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Abstract

Acquisition and transfer of knowledge from foreign subsidiaries to the parent headquarters (HQs) constitutes a crucial competitive advantage for multinational corporations (MNCs).
Previous studies confirm the important contribution of expatriates in enabling the complex processes involved in firstly, acquisition of knowledge during the assignment, and subsequently, its reverse knowledge transfer upon repatriation. This study draws on knowledge creation theory and theory of disseminative capacity to examine the extent to which knowledge acquired during international assignment by expatriates results in knowledge transfer during their repatriation, and under what conditions. Specifically, this study seeks to establish empirical differences in the acquisition and transfer of two different types of knowledge acquired by expatriates: task-oriented and relationship-oriented knowledge. Furthermore, the hypothesized model seeks to test the extent to which repatriates’ disseminative capacity and trust in HQ colleagues positively moderate the reverse knowledge transfer of the two knowledge types. This study is among the first to examine the stepwise process of repatriate knowledge acquisition and knowledge transfer by linking it to the stages of international assignments (i.e., expatriation and repatriation). Based on two-wave survey data from 226 expatriates collected 1) during and 2) again after expatriation, our results provide evidence for higher likelihood of transfer of relationship-oriented knowledge than task-oriented knowledge upon repatriation. Further, repatriates with high disseminative capacity are significantly more likely to share their task-oriented knowledge, and also share a greater extent of their relationship-oriented knowledge. However, trust was not a significant moderator. We discuss theoretical and practical implications. 
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Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk155361207]Over the last decades, international assignments of employees have been an integral part of multinational corporations’ (MNCs’) international business strategies and operations (Harzing et al., 2016). Research has shown that international assignees, as corporate resources, play a crucial role in transferring knowledge across the dispersed units of the MNCs and contribute to the development and realization of global competitive advantages (Chang et al., 2012; Fang et al., 2010). While prior research has examined expatriates as transferors of corporate knowledge from MNC HQs to foreign subsidiaries (Stoermer et al., 2020) during expatriation, increasingly research is focusing on reverse knowledge transfer emerging from foreign subsidiaries to HQs (i.e., reverse direction) (Barba-Aragón et al., 2023; Burmeister et al., 2018; Froese et al., 2021; Peltokorpi et al., 2022). Reverse knowledge transfer refers to knowledge transferred by foreign subsidiaries to their parent companies, comprising of explicit knowledge (e.g. procedural manuals, managerial and marketing insights) and tacit knowledge (e.g. cultural understanding, managerial techniques) (Millar & Choi, 2009; Dhanaraj et al., 2004).
Regarding factors that influence reverse knowledge transfer, a growing body of research has examined the antecedents of repatriate knowledge transfer, including disseminative and absorptive capacity (Burmeister et al., 2018; Sánchez-Vidal et al., 2018), organizational support (Froese et al., 2021; Peltokorpi et al., 2022; Sánchez-Vidal et al., 2018), and embeddedness (Froese et al., 2021). Although these studies provide valuable insights into repatriate knowledge transfer, key questions persist, including the connection between knowledge gained in the expatriation stage and its subsequent transfer during repatriation. Surprisingly, most of the empirical research on repatriate knowledge transfer focused exclusively on the post-repatriation stage or approached expatriation experiences retrospectively (for a review, see Chiang, van Esch, Birtch, and Shaffer (2018). Two recent studies have explicitly examined the effect of assignees’ experiences during expatriation on knowledge transfer upon repatriation (Froese et al., 2021; Peltokorpi et al., 2022) and underscored the importance of the expatriation phase in influencing repatriate knowledge transfer and the role of expatriates in the process of knowledge creation and transfer (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). Furthermore, scholars have yet to investigate the transfer mechanisms of different types of knowledge (Berthoin Antal, 2000; Lazarova & Tarique, 2005; Oddou et al., 2009) and the factors influencing their transfer, such as the role of disseminative capacity of repatriates, which was defined by Minbaeva and Michailova (2004) as the ability and motivation of knowledge senders (i.e., repatriates) to share their knowledge with other parties (i.e., members of HQ). 
Building on the recent advances and limitations of prior research, this study seeks to make three contributions to the literature. First, the study contributes to the expatriation and repatriation research by offering a more holistic understanding of international assignments as a means of individual and organizational learning. As Chiang and colleagues have noted (2018), knowledge outcomes of international assignments have mostly been measured at only one stage (i.e., either expatriation or repatriation) but they have seldom been studied across multiple stages of international assignments – i.e., as a process that unfolds over time (Furuya et al., 2009; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). The present study addresses this gap by examining the relationships between assignees’ knowledge acquisition during expatriation (first wave conducted three months prior to repatriation) and knowledge transfer upon repatriation (second wave conducted three months after repatriation), thereby providing more sound implications for theory and practice.
