Tourism Management Perspectives 53 (2024) 101282

* Tourism
Management
Perspectives

Contents lists available at ScienceDirect

Tourism Management Perspectives

journal homepage: www.elsevier.com/locate/tmp

ELSEVIER

Towards a model to measure the efficiency of inter-organizational
knowledge transfer for tourism destinations

Hossein Raisi”, Kourosh Esfandiar ", Llandis Barratt-Pugh ", Gregory Willson *,
Rodolfo Baggio ©
& School of Business and Law, Edith Cowan University, Joondalup, WA 6027, Australia

b University of Western Australia (PhD) Honorary Research Fellow, Nargarkot, 5 Chancellor Street, Claremont, WA 6010, Australia
¢ Master in Economics and Tourism and Dondena Center for Research on Social Dynamics and Public Policy, Bocconi University, Milan, Italy

ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Keywords:

Knowledge transfer
Knowledge management
Tourism destination
Conceptual model
Network structure
Social capital

Tourism industry relies on destination-level knowledge transfer for innovation and competitiveness, yet slow
adoption of knowledge management practices hinders the potential benefits. Academic studies on knowledge
transfer and its efficiency are limited and very few have addressed this phenomenon at inter-organizational level
particularly in a tourism destination context. We aim to address this gap by providing a conceptual model to
extend research knowledge in this area. Drawing on social capital theory and knowledge management constructs,
the model incorporates four pivotal dimensions: ‘structural,” ‘relational,” ‘organizational,” and ‘knowledge’
properties, identified as effective antecedents of knowledge transfer through prior research. The proposed model
is designed to be practically applicable and measurable in a tourism destination and includes a measurement
approach based on a network perspective. The benefits of using such a model include a comparison between
destinations, and the opportunity to illuminate the restraints within a specific destination for subsequent stra-

tegic management action.

1. Introduction

“In an economy where the only certainty is uncertainty, the one sure
source of lasting competitive advantage is knowledge” (Nonaka, 2008,
p.- 162).

The notion that knowledge is the primary source of competitive
advantage has been widely recognized for over three decades (Conner &
Prahalad, 1996; Martinkenaite, 2011; Rastegar & Ruhanen, 2021;
Rehman et al., 2022). The ‘knowledge-based’ view of a firm, which
combines ‘organizational learning’ and ‘resources-based view’ of the
firm emphasizes essential role of knowledge-based resources in
achieving sustainable competitive advantage (Abdollahi et al., 2023;
Banmairuroy et al., 2022; Novotny et al., 2024). This is because the
sustainability of competitive advantage depends on “the imitability of
the capabilities which underlie the advantage” (Grant, 1996, p. 117),
and those knowledge-based resources are often difficult to replicate
(Lawson & Potter, 2012). This is particularly relevant in the tourism
sector, where destinations act as the main competitive units, requiring
effective stakeholder collaboration within business clusters. These
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clusters, through the integration of various stakeholder inputs, enhance
competitiveness and innovation (Perkins et al., 2021; Perkins et al.,
2022; Ubeda-Garcia et al., 2021) necessitating proper knowledge for
sustained competitiveness, enhanced performance, and innovation
(Cooper, 2018; Van Der Zee & Vanneste, 2015).

Organizations typically generate new knowledge either through
their research and development (R&D) sections or by transferring
knowledge from external sources (Fang et al., 2013). However, most
new knowledge sources lie beyond the traditional borders of organiza-
tions (Lawson & Potter, 2012). “Firms no longer innovate in isolation
but through a complex set of interactions with external actors” (Huggins
& Johnston, 2010, p. 459). Chen et al. (2022) suggest that industrial
clusters should emphasize strengthening external innovation partner-
ships and enhancing credit network externalities as crucial elements for
achieving success. This will facilitate the exchange of knowledge,
expertise, and resources, fostering an environment conducive to inno-
vation and efficiency. Furthermore, Kim and Shim (2018) underscore
the significance of knowledge transfer among SMEs in a tourism
network, contributing to the innovation through which, a group of SMEs

Received 6 August 2023; Received in revised form 23 May 2024; Accepted 27 June 2024
2211-9736/© 2024 The Author(s). Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-

nc-nd/4.0/).


mailto:K.esfandiar@ecu.edu.au
www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/22119736
https://www.elsevier.com/locate/tmp
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2024.101282
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2024.101282
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2024.101282
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

H. Raisi et al.

can enhance their global competitiveness by fostering local cooperation,
thereby reaping diverse benefits as noted by Soteriades (2012). This
highlights the pivotal role of knowledge transfer as a crucial interme-
diary in shaping the impact of organizational structure on innovation
performance (Lopes et al., 2021; Swanson et al., 2020).

However, small and medium enterprises(SMEs) in tourism sectors,
often lack internal R&D capacity and encounter challenges in generating
externalities within the cluster (Durst & Runar Edvardsson, 2012;
Perles-Ribes et al., 2017). This issue becomes more pronounced at the
destination level, where destinations serve as the main competitive
units. A tourism destination is described as loosely connected enter-
prises, governments and other organizations working together towards
the shared goal of ensuring both the competitiveness and sustainability
of the destination (Scott et al., 2008). Various organizations collaborate
at this level to ensure the competitiveness and sustainability of the
destination (Esfandiar, Bapiri, & Kuhzady, 2024; McTiernan et al.,
2021). Perkins et al. (2022) emphasized this in their empirical study,
analyzing stakeholder interactions within local tourism businesses,
councils, and regional tourism organizations. Their findings show how
different stakeholder typologies and networks aid cluster formation.
This means these complexities require dedicated support structures and
collaborative strategies within clusters to enable effective knowledge
transfer and shared R&D efforts. Such initiatives could significantly
boost the innovation capacity and competitiveness of clusters, allowing
all members, especially SMEs, to fully engage and reap collective
benefits.

Innovation is essential for destination competitiveness; effective
knowledge transfer is crucial for fostering innovation and sustaining
competitive advantage (Czernek, 2014; Swanson et al., 2020). However,
knowledge transfer, a critical phase in knowledge management (KM), is
a challenging and complex process that requires significant efforts and
resources to achieve (Argote & Ingram, 2000; Fang et al., 2013) This
aspect is particularly significant at the inter-organizational level, con-
trasting with interpersonal and intra-organizational levels, which occur
within individual organizations (Zehrer, 2011). Facilitating and opti-
mizing inter-organizational knowledge transfer is complicated, due to
differences in organizational boundaries, cultures, and routines (East-
erby-Smith et al., 2008; Martinkenaite, 2011). Thus, measuring knowl-
edge transfer efficiency in tourism destinations and addressing
complexities of knowledge transfer and innovation in this industry at
inter-organizational level is of a critical value, which are the objectives
of this study.

In tourism research, knowledge management has received limited
attention (Novotny et al., 2024; Raisi et al., 2024; Ritsri & Meeprom,
2020) and as highlighted by Anand et al. (2023) and Fauzi (2023) in
their recent systematic review, requires more attention. Tourism has
been late and slow to adopt KM practices and thus, largely failed to
realize and capture its benefits (Cooper, 2015, 2018). Among the
existing studies, very few have addressed knowledge transfer at inter-
organizational level; and to the authors’ knowledge no study has
taken a comprehensive view in examining the knowledge flow within a
tourism destination. Also, this paper integrates knowledge transfer and
networks to analyze inter-organizational knowledge flow at the desti-
nation level. Given the inherently networked structure of the tourism
industry, characterized by intricate networks of interdependent opera-
tors constantly exchanging contextually generated knowledge (Scott
et al., 2008), it is imperative to integrate knowledge transfer and net-
works. However, previous research lacks a combined approach for
measuring and analyzing these aspects at the destination level.

