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Abstract: It is widely accepted, that tacit knowledge is the cornerstone of businesses intellectual capital capacity, 

productivity and success, while many researchers argue that the competitive advantage of any company will not remain, if 

this solely depends, on explicit knowledge only.  The basis of all knowledge is the tacit one and the efficient performance of 

the organization is strongly and positively correlated with efficient transfer and use of tacit knowledge. The aim of this 

paper is to focus on the tacit knowledge transfer among the individuals and group members employed in a hotel and 

highlight the value of customized rules and developed routines. The starting point is Nonaka’s SECI model and more 

especially the stages of Socialization and Externalization. The primary scientific question is to acknowledge the 

mechanisms of transfer in those two stages, where personal tacit knowledge becomes explicit. The model designates 

thoroughly the process, but it doesn’t outline how this process will be realized. According to Polanyi (1962) tacit knowledge 

cannot be easily transferred, simply because “We know more than we can tell”. The contribution to knowledge of this paper 

is the use of customizes rules, which will allow the experiences members of the organization to develop personal routines 

which be more easily observed by the less experience ones. The scientific foundations of rules customization is fuzzy logic, a 

technique which will allow adjusting rules boundaries with the experience level of each employee. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Running a hotel is not an easy job. Managers, personnel and customers, create an environment, absolutely unique, in such 

extent where one day cannot be the same with any other. This mainly happens because everyday business activities, tasks 

and procedures, involve many variables which can’t be measured, commonly perceived and validated from managers, 

employees and customers. Successful hotel management requires multiple capabilities derived from both written and 

empirical knowledge as well. The question that we will try to answer is how tacit knowledge could be created and 

transferred among the staff and knowledge workers, under a hotel’s complex and unstable environment, in order to utilize 

the untapped asset of empirical knowledge. With this conceptual paper it is argued that tacit knowledge transfer could be 

positively correlated with the development of customized rules, carefully applied on workers abilities, knowledge and 

experience. 
 

LITERATURE REVIEW  
1.1 The basics of knowledge Creation and Transfer: Discussion on Nonaka’s SECI model. 

But, let’s take things from the scratch. Knowledge management and knowledge sharing, in tourism, as Shaw and Williams 

(2009) argued, it is still an emerging agenda. Tourism, as one of the most important pillars of global development, with 

massive social, environmental and economical impacts, is a field where knowledge is the cornerstone of flexible 

management, constantly trying to anticipate and meet the needs of guests. The literature, among the plethora of definitions 

regarding Knowledge Management, has developed two major categories of knowledge: a) Explicit and b) Tacit. Explicit 

knowledge is the kind of knowledge that is written and for that reason, easy to share, discuss, prove and transfer (Nonaka 

and Takeuchi, 1991), while tacit knowledge, according to Davenport and Prusak, (1998), cannot be found in written forms 

and it is tightly bonded with emotions and experience. Michael Polanyi (1966) wrote in his book: “The Tacit Dimension” 

that: “we know more than we can tell”, arguing that tacit knowledge is subconscious, hidden in emotions and routines, 

therefore almost impossible to transfer (Choo and Bontis, 2002).  Aadne, et al. (1996) argued that the basis of knowledge is 

the tacit one, while Polanyi (1969) underline, that explicit knowledge depends on tacit which has been understood and 

codified. Cavusgil et al. (2003); Inkpen and Dinur (1998), proposed that knowledge is a concrete spectrum moving from 

tacit to explicitness and reversely, according to its content, while Boisot (1998) argues that the achievement of competitive 

advantage and innovation depends in the extent of transformation of tacit knowledge to explicit. This whole dynamic 

structure competitiveness is widely based on those who can combine tacit knowledge and experience with explicit (written) 

knowledge that can be easily acquired in learning organizations. Delving furthermore, Nonaka (1995), developed the SECI 

model, to justify and imprint the theory of knowledge creation and evolution in innovative companies.  For Nonaka and his 
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colleagues, the creation of knowledge is a continuous process of dynamic interactions between tacit and explicit knowledge, 

leading to innovative processes and ideas. The four stages of SECI model are:  Socialization, Externalization, Combination 

and Internalization. The Socialization stage explains the transfer of tacit knowledge. In this stage, most commonly, 