Second, this study contributes to a better understanding of the knowledge transfer process at the individual level by examining the moderating role of repatriates’ disseminative capacity and repatriates’ trust in HQ members. Building on prior research that explored the direct link between disseminative capacity and repatriate knowledge transfer (Burmeister et al., 2018; Sánchez-Vidal et al., 2018), the present study adopts an innovative perspective by assessing how the sharing of knowledge acquired abroad at HQs varies based on the disseminative capacity of individual assignees. Furthermore, scholars have highlighted the importance of trust for repatriates’ knowledge sharing (Kostova, 1999; Lazarova & Tarique, 2005; Mäkelä & Brewster, 2009) as it creates a facilitative climate and eliminates communication barriers for knowledge sharing (Nonaka, 1994). Still the proposed relationship is yet to be validated on a larger scale. For the purpose of this study, trust is conceptualized as a uni-dimensional and static concept, and is evaluated after repatriates have returned to the HQ. Thus, this study sheds new light on how much of acquired knowledge from expatriation is shared upon repatriation, and, to what extent disseminative capacity and trust influence the knowledge transfer process of repatriates.
Finally, this study takes up the call for a nuanced investigation of different types of repatriate knowledge (Burmeister et al., 2018; Lazarova & Tarique, 2005). Though several typologies of repatriate knowledge have been proposed (Berthoin Antal, 2000; Fink & Meierewert, 2005; Froese et al., 2021), research has yet to investigate whether and how the different types of knowledge influence the knowledge transfer process. The present study addresses this gap and builds its research model around two types of knowledge proposed by Froese and colleagues (2021), namely task-oriented and relationship-oriented knowledge and the extent to which the transfer of both types of knowledge is influenced by the repatriate’s capacity to share and transfer knowledge with HQ colleagues. While task-oriented knowledge contributes to successful performance in specific job duties and responsibilities in an international assignment, relationship-oriented knowledge encompasses the skills and abilities that contribute to assignees’ successful collaboration with other people (Froese et al., 2021). By differentiating between these types of knowledge, this study offers a more sensitive theoretical understanding of the multifaceted nature of knowledge and offers new implications for harvesting repatriate knowledge in MNCs.
[bookmark: _bookmark27][bookmark: _bookmark28]Theoretical Development
Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) emphasized in the theory of organizational knowledge creation that organizations can only create knowledge through the acquisition and transfer of tacit knowledge among their individual members. The process is set in motion when individuals engage in extensive knowledge acquisition through socialization and hands-on experience in new environments (Kolb, 2014; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). Once employees have gained new knowledge, they can transfer it to other organizational members via various modes, such as collective decision-making, social activities, or sharing via knowledge management systems (Li & Scullion, 2010). Subsequently, this shared knowledge can be recombined and utilized by more organizational members, thus enabling the organization to implement the knowledge on a wider scale and gain competitive advantages (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). This stage model of knowledge acquisition and transfer can be applied to expatriation and repatriation since international assignments provide exceptional opportunities for individuals to learn and share knowledge (Berthoin Antal, 2001; Furuya et al., 2009; Oddou et al., 2009). Following this theory, the baseline hypotheses focus on the relationship between knowledge acquisition during expatriation and knowledge transfer upon repatriation.
In addition, to explore potential differences in the acquisition and transfer of different knowledge types (Berthoin Antal, 2000, 2001), two types of knowledge (i.e., task-oriented and relationship-oriented knowledge) are featured in the research model (Froese et al., 2021). The first type (task-oriented knowledge) can be described as contextual knowledge that helps assignees to fulfill their tasks and responsibilities more effectively. This knowledge encompasses the internal context of the MNC host unit (e.g., knowledge of working styles, organizational structures, and processes of the unit) as well as the external context in which the host unit operates (e.g., knowledge of the foreign market and national culture) (Froese et al., 2021). The second type of knowledge (relationship-oriented knowledge) helps assignees to collaborate with other employees and understand others’ ways of thinking and acting. This knowledge refers to relationships that are relevant to the MNC host unit (e.g., understanding of relationships between the host unit and HQ) and understanding of relationships and behavioral patterns in foreign cultures (Froese et al., 2021). 
While this study does not examine tacit knowledge as a separate knowledge type, the notion of tacit knowledge is central to the theory of knowledge creation, since tacit knowledge is contextually embedded and, therefore, hard to formalize and share with others (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). Because of this, the transfer of tacit knowledge is subject to additional influence factors, such as the personal involvement of individuals, their capability to convey tacit knowledge in understandable forms, as well a shared cognitive space between individuals that facilitates interactions (Nonaka & Konno, 1998; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). Based on this theoretical background, it can be hypothesized that the process of repatriate knowledge transfer is influenced by assignees’ disseminative capacity (i.e., the combination of intrinsic disposition and ability to transfer knowledge) and their trust in colleagues at HQs.