Cooper (2018) asserts that current understanding of knowledge
flows in tourism destinations is incomplete, indicating a gap in academic
and managerial comprehension. Consequently, this study aims to
address these gaps by arguing for and developing a model to investigate
the knowledge transfer efficiency within a destination. This paper re-
sponses to this question: What framework and measurement approach
can be proposed to analyze the efficiency of inter-organizational
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knowledge flow at the destination level, integrating knowledge trans-
fer components and network structure to provide a comprehensive un-
derstanding of these aspects? Specifically, by responding to this
question, we will justify why existing knowledge in specific research
domains are applicable to this particular application, what causal re-
lations and proposition about relationships specified in the literature
should form a part of the model, what modes of measurement estab-
lished in related domains are applicable for tourism destinations and
why the components of the model as related in the final detailed road-
map that constitute the model.

Through this thorough analysis, we strive to enhance the current
body of knowledge, shedding light on the nuances of these antecedents
in the context of knowledge transfer in tourism destinations. The
remaining sections include a comprehensive literature review on
knowledge and knowledge transfer in tourism, followed by the meth-
odology. The paper will present a detailed conceptual model and pro-
pose a measurement approach for assessing knowledge transfer
efficiency. It will conclude with implications and limitations of the
study.

2. Literature review

The ambiguity in defining knowledge and knowledge transfer
significantly influences their measurement and understanding within
research and practice. In the following paragraphs, we discuss and try to
clarify how we define knowledge and knowledge transfer in this paper.

2.1. Knowledge

Defining knowledge is a complex task due to its multifaceted nature
and the diverse perspectives from which it is approached (Fochler,
2016). As knowledge has evolved into an economic commodity, it has
become the focal point of various disciplines, each offering distinct
viewpoints and ambitions (Birch & Cumbers, 2010). This shift has led to
the recognition of knowledge as an asset and commodity, driving eco-
nomic activities and influencing global competitiveness (Fang et al.,
2013). However, despite lacking consensus on the definition of knowl-
edge, its definition is significant because it can influence the way
knowledge is managed (Alavi & Kane, 2008).

The central argument that underpins definitions of knowledge is
whether knowledge can exist independently of the knower, as an object,
or if knowledge and knower are inseparable (Edwards, 2015). The first
perspective views knowledge as an external ‘object’ separable from the
knower, which leads to the knowledge management approach of man-
aging things. This view takes an objectivist approach in terms of epis-
temology and was supported by the first generation of KM (Spender,
2015). The second perspective is supported by the second generation of
KM who emphasized the role of human knower, contending that
knowledge cannot be conceived as separable from the knower. This view
leads to the challenge of managing people (Edwards, 2015).

In an alternative conceptualization of knowledge, Alavi and Leidner
(2001) proposed five perspectives for conceptualizing knowledge in
their work: (1) as a state of mind (a state or fact of knowing), (2) as an
object, (3) as a process (of simultaneously knowing and acting), (4) as a
condition of having access to information, and (5) as a capability.
Adopting each of these perspectives leads to different perceptions of
what knowledge is and how it can be managed and measured. When
knowledge is seen as a finite discrete substance, KM activities will be
centralized on the storage and organizing the knowledge. In contrast, if
it is viewed as a process or flow, management activity will be focused
more on developing effective knowledge management processes (Alavi
& Kane, 2008).

Social network researchers adopt the embedded perspective of
knowledge where knowledge does not have a discrete identity of its own
as an object, rather it must be understood and assessed in relation to the
social context and social actors producing and receiving the knowledge
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(Alavi & Kane, 2008). The embedded view suggests that knowledge is
embedded in individuals’ minds, in their relationships, also in re-
lationships between individuals and artifacts (Alavi & Kane, 2008).
Knowledge is therefore essentially a social process, and is seen as
belonging not only to a knower but to a community of ‘knowers’
(Edwards, 2015; Lopes et al., 2021).

Considering the inherently networked nature of tourism industry
(Bapiri et al., 2024; Scott et al., 2008), adopting a similar perspective to
knowledge as that taken by social network researchers will be the most
relevant and useful perspective for this exploration. The rationale for
this approach is that social network researchers perceive knowledge as a
phenomenon that is embedded within organizations, and their network
of relationships and interactions. This perspective reflects the nature of
the tourism industry, which consists of complex networks of inter-
dependent operators and continually transferring knowledge that has
been generated in their contexts (Fauzi, 2023). Therefore, viewing
knowledge as a process or flow is an appropriate focus on knowledge
transfer in the tourism industry.

2.2. Knowledge transfer

Alavi and Leidner (2001) identify four basic knowledge processes
within organizations: creation, storage, transfer and application.
Knowledge transfer is an important knowledge management activity for
organizations (Anand et al., 2023; Valeri & Baggio, 2021). The aim of
knowledge transfer is to effectively transmit knowledge from the source
to the recipient. Its success is gauged by the frequency of knowledge
exchanges over a specific timeframe and the extent to which the recip-
ient comprehends and internalizes the knowledge, leading to ownership,
commitment, and satisfaction (Cummings & Teng, 2003; Garcia-
Almeida & Cruz, 2020).

Knowledge transfer should also be distinguished from ‘knowledge
sharing’ and ‘knowledge exchange’. Despite similarities, distinctions
exist between the terms often used interchangeably. Knowledge transfer
involves both knowledge sharing by the sharer and the receiver’s
acquisition and application of the knowledge (Wang & Noe, 2010).
Knowledge sharing primarily emphasizes the knowledge source, offer-
ing an incomplete view of knowledge transfer (Cavallari, 2013). In
contrast, knowledge exchange encompasses both sharing and seeking
knowledge (Wang & Noe, 2010). Another differentiation lies in the
levels of analysis, with knowledge sharing at the individual level and
knowledge transfer at group, organizational, or business levels (Paulin &
Suneson, 2012). This study defines knowledge transfer as the compre-
hensive process involving the transfer of knowledge from source to
recipient.

The levels at which knowledge is transferred have a significant
impact on how the knowledge is subsequently analyzed and used. The
transfer of knowledge can normally be classified into three levels:
interpersonal, intra-organizational and inter-organizational (Phelps
et al, 2012). Inter-organizational knowledge transfer is a process
whereby organizations learn from each other’s expertise and knowledge
to enhance competitiveness. (Martinkenaite, 2011, p. 54). Organiza-
tions, as open systems that depend on the health of their external re-
lations, need to acquire new knowledge to survive (Van Wijk et al.,
2008). They can enhance their knowledge bases and innovative capa-
bilities by transferring knowledge and skills from other organizations
(Easterby-Smith et al., 2008; Swanson et al., 2020). In tourism, desti-
nations are the real competitive units; competition at inter-
organizational level (macro level) is more important than competition
between individual businesses within a destination (Zehrer, 2011). As
noted by Baggio and Cooper (2010), tourism is a service industry and
effective transfer of knowledge and information between its various
organizations is essential. Thus, an effective inter-organizational
knowledge flow would be significant to the wellbeing of a tourism
destination.

Further clarification of knowledge, including its distinction from
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data and information, as well as its tacit and explicit forms, will be
discussed under the section of knowledge properties.