knowledge is passed on through practice, guidance, observation, and imitation. The Combination stage explains the transfer 

of explicit knowledge and it is considered as the most common and easy one. Knowledge is passed through books, memos, 

documents, etc. The Internalization stage explains the explicit to tacit conversion, where explicit sources are used and 

learned, modifying the user's existing tacit knowledge. The Externalization stage focuses on the conversion of tacit to 

explicit knowledge. This is deemed as a particularly difficult and often particularly important knowledge transfer 

mechanism, which was not thoroughly explained from the author, not as a stage, but as a mechanism. According to Nonaka, 

tacit knowledge is codified into documents, manuals, etc. so that it can be spread more easily through the organization, but 

since tacit knowledge is difficult- almost impossible- to codify, the justification of this knowledge conversion/transfer 

mechanism is debatable. Of course, there is no doubt, that the mechanisms of knowledge creation and transfer and 

especially the stages of Socialization and Externalization cannot be researched under ceteris paribus conditions. In practice, 

this constant and dynamic procedure is the core of knowledge creation and the cornerstone of competitive advantage (Boisot 

1998) and therefore, the overall environment in which these stages takes place, should be examined and taken seriously into 

account.  
 

1.2 Knowledge Creation and Transfer within the unstable environment of Hotel Enterprises. 

Cummings and Teng (2003) argued that the precise definition of successful knowledge transfer is the ability to absorb the 

useful pieces of knowledge, adjust them to the company’s micro level environment, according to the needs, scopes and 

personnel skills and use them appropriately. On the same route, Argote and Ingram (2000) and Nonaka (1994), argued, that 

knowledge management routines should be customized and thoroughly adjusted to the specific characteristics, tools and 

personnel abilities. On the other hand, Davenport and Prusak (1998) and Szulanski (2003), identified the factors of transfer 

stickiness, arguing that a negative environment could constrain the knowledge creation and transfer processes, weakening 

the organization’s memory and intellectual capital. It is generally assumed, that the overall environment of the organization 

plays an imperative role in knowledge management processes, particularly in the anthropogenic and anthropocentric domain 

of tourism and hospitality. The environment in hotel business is rather complex and unstable, mainly because a. the 

organization shows certain inability to provide a strict model of programmed procedures of the overall working activities 

structure; b. data input seem to be constant and unplanned; c. the tasks of control and malfunctions debugging is mainly 

based on observation and not on written records; and d. finally the overall lack of mutual understanding and common 

perception of basic organizational concepts and scopes. It is our argument that in such situations with high uncertainty, 

standardization of procedures may even be harmful, simply because the human activity and response factor cannot be 

modeled, measured and standardized. The keyword in order to improve the predictability and controllability is to increase 

flexibility, allowing competent coping with the uncertainties. (Grote, Weichbrodt, 2007). If employees are flexible enough 

to deal with any new requirements, inputs or changes occurring in their working environments, tourism organizations will 

have more chances to survive in those unstable environments. What the hotel administration ought to do is to ensure that 

employees are equipped with appropriate experience, skills and behaviors to continually adapt to the environment (Milliman 

et al., 1991). One important aspect of this wide repertoire development is that a less experienced individual can acquire tacit 

knowledge and learn through non-verbal language, simply by observation, imitation, and practice. Thus, the key to 

acquiring tacit knowledge is experience through routines or another pattern of action (Nonaka, 1994). Within a hotel the 

aforementioned stages of Socialization and Externalization, the mechanisms of tacit knowledge transfer and tacit to explicit 

knowledge conversion, should be based on flexible environments gaining the most from employees experience and abilities. 

The question raised is the manner of delegating flexibility to those who can create and transfer tacit knowledge. What this 

conceptual paper suggests is that the development of customized rules will create personal routines and behaviors which 

will be the subject of imitation, observation and non verbal or written learning, enhancing the tacit knowledge creation and 

transfer (Diagram 1).  

 
Diagram 1: Knowledge Creation and Transfer Mechanism 
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ESTABLISHING CUSTOMIZED RULES AND DEVELOPING ROUTINES  
At this point we need to define the terms “rule”, “rules customization” and “routines”. According to Hodgson (1995), rules 

are patterns of thought or behavior, which can or cannot be adopted either consciously or unconsciously, by individuals. 

