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Abstract

The aims of this study are to explore networked knowledge sharing in organizations
related to trust relationship in Community Of Practices (COPs, Wenger, 1998). This study
intends to investigate trust relationship in the COPs by using network analysis. Moreover,
nodes with similar relationships produce structural equivalence and knowledge sharing among
ub-groups in the COPs.

This study uses a group of postgraduate students as research objects. The data were
collected through face-to-face interview. A software (UCINET®6) is applied as main tools to
analyze nodes similarities structural equivalence and knowledge sharing in the COPs.
Following the research objects, the study chooses the suitable results.

Examining the empirical results, this study shows that the higher the similarity score, the
more nodes will share their knowledge with others. That means, as hodes with more structural
equivalence, they intend to share knowledge with other. In addition, nodes with smilar
relationship structure, they tend to construct various sub-communities; and trust relationship
among sub-communities will affect the willing of knowledge sharing among nodes.
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