2.3. Tourism, knowledge transfer, and networks

Knowledge management is a well-developed discipline with many
emerging concepts subsequently integrated into other industries
(Novotny et al., 2024). However, the progress in moving KM concepts
into tourism practice and research has been criticized. For example,
Cooper (2018) enumerates the rationale for this disparity and indicates
some of the reasons why tourism has been slow in adopting KM practices
such as: the prevalence of small, family-owned businesses with limited
managerial capabilities and training, risk aversion within the sector,
frequent turnover of both businesses and staff, insufficient trust and
collaboration, fragmented tourism offerings, inadequate human re-
sources, and little attempts to measure intangible knowledge resource in
tourism.

Numerous studies have addressed the critical topic of transferring
knowledge from academia and universities to the tourism industry and
its practical applications (Hardy et al., 2018; McLeod, 2020; Ruhanen &
Cooper, 2018; Scott et al., 2017). However, despite the proliferation of
tourism research and generation of new knowledge in universities, little
of this knowledge is being transferred into the industry (Calero-Lemes &
Garcia-Almeida, 2020; Ruhanen & Cooper, 2018).

Ritsri and Meeprom (2020) demonstrate the beneficial influence of
KM practices on employee productivity. Zehrer (2011) investigated the
utilization of knowledge management in Austrian tourism organiza-
tions, revealing a predominant application of Grant & Baden-Fuller
(2005) KM model. Additionally, the research highlighted a prevalence
of intra-organizational knowledge transfer over inter-organizational
transfer within the destination. Thomas and Wood (2014, 2015) stud-
ied absorptive capacity and proposed a new theoretical model for
tourism. KM concepts have been studied in contexts such as mega-events
(Werner et al., 2015); multinational corporations in hotels (Situmorang
& Japutra, 2024); market knowledge in travel agents (Chen & Lee,
2017); sustainable tourism sector (Martinez-Martinez et al., 2022); and
numerous studies on tourism innovation (e.g. Bagiran Ozseker, 2018;
Camison et al., 2017; Marasco et al., 2018; Weidenfeld, 2013; Wei-
denfeld et al., 2010).

However, closer to the context of our paper, a few studies have
considered knowledge transfer in tourism. Kim and Scott (2018) studied
the personal factors that impact on inter-organizational knowledge
sharing in tourism. In another study, Kim and Shim (2018) have
examined the relationships between knowledge sharing, social capital,
innovation and performance in SMEs in tourism. Binder (2018) also
examined the impact of network relationships on absorptive capacity of
hotels. Although these studies address the social capital and network
perspective of knowledge transfer and even network impacts are
measured; however, the actual network structure which can reveal the
knowledge flow and its characteristics is not considered. In another
critical conceptual study, Czernek (2017) has examined the
tourism-specific factors influencing knowledge transfer and absorption.
The paper identifies five determinants which mainly have negative im-
pacts on knowledge transfer and absorption: prevalence of small and
medium-sized enterprises, fragmented and diverse supply, vocational
reinforcement, ownership specificity, and the regional/local nature of
tourism. Our paper differs from the focus of Czernek (2017) in that, we
aim to have a broader view which can also include other major ante-
cedents of knowledge transfer which are common among most
industries.

Since a network perspective has a pivotal role in the model proposed
in this paper, it is important to review the previous network studies in
tourism. The application of network approach and network analysis
(NA) in tourism research has surged in last few years in a variety of
areas. Van Der Zee and Vanneste (2015) review indicates that NA has
found application in tourism across policy networks, business networks,
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co-opting networks, and network configurations, showcasing its versa-
tility and relevance in various facets of the tourism industry. Sainaghi
and Baggio (2017) have categorized the network studies in tourism into
policy networks and business networks. Baggio (2017), in a critical re-
view of the field, discussed the state of network science and its appli-
cation in tourism. Despite the large and increasing number of network
studies in tourism, Baggio (2017) believes that the application of
network science in tourism is still in its early stage of development. Some
areas that network analysis has been used in tourism research in recent
years is presented in Table 1 to show and acknowledge its extensive
application.

However, despite the diverse application of network approach in
tourism, there are few works which have incorporated network analysis
into the study of knowledge transfer, but they do not utilize a very
comprehensive approach and lack in other KM dimensions of knowledge
transfer. Baggio and Cooper (2010) and Del Chiappa and Baggio (2015)
utilized an epidemiological modeling approach and computer simula-
tions to investigate knowledge transfer within tourism destinations.
However, their analyses focused on general organizational relationships
rather than specifically defined knowledge transfer connections.
Schaffer and Lawley (2012) explored the evolving information flow
network among stakeholders during the development stages of a con-
servation park, offering insights into network evolution but providing
basic network descriptions. Raisi et al. (2020) conducted a

Table 1
Application of network analysis in tourism studies.

Tourism areas of NA application Research studies

policy making Dela Santa (2013); McCleod et al. (2018);
Valeri and Baggio (2021)

Asero et al. (2016); Belyi et al. (2017);
Bendle (2018); David-Negre et al. (2018);
Gonzélez-Diaz et al. (2015); Hong et al.
(2015); Li et al. (2015); Liu et al. (2017);
Lozano & Gutiérrez, 2018; Peng et al.
(2016); Provenzano et al. (2018);
Stienmetz and Fesenmaier (2015)

Del Chiappa and Presenza (2013);
Gajdosik (2015); Grama and Baggio
(2014); Kimbu and Ngoasong (2013);
Nogueira and Pinho (2015); Lopes et al.
(2021); Raisi et al. (2020); Perkins et al.
(2022)

Bobkova and Holesinska (2017); Eber

et al. (2018); Piazzi et al. (2011); Raisi
et al. (2018); Ying et al. (2016)
Benckendorff and Zehrer (2013);
Casanueva et al. (2016); Sainaghi et al.
(2018); Shen et al. (2014); Ward and
Peldez-Verdet (2018); Fauzi (2023)
Brandao et al. (2018); Kofler et al. (2018);
Sgrensen and Mattsson (2016); Valeri and
Baggio (2021), Anand et al., 2023, Igbal
et al. (2023)

Belyi et al. (2017); Edwards et al. (2017);
Hernandez and Gonzalez-Martel (2017);
Luo and Zhong (2015); Provenzano et al.
(2018); Williams et al. (2017)

Pavlovich (2003, 2014)

tourists movement and activity flows

network configuration of stakeholders’
relationships in a tourism destination

web hyperlink connections

bibliometric studies of tourism research

tourism innovation networks

online social media, forums and

electronic word of mouth (eWOM)

destination evolution

community-based tourism

agritourism networks

wildlife tourism micro-
entrepreneurship

resilience and climate change

stakeholders and sustainable tourism

network dynamics

use of ERGM (exponential random
graph models)

Burgos and Mertens (2017)
Karampela et al. (2017)
Kc et al. (2019); Kc et al. (2018)

Luthe & Wyss (2016); Luthe et al. (2012);
Wyss et al. (2015)

Albrecht (2013); Erku5—02ti’1rk and
Eraydin (2010)

Kim and Scott (2018); Provenzano et al.
(2018); Tran et al. (2016); Veiga et al.
(2022).

Khalilzadeh (2018)
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comprehensive structural analysis of a destination’s knowledge transfer
network; however, their study lacked the incorporation of knowledge
management constructs related to knowledge transfer. Overall, when
reviewing the existing studies of KM and networks in tourism, despite
the essential interwoven nature of knowledge transfer and network,
there are no studies which have combined them together to measure and
analyze the inter-organizational knowledge flow at the destination level.
This paper takes this opportunity to add to existing knowledge by using
this approach and proposes a framework and a measurement approach
to address this gap.