Hodgson shows that the main characteristic of rules can be defined by the logical structure of condition and action: in 

circumstances X, do Y. The formal rules’ contribution to the organization is to specify tasks and decision competencies for 

organization members, regulating hierarchical relationships and work procedures. For managers, rules offer a considerable 

legal protection function for the company. For them, rules are not only behavior regulating and coordination mechanisms, 

but also a way to assure that the organization is hedged towards claims from the outside: Since we wrote the rule, it is the 

worker’s fault if he or she didn’t adhere to it. (Grote, Weichbrodt, 2007). Winter (1995b) also argues that the organization 

imposes a system of rules to face numerous constraints and to lead the staff not only to do a good job, but to do a better job, 

by reducing complexity and uncertainty for decision makers. Cohen et al, (1995) considers that a rule is a relationship which 

allows individuals to trigger an action when a condition of it appears. The process of responding to this condition can be 

either automatic or deliberate and conscious. The extent of the conscious or not adherence of the rules is directly correlated 

and depending on their structure and flexibility. The core notion of this concept is that in organizations like hotels, with a 

variety of workplaces and employees, in each department a different degree of standardization or flexibility is needed. This 

can only be achieved by carefully selecting the type of rules for each process and the individuals that will implement them.  

What is important to clarify about rules is that they determine the ground on which, individual routines will grow. Reynaud 

(1997) argues that a routine is a pragmatic mean for the resolution of a problem to which the rule gives a theoretical, 

abstract and general answer. In this definition rules form the background of routines, whilst it is not possible to adopt 

routines without having rules. Routines are rule based behaviors. The stricter the rule is, the ground for individual repertoire 

development is narrow, producing poor routines and behaviors. On the other hand, flexible rules, offer the required space 

for individuals to develop a wide spectrum of organizational behaviors and routines. This is what the terms “customization” 

is about. Allowing employees to produce non verbal manners of knowledge transfer, but this will occur only if there is a 

logical analogy of experience towards the limits of flexibility and customization. 

Another aspect of the proposed “customization” is the framework of rules establishment. Marchington and Wilkinson, 

(2005) outline that the “depth” to which employees have to say about organizational rules usually, directly or indirectly, can 

influence the decisions that are normally reserved for management. The other end of the continuum may be shallow depth 

and involvement in the task rules setup, evident when employees are simply informed about the rules establishment. The 

latter is based on unbending, non flexible and strict management, which is not indicated as the appropriate in turbulent, 

unstable and uncertain hotel business environment. On the contrary, rules (customized and at the same time flexible) as 

managerial decisions, should be codetermined with the experienced personnel, leaving all the necessary space for personal 

routines development. The frequent rules co-determination, will also increase the employees participation and commitment. 

Likewise, this practice will enable common understanding and perception of circumstances and needs, enhancing at the 

same time the factors of Trust, Communication, Personal pertinence, Perceived Use of Knowledge etc.     

 

RULES CUSTOMIZATION MATHEMATICAL BACKGROUND 
The whole customization mechanism is based on the Fuzzy Logic theory. The foundations of the Fuzzy Logic theory were 

developed in 1965 by Lotfi Zadeh, questioning the sufficiency of the Boolean Logic of true or false and introducing the 

notion of partially true or partially false, covering the “middle grey” zones in the process of problem solving or decision 

making. This binary method of evaluating a fact or a state is based on the Aristotle’s logic, using only the two arithmetic 

digits of I (true) and O (false), dissuading the recognition and the evaluation of all intermediate values between these limits. 

