– integrity(x, i), representing the fact thatx shows integrity with respect toi, that
is, x is sincere about its evaluation ofi according to the Gricean maxim of quality.

– integrity(x, y), representing the fact thatx shows integrity with respect to agent
y, and thusx will not deliberately cause harm toy.

Table 1 models the beliefs necessary for an actorx to positively decide on a knowl-
edge exchange. These beliefs represent the preconditions identified by Castelfranchi
in [3]. In his work, only the situation of exchanging knowledge between known part-
ners is explicitly considered. However, some of the preconditions relate to the situation
where the partner is not known and the organizational context of the exchange must be
evaluated.

In this preliminary model, we assumex to be sincere, that is,x will only pass
knowledge that it believes to be true2. In a direct exchange, with a partnery known to
x, x will furthermore consider whether it believesi to be relevant and presented in an
appropriate manner fory. In the case of indirect exchange, for example, the case when
x will publish its knowledge in the company’s knowledge repository, and thus cannot
be sure of the specific partner that will retrieve and usei, in order to decide positively
x must believe informationi to be relevant and of appropriate manner to someone in
that context, and furthermorex must believe that there is no one in contextC that x
would not trust. It is interesting to note, that the same beliefs apply in the case when

2 We are aware that trust related issues often arise in contexts in which agents are not sincere.
A generally applicable model of knowledge sharing, must therefore account for the possibility
that agents are not sincere. This is however an issue for future research. In this paper, we limit
ourselves to the case in which the decision taking agent is sincere, which is also the assumption
made by Castelfranchi in [3].



Direct exchange Indirect exchange

Pass(x, i, y, C)

Bxi ∧Bxcompetent(x, i)
∧Bxr(i, y) ∧Bxm(i, y)
∧Bxintegrity(y, i)
∧Bxintegrity(y, x)

Bxi ∧Bxcompetent(x, i) ∧
Bx(∃y ∈ C : r(i, y) ∧m(i, y))
∧Bxintegrity(C, i)
∧Bxintegrity(C, x)

Accept(x, i, y, C)

Bxr(i, x) ∧Bxm(i, x)
∧BxByi
∧Bxcompetent(y, i)
∧Bxintegrity(y, i)
∧Bxintegrity(y, x)

Bxr(i, x) ∧Bxm(i, x) ∧
Bx(∃y ∈ C : Byi∧competent(y, i)))
∧Bxcompetent(C, i)
∧Bxintegrity(C, i)
∧Bxintegrity(C, x)

Table 1.Trust-related conditions for knowledge sharing

x is asking for informationi, that is, passing the knowledge thatx does not knowi. In
this case,x must also believey to able both to understand its question (m(i, y)) and
content-wise answer it (r(i, y)). In an indirect exchange,x must furthermore believe it
will not to come to any harm by acknowledging not knowingi.

In the case wherex is accepting knowledge, in the ideal situationx is able to eval-
uate directly the value of an information itemi. This is the case when a request for
knowledge reflects a desire by the requested to test the quality of the provider. In most
cases, knowledge requests come forth from a need to know by the requester, and direct
evaluation of the received information is therefore often not possible. That is, sincex
does not knowi (cannot derivei from its own knowledge) butx must believei to be
relevant and in an appropriate manner to himself. Whenx is deciding about accepting
i in a direct exchange with a trusted, known partnery, x believesy to be sincere (that
is, y will only pass tox knowledge thaty believes to be true and of relevance and in
an appropriate manner tox). In indirect situations,x must believe the sincerity of all
(former and current) participants inC (which means that someone, who publishedi,
believed ini). The current model concerns only the knowledge exchange decision and
the effects of trust on that decision, in different exchange situations. At this stage, the
model does not consider the effect of the received information on the receiver’s belief
base. That is, situations when the received information contradicts the agent’s current
beliefs, and how to represent the result of such an exchange (e.g. should current beliefs
be weakened or the creditability of the source be decrease, or both). This is an area for
further research.

This model organizes the basic aspects of Castelfranchi’s socio-cognitive decisions.
Further refinements need to deal with the more intricate and subtle aspects of Castel-
franchi’s preconditions. For instance, our model currently focuses on shallow dependent
relationships [23], whereas in his work, Castelfranchi also considers deep and interde-
pendent relations, like the influence of future exchange relations on the evaluation of
the current exchange (reciprocity and reputation). Furthermore, in the current model it
is only possible to describe beliefs about states and not about actions. This implies that



meta-reasoning about the value of the action of sharing, and its influence on the (future)
state of the agent, as described in [3] is not expressible.

6 Conclusions

Within the KM literature, trust is often presented as one of the most important ele-
ments for successful KM practices. Without trust in fellow workers and trust in the
processes and systems that implement KM, knowledge will not be shared. This was
also the case in the project described in section 2, where lack of trust was one of the
issues responsible for the failure to adapt in practice a knowledge repository. In this
paper, we investigated the role of trust in the process of making knowledge exchange
decisions. Different types of trust apply to different exchange situations. In order to be
able to model and facilitate knowledge exchange processes, various types of trust must
be understood, namely interpersonal trust and organizational trust.

We have proposed a preliminary cognitive model of trust in terms of the beliefs of
the trusting party, both in its role as knowledge supplier or knowledge receiver. We have
used this model to organize the features of knowledge passing and knowledge accept-
ing proposed by Castelfranchi [3]. In order to enable the circulation of knowledge in
organizations, which is one of the main aims of most KM initiatives, it is necessary to
understand the personal cognitive attitudes and beliefs of the different actors about the
others and the organizational context. Our framework can be used as a starting point
to understand how knowledge flows in organizations and the role of personal attitudes
in the success or failure of those flows. The model presented is clearly preliminary and
aims mainly at getting a basis to understand trust issues in knowledge sharing. Direc-
tions for future work include extending the model to incorporate the case of insincere
agents, and the case in which requests for information do not reflect the ignorance of
the requester, but, for example, to test the quality of the provider. Another line for future
work is the development of a formal semantics for the trust model proposed. Finally, we
are also starting up a project in which the ideas and the model presented in this paper
can be tested in practice.
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