3. Methodological approach

In establishing our methodology, using Jaakkola (2020)’s template
for conceptual papers proposing models for research designing, we
adopted a systematic approach to developing a conceptual paper. The
systematic approach in this context refers to the deliberate and struc-
tured process of constructing theoretical frameworks to construct re-
lationships between concepts. It involves synthesizing existing literature
to identify gaps or inconsistencies, selecting relevant theories or con-
cepts, and logically organizing them to develop a coherent model.

In the case of this study’s model paper, the systematic approach
begins with identifying a focal phenomenon or construct i.e. knowledge
transfer process that requires further explanation. The researchers then
systematically review literature related to the target phenomenon,
drawing from diverse disciplines to gain insights into key variables and
relationships. By synthesizing this literature (i.e., locating, assessing and
selecting the most appropriate components for the model to ensure ac-
ademic rigour) and constructing a progressive argument to justify the
fundamental elements of the design, they develop a theoretical frame-
work that captured a holistic account of knowledge transfer efficiency
within a tourism destination. This process involves rigorous reasoning
and integration of theories to construct a model that elucidates the
mechanisms and processes underlying the phenomenon.

Aligned with Maclnnis (2011), this model paper enhances the cur-
rent knowledge by delineating an entity and its interrelationships with
other entities. It serves as a roadmap for comprehending the focal
concept, its dynamics, the underlying operational processes, and the
potential moderating conditions that may influence it. The study aims to
encapsulate its arguments in the form of a visual representation
depicting the significant constructs and their interconnections that stem
from the conceptual framework. However, considering the large number
of components involved and their complexity, building such a model
may appear challenging, as the previous section has outlined a wide
range of dimensions and therefore components that such a model must
include to ensure validity of the measurement.

4. The proposed conceptual model

Various theoretical models have been applied to study inter-
organizational knowledge transfer in a wide range of academic and
business domains (Martinkenaite, 2011). However, previous studies can
be broadly categorized into studies focused on either the ‘antecedents’
or the ‘consequences’ of knowledge transfer (Van Wijk et al., 2008).
Several studies (Becker & Knudsen, 2006; Easterby-Smith et al., 2008;
Van Wijk et al., 2008) have explored various antecedents of knowledge
transfer; however, they have often been structured and organized in
different ways. Table 2 presents a synthesis of the primary dimensions of
knowledge transfer antecedents as suggested by earlier research.

Knowledge transfer is a process (Argote & Ingram, 2000), and at the
very most basic level, it comprises three components: 1) the context in
which transfer process happens (in this case the tourism network), 2) the
sender and recipient of knowledge (in this case the organizations
involved), and 3) the knowledge itself (see Fig. 1) (Argote et al., 2003;
Becker & Knudsen, 2006).

Many of the studies outlined in Table 2 revolve around these central
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Table 2

Summary of dimensions used in previous knowledge transfer studies.
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Research

Knowledge transfer dimensions

Level of analysis

Type of
study

Comments

Szulanski (1996)

Nahapiet and
Ghoshal (1998)

Argote et al. (2003)

Cummings and Teng
(2003)

Reagans and McEvily
(2003)
Ipe (2003)

Levin and Cross
(2004)

Becker and Knudsen
(2006)

Easterby-Smith et al.

(2008)

Van Wijk et al. (2008)

Xu and Ma (2008)

Fritsch and Kauffeld-
Monz (2010)

Duan et al. (2010)

Martinkenaite (2011)

Wei et al., 2011

Al-Salti and Hackney
(2011)

Lawson and Potter
(2012)

Phelps et al. (2012)

Cavallari (2013)

Source

recipient

context

knowledge

structural

relational

cognitive

knowledge

units

relationships between units
knowledge context
relational context
activity context
recipient context

social cohesion
network range

nature of Knowledge
motivation to Share
opportunities to Share
culture of the Work
environment

Structural

relational

knowledge

network

dyad

individual organization
individual actor
knowledge

applied transfer devices
the resources and capabilities of
the donor and recipient firms
the nature of knowledge
inter-organizational dynamics
Knowledge
organizational

network

Source

recipient

knowledge transferred.
Context

network

ego-network

network member

firm

actors

context

content

media

knowledge
organization
inter-organizational dynamics
Distance

structural equivalence
team density

team learning culture
knowledge-related
client-related
vendor-related
relationship-related
Knowledge

motivation

absorptive capacity
structural properties
relational properties
nodal properties
knowledge properties
Trust

absorptive capacity
dependency

ability to share
availability to share
intention to share

intra-organizational

both inter and intra-
organizational

intra-organizational

inter-personal

Impersonal

inter-personal

inter-organizational

transnational

inter-organizational

inter-personal

inter-group

inter-organizational

inter-organizational

inter-personal

Empirical

Conceptual

Conceptual

Empirical

Empirical

Conceptual

empirical

literature

review

literature

review

literature

review

empirical

empirical

empirical

literature
review

empirical

Empirical

empirical

literature
review

conceptual

does not consider the structural properties.

does not consider organizational properties, such as absorptive capacity

does not consider the structural properties.

it is focused on the tie strength and trust, does not consider the structural
properties, and several other antecedents

does not consider the structural properties

does not consider knowledge and organizational properties.

does not consider the structural properties.

does not consider some antecedents such as trust, absorptive capacity,

knowledge properties

does not consider the structural properties.

does not consider the structural properties.

(continued on next page)
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Table 2 (continued)
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Research Knowledge transfer dimensions Level of analysis Type of Comments
study
Fang et al. (2013) - knowledge characteristics inter-organizational conceptual -
- transfer barriers
- knowledge governance
mechanisms
Li, Shi, et al. (2015) - knowledge context inter-personal empirical does not consider the structural properties, absorptive capacity, and
- supplier context proximities.
- recipient context
- dissemination context
- relational context
Shekhar (2016) - inter-organizational factors inter-organizational empirical does not consider the structural properties, and antecedents such as
- organizational factors intra-organizational absorptive capacity, knowledge ambiguity, tie strength.
- task/knowledge factors
- individual factors
- demographic variables
Pook et al. (2017) - knowledge characteristics Cross-border empirical does not consider the structural properties from network analysis
- knowledge context perspective, and antecedents such as proximities, absorptive capacity,
- network characteristics knowledge ambiguity, and tie strength.
Raisi et al. (2020) - Network inter-organizational empirical Only focuses on the structural dimensions of knowledge transfer and does

Structural properties
Relational properties

not consider KM dimensions

Properties of
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elements. Thus, by reviewing the previous research on knowledge
transfer antecedents, and with the aim to build a comprehensive and
simultaneously a ‘measurable’ model for a tourism destination, we
proposed a conceptual model based on four key dimensions/anteced-
ents: ‘structural properties’, ‘organizational (nodal) properties’, ‘rela-
tional properties’ and ‘knowledge properties’.

These core dimensions (Fig. 2: basic conceptual model) and its
components (see Fig. 3 for the full model) with the relevance and
rationale for their selection are described in detail below. Also, the di-
mensions’ components incorporated in the model and the academic
rigour that supports their choice will be discussed and we believe the
final model encompass the key factors influencing the knowledge
transfer process for ventures in a tourism destination.

The network’s structural and relational dimensions, as proposed
within the model are derived from social capital theory. Social capital,
as described by Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998), refers to the combined
actual and potential resources existing within an individual or social
unit’s network of relationships. Unlike other capitals (e.g., human cap-
ital), the source of value in social capital does not originate from the
qualities of each individual, but from the network in which they are
embedded (Adler & Kwon, 2002; Rodan & Galunic, 2004). Social capital
is a ‘collectivity-owned’ capital (Bourdieu, 2011). Burt (2005, p. 4) as-
serts that “social capital is the contextual complement to human capital
in explaining advantage”.