On the other hand, Fuzzy Logic takes into account all possible ranging values, offering the possibility of simultaneous 

evaluation of the ranging states between the I/O limits, corresponding to a degree, or a part of truth. The theoretical structure 

of Fuzzy Logic facilitates a more “natural” manner of data-processing, offering at the same time the possibility to the 

decision maker to adjust the evaluation rules to the specific characteristics of internal and external environment. In other 

words, the Fuzzy Logic’s main concern and scope is to represent, manipulate and draw inferences from statements that are 

imprecise, vague or fuzzy.  E.g., the description of a human characteristic as healthy, the classification of people by age 

such as old, the classification of certain objects as large, a driving rule such as “if an obstacle is close, then brake 

immediately”. In the sentences above, terms such as healthy, old, large, close, immediately, are fuzzy in the sense that they 

cannot be sharply and commonly defined. However, as humans, we do make sense of this kind of information and use 

during all the levels of the decision making process, by classifying the degree of being healthy, old, large etc, in subsets, in a 

given set of people under given circumstances or variables (Nguyen and Walker, 2002). These sets are characterized by a 

membership degree function which maps the percentage of truth - based on personal and, therefore, subjective criteria into 

the interval [0-1]. In order to confront the problem of diverse- uncommon and subjective classification of values into 

specific datasets, the tool of Fuzzy Rules was developed to represent and exploit this algorithm of human thinking. Fuzzy 

logic with fuzzy rules has the potential to add subjective reasoning capabilities to decision making processes by using verbal 

terms and mapping the knowledge – mainly the tacit – of humans. Fuzzy Rules have two distinctive parts, the IF 

(hypothesis) and THEN (inference) part, i.e. “If the room gets hotter, then spin the fan blades faster”, where the temperature 
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of the room and speed of fan blades are both imprecisely defined quantities and hotter and faster are both fuzzy terms. 

Defining these terms by using Fuzzy Logic, we could develop ( exponential) rules such as “if the room gets a temperature 

more than 26 degrees, then you should increase the blades spin speed by 10%”.  Fuzzy logic systems have been widely used 

in Multi-Criteria Decision Making Processes, in control development systems, regarding aircrafts, vehicles, air-conditioning 

systems and so on, quite successfully during the last decade. The aim of this paper is to examine whether the development 

of rules based on fuzzy logic could effectively affect the knowledge transfer mechanism in a hotel, taking into account that 

the whole process of knowledge transfer within the sector seems to be linear, unstable and complicated. 

 

THE RESEARCH MODEL 
As noted above, the primary aim of the paper is to investigate the stimulation extent of tacit knowledge transfer and 

dissemination among staff members in a hotel, where the guesses, hunches, imaginings and passion ‒  as forms and 

expressions of tacit knowledge ‒  could be converted to explicit knowledge. In order to achieve this, we use the tool of 

Fuzzy Logic, combined with the development of a certain dynamic set of rules, built and based on democratic management 

structures, where constant dialogue is taking place, starting from the top management to the front line personnel. To 

facilitate the operationalization of the research problem the following research hypothesis is formulated : “the development 

of customized rules is positively correlated with the tacit knowledge factors of Trust and Communication.” To prove the 

accuracy of the hypothesis, a model was developed:  

 

 

 
Figure 1: The overall hypothesis 

 

RESEARCH METHOD 
The primary research was conducted during the second half of 2010, realizing 120 semi structured interviews in 80 four and 

five star hotels, in Thessaloniki, Halkidiki, Athens and Rhodes, employing more than 20 employees each. For the acquired 

data, a descriptive analysis was conducted. The reliability of the questionnaire was tested, by the use of internal consistency 

and the Cronbach α test of reliability . Then a multiple linear regression analysis was contacted between the dependent 

(Trust, Communication and Knowledge Transfer) and independent (Customized Rules Development) variables. The 

complexity of the model was reduced by using the factor analysis method and the resulted factors were again correlated 

with the construct of “Customized Rules” to confirm the initial results. 

The structure of the questionnaire was based on reference items determining each independent variable of effective 

knowledge transfer as shown in the following table: 

 

Knowledge Transfer factors  item reference source 

Communication 3 Items based on Becerra and  Gupta (2003), Hansen, Nohria and Tierney (1999)   

Trust 

Knowledge 

Transfer 

5 Items based on Levin and Cross (2004) 

9 items based on Szulanski (2003), Pierce, Kostova and Dirks (2002),  

 

Table 6: References of items per variable 

 

 

 

RESEARCH FINDINGS 
1.1 Descriptive Statistical Analysis 

TRUST 

COMMUNICATI

ON 

CUSTOMIZED RULES 
TACIT 

KNOWLEDGE 

TRANSFER  
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According to the results of descriptive statistical analysis, with the development of customized rules, there is a significant 

positive correlation and improvement regarding the constructs trust and communication. Trust is significantly influenced, 

mainly because customized rules improve personal competence and increase the employees’ professionalism, a fact that 

finally creates a strong climate of trust in the hotel environment. 