However, although relationships are considered the major source of
social capital, its definition lacks consensus. According to Nahapiet and
Ghoshal (1998), in one group of definitions, social capital is limited to
the structure of network; while, the second group, in addition to the
structure, also includes the assets that can be accessed through the
networks; assets such as information and knowledge in this paper.
Borgatti et al. (1998) also discuss two different usages of social capital,
which are actually two different perspectives of analysis. The first
perspective views social capital as the quality of groups or entire soci-
eties, encompassing elements such as trust, rule of law, and social
integration. The second perspective focuses on individual relationships,
where an actor’s position in the network determines their opportunities
and constraints.

Social capital theory can effectively explain knowledge transfer re-
sources among the businesses and organizations (Filieri et al., 2014).
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Moreover, the relationships between participants in knowledge transfer,
the network’s structure, and the extent of these relationships signifi-
cantly impact knowledge transfer performance (Wang, 2013). The
subsequent sections discuss social capital’s structural and relational di-
mensions in detail.

4.1. Structural properties

Social capital, viewed through a structuralist lens, emphasizes the
benefits derived from the structural properties of a network (Rodan &
Galunic, 2004). This includes the network of relations and the patterns
of connections between actors, with a focus on the existence or lack of
ties between actors and the configuration of the network (Anand et al.,
2023; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). Inkpen and Tsang (2005) identified
three specific components of the structural dimension: network ties,
network configuration, and network stability. However, they also noted
that these dimensions are not exhaustive, indicating the complexity of
the structural dimension of social capital (Ogutu et al., 2023).

These structural properties can be studied at two levels; ‘group’ or
whole network, and ‘individual’, with each requiring different levels of
analysis (Borgatti et al., 1998). The group perspective highlights public
good within the network, where benefits of social capital are available to
all network members, even to actors who do not own or produce those
assets (Inkpen & Tsang, 2005). But at the individual level, the emphasis
is on ownership and the personal benefits of social capital. However,
these two levels of social capital are interconnected, not mutually
exclusive (Inkpen & Tsang, 2005).

There are two broad perspectives regarding social capital’s structural
source: Coleman (1988)’s network cohesion theory or the bonding view
of social capital, and Burt (1992)’s theory of structural holes, focusing
on bridging view of social capital at the individual level. Cohesion is
determined by the strength of third-party connections surrounding a
relationship (Reagans & McEvily, 2003). Network cohesion facilitates
the development of norms, identity, trust and cooperation (Gargiulo &
Benassi, 2000; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998), decreases the uncertainty of
exchange, and promoting involvement and willingness to share knowl-
edge (Reagans & McEvily, 2003; Wei et al., 2011). Due to more direct
links between actors in cohesive networks, knowledge and information
can transfer more accurately and timely, as transfer over a longer
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distance may cause distortion or delay in transfer (Fritsch &
Kauffeld-Monz, 2010). In an alternative view, Burt (1992) proposed the
theory of structural holes. Structural hole theory accentuates the ad-
vantageous aspect of relationships, claiming that an actor can benefit
from the absence of ties between their contacts. According to Burt
(2000), structural holes present an opportunity to mediate the flow of
information and oversee collaborations uniting individuals from either
side of the hole (Burt, 2000). Since each side of the structural hole differ
in their knowledge bases, bridging the structural hole provides access to
additional rather than overlapping knowledge (Burt, 2000).

There is no scholarly agreement on the optimal network structure
(Gargiulo & Benassi, 2000). According to Fritsch and Kauffeld-Monz
(2010, p. 23) “cohesion and brokerage are not necessarily in conflict.
They can both be combined in a productive manner”. Gargiulo and
Benassi (2000) propose that there should be a trade-off between struc-
tures that guarantee safety for cooperation and the structure that secures
flexibility. However, it is evident that these two structural components
cannot be simultaneously maximized.

4.2. Relational properties

The relational aspect of social capital involves the quality and
characteristics of relationships and the embedded resources within them
(Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998). The relational properties, such as trust and
strength of relationships are developed through a history of interactions
(Van Wijk et al., 2008). Two actors with a similar position and similar
structural properties might behave differently due to their different
personal and emotional attachments to other network members
(Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Valeri & Baggio, 2021). While there is no
integrative list of factors for structural and relational dimensions (Ink-
pen & Tsang, 2005), four main factors of relational dimension, including
tie strength, trust, transfer channels and proximity, are prominent in the
literature, as detailed below.

4.2.1. Tie strength

Granovetter (1973) initiated research on tie strength with his work
“The Strength of Weak Ties,” defining it as a composite of time invested,
emotional intensity, intimacy, and reciprocal services within a rela-
tionship. Therefore, strength of a tie reflects the closeness and interac-
tion frequency of the relationship. Granovetter (1973) suggested that
weak ties are more beneficial in aiding individuals in job searches. While
in strongly connected groups, a high share of information circulating
will be redundant, distant infrequent interactions are more likely to be a
source of novel information (Levin & Cross, 2004). Theories have been
developed that describe advantages for both ranges of weak and strong
ties (Levin & Cross, 2004). While weak ties can help expanding networks
to more new ideas (Alavi & Leidner, 2001), research emphasizes the
significance of strong ties in knowledge transfer, with strong ties
correlating with more substantial knowledge transfer (Levin & Cross,
2004; Van Wijk et al., 2008).

4.2.2. Trust

Trust is recognized as a pivotal element for success in inter-
organizational relationships (Seppanen et al., 2007), garnering signifi-
cant focus in organizational research such as network forms of organi-
zation, social capital or the social aspects of knowledge transfer (Anand
et al., 2023; Cavallari, 2013). While trust is intuitively an interpersonal
phenomenon, it has been taken and extended to organizational level by
management scholars. The justification is that trust may be embedded
within the organization’s roles and procedures rather than solely reliant
on individual trust (Young-Ybarra & Wiersema, 1999, p. 443). A defi-
nition of trust which is consistent with inter-organizational relationships
is proposed by Sako (1991, p. 377) that trust is “a state of mind, an
expectation held by one trading partner about another, that the other
will behave in a predictable and mutually acceptable manner” (cited in
Dodgson, 1993). Following this definition, Young-Ybarra and Wiersema
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(1999) defined trust through ‘dependability’, ‘predictability’ and ‘faith’.
Trust fosters a conducive environment for knowledge sharing among
network participants. Conversely, absence of trust results in competitive
ambiguity and concerns over opportunistic actions (Inkpen & Tsang,
2005). Trust also decreases the costs of knowledge transfer by reducing
the conflicts and the need to verify information (Levin & Cross, 2004).
Despite increasing interest and its acknowledged role, trust is still an
under-theorized and poorly understood concept (Seppanen et al., 2007).

4.2.3. Transfer channels

Firms and organizations can transfer knowledge through different
mechanisms and media; mechanisms such as training, observation,
communication, providing documents, etc. (Argote, 2012). Depending
on the characteristics of knowledge to be transferred, different media
with different degrees of richness can be used. Based on the Media
Richness Theory (MRT) (Daft et al., 1987), media richness is contingent
on conveying multiple cues, offering immediate feedback, personaliza-
tion, and language variety. Richer media encompass more of these at-
tributes. Face-to-face communication is deemed the richest medium,
contrasting with written documents as a leaner medium (Chennamaneni
& Teng, 2011). When Daft and Lengel (1984) first proposed their media
richness theory, it had five media. Later in 1987, they updated and
expanded their MRT with email and video conferencing and with
interactive media in 1988 (Hornung, 2015). The combination of
knowledge characteristics and the suitability of transfer media in terms
of richness can impact the efficiency of transfer performance (Pedersen
et al., 2003). MRT implies that effective transfer requires a fit between
the richness of the media used and the characteristics of knowledge
which is being transferred (Cooper, 2018; Windsperger & Gorovaia,
2011). Nature of knowledge can alter the utilization of type of media or
media portfolio (Mentzas et al., 2006). However, knowledge transfer via
rich media may incur expenses stemming from travel costs, dissimilar
organizational cultures, and language disparities (Pedersen et al., 2003).
‘Exaggerated use’ of very lean written media can also result in loss of
strategic knowledge. The right fit between the richness of the media and
type of knowledge involved needs to be found, and this balance is an
important aspect of knowledge management (Pedersen et al., 2003).

4.2.4. Proximity

The significance of proximity as a crucial factor for knowledge
transfer is widely acknowledged in inter-organizational collaboration,
innovation, and regional economic advancement (Knoben & Oerlemans,
2006). While many studies focus solely on geographical proximity,
alternative forms of proximity have been suggested, including cognitive,
organizational, social, institutional, cultural, technological, and norm
proximity (Boschma, 2005; Cummings & Teng, 2003). Boschma &
Frenken (2010) described five types of proximity briefly as: cognitive
proximity reflects the similarity in knowledge bases between two or-
ganizations; organizational proximity denotes shared hierarchical con-
trol; social proximity signifies friendly relationships among members;
institutional proximity indicates adherence to common institutions; and
geographical proximity represents the physical distance or travel time
between organizations. The five proximity dimensions are not mutually
exclusive, they may overlap (Broekel & Hartog, 2013). Institutional and
organizational proximity have similarities. Also, a very similar concept
to social proximity is embedded in tie strength (having friendly and
close relationships). Thus, below geographical, organizational and
cognitive proximities will be described further. In addition, two other
types of distance also exist which are related to networks and are
measured with network metrics: (1) path length which shows the dis-
tance between nodes in the network (2) a similarity-based distance in
which similar nodes are considered closer.

Geographical proximity, also known as spatial, local or physical
proximity, facilitates the face-to-face interactions, thereby enhancing
knowledge transfer, especially tacit knowledge (Knoben & Oerlemans,
2006). Conversely, lack of physical proximity or large physical distance
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between network actors hinders the development of social capital
(Cummings & Teng, 2003). Lack of physical proximity increases the
difficulties, expenses and time requirements for face-to-face communi-
cations (Cummings, 2003). However, geographical proximity might also
diminish a firm’s innovative performance (Broekel & Boschma, 2012;
Broekel et al., 2010). Boschma (2005) argued that geographical prox-
imity is just one aspect of proximity and primarily reinforces the impacts
of other proximities, proposing four additional dimensions of proximity.

Organizational proximity has been variously defined and is concep-
tually ambiguous (Knoben & Oerlemans, 2006). Organizational prox-
imity can be viewed as a continuum in which one extreme goes to totally
independent actors and the other extreme goes to high degree of control
over organizational arrangements, such as a hierarchically organized
firm or network (Boschma, 2005). Organizational proximity plays a
crucial role in managing knowledge exchange and reducing transaction
costs. However, excessive organizational proximity may hinder inter-
active learning by limiting flexibility (Broekel & Boschma, 2012).
Another perspective defines organizational proximity as the similarity in
routines and incentive mechanisms among organizations (Broekel &
Boschma, 2012). There is distinction for example between profit and
non-profit organizations in terms of knowledge transfer with other or-
ganizations (Broekel & Boschma, 2012); or transfer of knowledge among
interconnected entities like franchises and chains, federation, strategic
alliances and networks is more effective than outsiders (Cummings &
Teng, 2003). Organizational proximity reduces the uncertainty, oppor-
tunism and transaction costs (Boschma & Frenken, 2010; Broekel &
Boschma, 2012). Conversely, excessive organizational proximity can
limit the flexibility (Boschma, 2005).

Cognitive proximity, introduced by Nooteboom (1999), refers to the
likeness in how individuals perceive, interpret, comprehend, and assess
the world (Knoben & Oerlemans, 2006). It gauges the similarity in
knowledge bases between two actors (Boschma & Frenken, 2010). When
the knowledge gap between actors is substantial, knowledge transfer
becomes exceedingly challenging. This is because the recipient may
struggle to discern the required learning processes to align with their
counterpart (Cummings & Teng, 2003). On the other hand, too similar
knowledge bases will lower the transfer of new knowledge and likeli-
hood of innovation (Broekel & Boschma, 2012; Cummings & Teng,
2003). Therefore, the optimal level is to keep some cognitive distance
and secure some cognitive proximity (Broekel & Boschma, 2012). A
balance must be struck between cognitive distance to foster innovation
and cognitive proximity to enhance efficient absorption (Nooteboom,
2000).

4.3. Organizational properties

Knowledge transfer involves the bilateral sharing of information
between the sender and recipient organizations, influenced by their
respective characteristics (Mentzas et al., 2006). Organizational traits
impacting this process, as categorized by Easterby-Smith et al. (2008),
include absorptive capacity, motivation for learning, and intra-
organizational transfer capability. Absorptive capacity as a pivotal
aspect is a prominent theme in knowledge transfer literature (Martin-
kenaite, 2011). While factors like size, age, and decentralization have
been explored in relation to knowledge transfer (Van Wijk et al., 2008),
existing studies offer inconclusive findings regarding the effects of age
and size on this process (Van Wijk et al., 2008). Given the crucial role of
absorptive capacity, a detailed explanation follows.

4.3.1. Absorptive capacity

Acquiring external knowledge is a multifaceted process that neces-
sitates firms to cultivate the capacity to discover, integrate, and subse-
quently disseminate new knowledge within their framework (Muscio,
2007). Absorptive capacity, initially defined by Cohen and Levinthal
(1990, p. 128), denotes a firm’s proficiency in recognizing the value of
new information, assimilating it, and leveraging it for commercial
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purposes. Zahra and George (2002) characterized absorptive capacity as
a collection of organizational practices and procedures through which
firms gather, integrate, transform, and exploit knowledge to foster a
dynamic organizational capability. They introduced the dimensions of
‘potential’ and ‘realized’ absorptive capacity, highlighting that organi-
zations might acquire and assimilate new knowledge but might not be
able to effectively utilize and apply it in a commercial context.

Another significant conceptualization was offered by Lane and
Lubatkin (1998), who emphasized the ‘relative’ aspect of absorptive
capacity. This perspective claims that a firm’s absorptive capacity is not
solely contingent on the firm itself but also on the knowledge source
(Lane & Lubatkin, 1998). They argue that a firm’s ability to learn from
another firm hinges on the similarity between the firms in three key
elements: knowledge base, organizational structures and compensation
policies, and dominant logics (Lane & Lubatkin, 1998). Consequently,
organizations sharing substantial common knowledge (or high cognitive
proximity) are likely to exhibit elevated relative absorptive capacity
(Cummings & Teng, 2003).

In tourism, only two works authored by Thomas and Wood (2014,
2015) are dedicated to absorptive capacity. Presenting new conceptual
frameworks, they conclude that absorptive capacity is still in a ‘black
box’. They argue that absorptive capacity needs to be re-assessed and re-
conceptualized to be applicable in tourism.