Communication, also, becomes more effective, as messages transmitted among members are more well-defined and clear. 

This improvement is observed not only on departmental level but also on the entirety of the business.  

The knowledge transfer process is greatly facilitated, due to the fact of employees’ ability to solve problems on the spot and 

more easily, increase of confidence, better use or prior knowledge and better acknowledgment of position’s demand. 

 

1.2 Factor Analysis 

The internal consistency of the questionnaire was checked using the coefficient alpha (α), to calculate the internal coherence 

of the scale. For the constructs (i) Trust, (ii) Communication, (iii) Perceived use of knowledge and (iv) Knowledge Transfer, 

which achieved a reliability score over > 0.80, there is high internal consistency which is a priori criterion before proceeding 

to the multivariate factor analysis method. In each construct the correlations were statistically significant and moreover, in 

all cases the significance of Bartlett test of sphericity was ,000 and the Measure of Sampling Adequecy was over ,65. 

Regarding the Factor Analysis, the extraction method was based on Principal Component Analysis (PCA) and as rotation 

method was used Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

More specifically, from the construct of Trust, two factors were extracted: “personal pertinence and professionalism” 

(1,2,3), “and “trust culture” (4,5) 

From the construct of communication, one factor were extracted “Overall Communication Improvement” (1,2,3)  

 

1.3 Regressions  

The outcomes of the factor analysis were further analyzed in order to reach the most positively correlated variable. For that 

reason, a multiple Linear Regression Analysis was performed.  

More specifically, the factors of Trust had an assessment rate R
2
=0,765 which means that the percentage of correlation is 

approximately 76%. The test is generally valid due to the fact that the Sig.= ,000 and the regression rates is -3,506 for the 

independent variable and 1,126 and 0,618 for each factor. The outcome is statistically important due to the fact of the 

sig=0,000 of the coefficients 

The Factor of Communication had an assessment rate R
2
=0,669 which means that the percentage of correlation is 

approximately 69%. The test is generally valid due to the fact that the Sig.= ,000 and the regression rates is -0,189 for the 

independent variable and 1,075 for the dependent variable. The outcome is statistically important due to the fact of the 

sig=0,000 of the coefficients. 

The factors of Knowledge Transfer had an assessment rate of R
2
=0,561, meaning that the percentage of correlation is 

approximately 56%. The test is generally valid due to the fact that Sig=0,000 and the regression rates is -4,882 for the 

independent variable, 0,550 for the variable of better decision making, 0,358 for the variable of cooperation reinforcement 

and 1,315 for the third variable of better use of already existing knowledge. The outcome statistically important (0,15) 

taking into account the large number of variables. 

 

CONCLUSION  
Malhorta (2002) argues “The best information environments will take advantage of the ability of IT to overcome geography 

but will also acknowledge that the highest bandwidth network of all is found between the water fountain and the coffee 

machine” meaning that the assignees and the face to face meeting are by far the most important channels for generating, 

reusing and transferring knowledge. Santoro and Bierly (2006) support the argument that knowledge transfer is an 

inherently social processes of the workplace in many ways, not easy to formalize, codify, visualize and express, highly 

dependent upon interactions among team members (Joshi, Sarker and Sarker, 2007). Tacit knowledge is considered as the 

“body of the iceberg” of the intellectual capital, which, according to Druker (1993), is the most valuable asset of the 

organization. Hence, the initial scientific question is the exploitation manner of tacit knowledge, acknowledging the fact that 

the key factors of tacit knowledge transfer process seem to be mostly psychographic. The intangibility of tacit knowledge 

must be handled with also intangible factors, such as communication, trust, perception, etc. Researchers such as Szulanski 

(2003), Malhorta (2002), Nonaka (1998), Drucker (1993), Polayni (1969), and many others, agree that tacit knowledge 

depends on the extent of communication, trust, ability to express and culture. This research paper argues that the 

development of customized rules, could strongly improve communication and individual pertinence, enhancing the level of 

trust and tacit knowledge transfer. 
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