4.4. Knowledge properties

The intangible, valuable, and causally ambiguous characteristics of
knowledge make it difficult to substitute or copy (Fang et al., 2013), and
affect its transfer within and between organizations (Argote et al.,
2003). Knowledge attributes have emerged as a significant antecedent of
knowledge transfer in a large number of recent research (Van Wijk et al.,
2008). The most common characteristics of knowledge studied are
ambiguity, stickiness, complexity, tacitness, explicitness, context
dependence and specificity (Fang et al., 2013; Lopes et al., 2021). For
this paper, we use knowledge ambiguity which encompasses knowledge
tacitness, complexity and specificity (Lakshman et al., 2021) is recog-
nized as a critical attribute among various knowledge properties
(Cummings & Teng, 2003; Fauzi, 2023).

Causal ambiguity, as defined by Van Wijk et al. (2008, p. 833),
pertains to the inherent uncertainty regarding the precise components
and interactions of underlying knowledge sources. This ambiguity stems
from the attributes of ‘tacitness’, ‘complexity’, and ‘specificity’ (Reed &
DeFillippi, 1990).

Polanyi (1967) identified two aspects of knowledge as tacit and
explicit. Tacit knowledge, as described by Cummings and Teng (2003),
is intuitive, unspoken, and deeply embedded in specific contexts, often
beyond verbal articulation (Nonaka, 2005). This type of knowledge is
why individuals possess more knowledge than they can explicitly
convey (Polanyi, 1966). In contrast, explicit knowledge, according to
Alavi and Leidner (2001), is formalized, codified, and communicated in
symbolic or natural language. In this context, knowledge is likened to an
‘iceberg’, where explicit knowledge represents the visible tip that is
easily accessible and shareable, while tacit knowledge is the more
extensive and invisible knowledge beneath the surface that is difficult to
locate (Sveiby, 1997).

In addition to tacitness, complex core competencies can also
generate ambiguity (Reed & DeFillippi, 1990). Zander and Kogut (1995)
elucidate that complexity arises from the diverse integration of com-
petencies, making knowledge more complex and challenging to transfer
(p. 79). Complexity refers to the inherent characteristics of an asset or its
deployment. It affects comprehension of knowledge and impedes its
transferability (Simonin, 1999).

Specificity, the final component of knowledge ambiguity, pertains to
the particular skills and assets utilized in transaction processes (Reed &
DeFillippi, 1990). This specificity often engenders a high level of
interdependence among transaction parties, leading to inherent
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uncertainty regarding the underlying knowledge components and their
interactions (Martinkenaite, 2011, p. 59).

The combined presence of high tacitness, complexity, and specificity
in knowledge amplifies causal ambiguity (Martinkenaite, 2011). This
ambiguity poses a dual challenge for organizations, acting as a barrier
against imitation by competitors while simultaneously hindering
knowledge transfer within and across organizations (Martinkenaite,
2011; Priestley, 2003).

Various perspectives on defining knowledge and its attributes are
explored in the literature, alongside discussions on the differentiation
between data, information, and knowledge. This distinction aids in
clarifying the essence of knowledge, particularly concerning measure-
ment. The conventional understanding posits that “data comprises raw
numbers and facts, information results from processed data, and
knowledge is authenticated information” (Alavi & Leidner, 2001, p.
109). Nonaka (1994, p. 15) suggests that “Information represents a flow
of messages, whereas knowledge is generated and structured through
this information flow, rooted in the commitment and beliefs of its
possessor.” Knowledge is essentially personalized information (Alavi &
Leidner, 2001), encompassing both information and practical expertise
(Wang & Noe, 2010). However, some authors such as Tuomi (1999),
have contradicted this hierarchy of data, information, and knowledge,
arguing that it is reverse. They argue that knowledge must exist first and
precede data, as it is knowledge that is used to distinguish and measure
data to form information (Alavi & Kane, 2008). However, researchers
also argue that, in practice, it is not generally useful to distinguish be-
tween knowledge and information in knowledge sharing research as
both concepts lack discrete boundaries, with the division often being
perceptual rather than concrete and often used interchangeably (Wang
& Noe, 2010).

Fig. 3 shows the complete research model which incorporated all
constructs discussed thus far.

5. Proposed measurement: network analysis and weighted
diffusion model

The main purpose of this paper is to propose a conceptual model
which can practically measure the efficiency of knowledge transfer
within a tourism destination. Given the complexity of the numerous
elements involved, the model’s measurement may present challenges.
Therefore, although this paper is basically a conceptual paper, a pro-
posed measurement approach is briefly explained in this section. The
aim is not to provide a detailed measurement for the framework, but an
overall methodological approach is described.

The model in Fig. 3 has four dimensions along with their underlying
constructs. The model is broadly in two complementary sections. The
first is a detailed structural analysis of the knowledge network using
network analysis. The second is a weighted diffusion model that in-
tegrates all dimensions to measure knowledge transfer efficiency. It
should be noted that efficiency in this study refers to the capability of
actors (nodes) to exchange information or knowledge within the
network. Latora and Marchiori (2001) defined the concept of network
efficiency as the effectiveness of information exchange, measurable at
local or global levels. Their measurement only considers the structural
dimension of the network mainly using ‘path length’. However, our
model extends this approach to efficiency by incorporating other di-
mensions of KM to make the measurement more robust, as explained
earlier and described more in the next few paragraphs.

Prior to describing these two approaches, data collection will need a
brief consideration. A questionnaire is the preferred tool for data
collection, especially for large destinations. To collect the network or
relational data, name generator questions are used (Burt, 1984; Mars-
den, 1990). A name generator is a question which asks about the re-
lationships of the respondents (organizations, enterprises), such as:
please name the companies which you receive the knowledge for your
business from. Name generators aim to provide the data to build the
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network of relationships. The second type of questions are name in-
terpreters, which add more quality data to the relationships, such as:
regarding your relationships with each of the contacts you provided,
please specify how frequently do you meet? Name interpreters will be
formulated according to the data needed for the relational, and knowl-
edge properties dimension of the framework, such as trust, channels of
transfer, proximity or types of knowledge transferred.

Returning back to the two measurement approaches, network anal-
ysis provides a strong toolkit to analyze the relationships (see Barabasi,
2016; Scott, 2017). Here a brief overview of NA metrics that could be
used is provided. The use of NA in tourism was outlined by Baggio
(2018) and Scott et al. (2008); an example of a comprehensive appli-
cation of NA in tourism was provided by Raisi et al. (2020). Generally,
the topological characteristics of the network can be analyzed at three
levels of global or whole network, sectoral, and individual. Complex
networks, such as a destination network (Baggio, 2008) display some
characteristics which when identified assist us in understanding and
even predicting the behaviour of the network. Networks can have to-
pological characteristics such as scale-free networks (Barabasi, 2009),
preferential attachment (Jeong et al., 2003), small-worldness (Watts &
Strogatz, 1998), hierarchical structure (Ravasz & Barabasi, 2003), and
each characteristic can be very effective in providing an indication of
how the network functions. At a layer deeper, NA can explore the
structure and formation of clusters and components of the network.
Metrics such as clustering coefficient, modularity (Newman, 2006),
assortativity (Newman, 2002) and homophily (McPherson et al., 2001)
can help understand the extent of clustering of a network and some of
the underlying causes for such structural formations. NA can also show
the structural characteristics of each node in the network. Different
metrics of centrality can identify the important actors and the peripheral
actors of the network. NA can also help identify the boundary spanning
actors in the network which for an information and knowledge transfer
network can be helpful in finding and monitoring the gatekeepers who
transfer the external knowledge within a network.

Overall, NA offers a variety of useful tools to understand the network
structure. However, the mere structural analyses of the network cannot
provide enough understanding of a complex phenomenon such as
knowledge transfer. Qualitative data can enrich the NA results and make
them more robust and reliable and that is why the other three di-
mensions of the model are measured. However, the structural analysis of
the network, and if needed with support of some survey data, can fulfil
the purpose of the first part of the analysis.

For the second part of the measurement exploring the organizational
and knowledge properties, all the dimensions chosen for the model is
integrated into a weighted diffusion model that can measure the effi-
ciency of the knowledge network. Diffusion models have received
increasing attention; however, few studies have considered measuring
the efficiency of knowledge diffusion (Jiafu et al., 2018). In tourism,
only two studies have used an epidemiological computer simulation
model to examine the transfer of knowledge within a tourism destina-
tion (Baggio & Cooper, 2010; Del Chiappa & Baggio, 2015).

What we propose here is using the structural, relational, organiza-
tional and knowledge properties as weights to incorporate into a
weighted diffusion model. This method assigns weights to nodes
(tourism organizations) and ties (transfer of knowledge between nodes)
based on knowledge transfer antecedents in the model and collected via
a survey. For example, trust, tie strength and knowledge ambiguity will
be assigned as ties’ weights and absorptive capacity for nodes. Next, the
efficiency of transfer for each pair of nodes and finally for the whole
network can be calculated. The result will be an efficiency value for the
network that ranges from O to 1, whereby 1 indicates the highest effi-
ciency. Detailed calculations and processes were described by Su et al.
(2017). Combining these two stages can provide a more holistic
knowledge transfer status of the network and offer a complete picture of
knowledge transfer within the destination.



H. Raisi et al.
6. Conclusion and implications

This study set out to address the research enquiry; what model could
measure the efficiency of knowledge transfer within tourism destina-
tions. The outcome is the development of a model to study knowledge
transfer in tourism destinations. The study advocates for and constructs
a model to analyze knowledge transfer in tourism settings. It is premised
on the significance of proficient knowledge transfer in a tourism
network to enhance innovation and competitiveness (Cooper, 2018;
Swanson et al., 2020). The primary purpose of this study was to develop
a model that captured a holistic account of knowledge transfer efficiency
within a tourism destination. Our research drew on social capital theory,
with the four dimensions of the model aiming to examine the structure
of the network of knowledge flow, the nature and quality of the re-
lationships, the ability of the organizations to receive and absorb the
new knowledge, and the nature of knowledge being transferred. These
dimensions encompass key factors influencing knowledge transfer,
including trust, proximity, tie strength, tacitness of knowledge, and
network structure. The proposed measurement approach includes a
structural analysis of the network using network analysis techniques and
a weighted knowledge diffusion model to quantify knowledge transfer
efficiency within the destination.

6.1. Theoretical implications

The theoretical implication of the study lies in its contribution to the
understanding of knowledge transfer dynamics within tourism destina-
tions, at the inter-organizational level. By proposing a conceptual model
that integrates social capital theory and knowledge management con-
structs, the study aims to advance knowledge in this area. Specifically,
the model identifies four pivotal dimensions (structural, relational,
organizational, and knowledge properties) that influence knowledge
transfer efficiency. This framework offers a structured approach to
conceptualizing and analyzing knowledge transfer processes within
tourism destinations. Additionally, the study contributes to bridging the
gap in academic literature regarding the underutilization of knowledge
management concepts in the tourism sector. It emphasizes the impor-
tance of considering destination-level knowledge transfer for enhancing
innovation and competitiveness in the tourism industry. Cooper (2018)
indicates that the complexity of measuring intangible assets such as
knowledge and knowledge transfer within tourism destinations has
hindered the integration of KM into tourism. Our model proposes a way
to empirically measure and quantify the status of knowledge transfer
within a destination, thus building from and extending existing research
within the tourism field.

6.2. Practical and managerial implications

From a practical and managerial perspective, the study provides
valuable insights for enhancing collaboration capabilities among
stakeholders involved in tourism destination management. By
acknowledging the complexities of knowledge transfer and proposing a
practical model for assessing and enhancing knowledge flow, the
research offers a roadmap for strategic interventions. By utilizing this
model, stakeholders in the tourism industry can more effectively
manage knowledge within their networks, fostering stronger and more
innovative tourism clusters.

Destination managers, policymakers, and industry practitioners can
utilize the proposed model to identify constraints and opportunities for
improving knowledge transfer processes within tourism destinations.
Moreover, the measurement approach based on a network perspective
enables destination comparisons and facilitates the identification of best
practices. This practical applicability of the model empowers stake-
holders to make informed decisions and allocate resources effectively to
foster innovation and competitiveness in tourism destinations.

Furthermore, consideration should be given to the network structure
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of tourist destinations. Optimizing this structure can lead to more effi-
cient dissemination of knowledge among business actors, fostering the
development of ‘learning destinations’ that are better equipped to
compete in the global tourism market. Overall, embracing efficient
knowledge transfer mechanisms and leveraging network dynamics are
essential strategies for enhancing competitiveness and ensuring the
long-term sustainability of tourism destinations.

7. Limitations and future research

However, this model is yet at the stage of a proposal; it needs to be
further tested empirically to modify and strengthen it to make it more
robust. As a conceptual paper, the primary intention is to argue for the
relevance of the dimensions incorporated in the model and the academic
rigour that supports their choice. The paper also indicates how the di-
mensions incorporated within the model will be measured in practice,
but the intention is not to provide a detailed measurement for the model,
but rather to present an overall methodological approach.

Furthermore, the comprehensive list of antecedents of knowledge
transfer studied in KM literature poses a challenge in fully integrating
them into a model while ensuring practicality. To maintain the model’s
practicality, it is crucial to include only essential factors for a valid
observation. However, there are additional areas of research that could
extend this research approach. For instance, this paper also does not
include the transfer of knowledge inside the organizations, between the
individuals, or knowledge transfer with customers. Indeed, the transfer
of knowledge between the industry and the academic world that is an
established weakness, and that has gained considerable attention in
research, is not considered in this study and may be a valuable pursuit.
Future research could expand the model to encompass various types of
tourism destinations, such as regional destinations that may lack the
resources available in metropolitan areas (Perkins et al., 2022). Addi-
tionally, exploring the impact of stakeholder typologies and networks on
the formation of business clusters, as well as the influence of digital
transformation on knowledge management for the success of tourism
destinations, could be valuable areas for investigation. These sugges-
tions have the capacity to prompt adjustments in the model to better
address a range of contexts and variables.

Another point to note is that the proposed model can create and
capture a snapshot of the situation in a destination at a particular time.
However, as destination networks of relationships and knowledge flow
are dynamic and continually changing, repeating the measurement over
a period of time may then provide a comparative picture of this dynamic
evolution of the destination knowledge flow. This approach can also
help track and evaluate the impact of management interventions on
knowledge transfer in the destination.

Considering the lack of attention to knowledge management in
tourism, both at the levels of research and industry management, this
study will be useful in providing more insight into the efficiency of
knowledge transfer within destinations. Extensive empirical application
of the model is now required in a variety of destinations with diverse
characteristics to incrementally improve and consolidate the common-
est to refine the model effectiveness.
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