Figure 1 illustrates the conceptual model of the study. To explore potential differences between the two types of knowledge, each hypothesis is divided into two sub-hypotheses: (a) featuring task-oriented knowledge and (b) featuring relationship-oriented knowledge. The following section develops the hypotheses, beginning with the relationship between knowledge acquisition and knowledge transfer.
[bookmark: _bookmark29]{Please insert Figure 1 here}
[bookmark: _bookmark30]Knowledge acquisition during expatriation and knowledge transfer upon repatriation
International assignments provide favorable conditions for socialization and in-depth experiences that facilitate knowledge acquisition and transfer (Furuya et al., 2009). Literature shows that expatriation can be a major source of new knowledge, as it provides opportunities for immersing into a new environment of the host country, interacting with locals, and participating in the decision-making processes of the host unit (Berthoin Antal, 2000; Hocking et al., 2004; Oddou et al., 2013). After returning to HQ, the acquired knowledge can be transferred by various means, including formal reports and debriefings, informal discussions, and direct applications of this knowledge in organizational routines (Berthoin Antal, 2001; Burmeister et al., 2015; Oddou et al., 2013). However, as the exchange of tacit knowledge is largely driven by the quality and variety of individual experiences (Kolb, 2014; Nonaka, 1994; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995), repatriates’ knowledge transfer should be influenced by their prior learning experience, reflected in the degree of knowledge acquisition during expatriation.
As discussed in the literature, expatriation experience allows assignees to gain factual knowledge, acquire new management skills, and get a deeper understanding of the host country’s culture and the functioning of the MNC as a whole (Berthoin Antal, 2000; Fink & Meierewert, 2005; Hocking et al., 2004). Having gained new factual knowledge and know- how during expatriation, assignees acquire greater expertise that can be applied to work on higher-profile tasks at HQs (Froese et al., 2021). 
Furthermore, knowledge gains from expatriation can increase the likelihood of knowledge transfer after repatriation for reasons of commitment and altruism. Literature has shown that some repatriates perceive knowledge transfer as a natural part of the job and demonstrate a high willingness to share their new experiences with their colleagues at HQ, even with little support from the organization (Berthoin Antal, 2001; Burmeister et al., 2015; Oddou et al., 2013). Therefore, greater knowledge gains from expatriation can foster assignees’ commitment to the organization, increase their sense of responsibility for sharing the acquired knowledge, and thus render them more likely to engage in knowledge transfer. Based on the theoretical arguments and related evidence, the first hypothesis predicts:
Hypothesis 1a/1b: The acquisition of (a) task-oriented and (b) relationship-oriented knowledge during expatriation is positively related to the transfer of (a) task-oriented and
(b) relationship-oriented knowledge upon repatriation.
[bookmark: _bookmark31]The moderating role of disseminative capacity
The relationship between knowledge acquisition and knowledge transfer could be strengthened by repatriates’ disseminative capacity. In recent years, disseminative capacity has garnered attention in repatriate knowledge transfer research (Burmeister et al., 2018; Sánchez- Vidal et al., 2018), and various conceptualizations have emerged in literature (Minbaeva, Park, Vertinsky, & Cho, 2018). Given this study’s focus on the individual level, disseminative capacity is defined as “the ability and the willingness of organizational actors to transfer MNC knowledge where and when it is needed in the organization” (Minbaeva & Michailova, 2004, p. 667). As such, the ability of individuals to express tacit knowledge and their willingness to engage in knowledge transfer are recognized as important drivers of the knowledge creation process in organizations (Nonaka & Konno, 1998; Oddou et al., 2009). The theory of disseminative capacity emphasizes that these factors are mutually required and synergistic (Minbaeva et al., 2018; Minbaeva & Michailova, 2004), since both are required for individuals to succeed at knowledge sharing. 
The first constituent of repatriates’ disseminative capacity is the ability to codify and articulate knowledge (Minbaeva et al., 2018). Since much of repatriates’ knowledge is tacit and complex (Berthoin Antal, 2000; Burmeister et al., 2015), a high level of codification and articulation ability is required to convey this tacit knowledge in a way that can be understood by knowledge receivers (Minbaeva et al., 2018; Reagans & McEvily, 2003). The codification aspect refers to knowledge senders’ capacity to frame and translate knowledge into more comprehensible and explicit forms such as presentations (Minbaeva et al., 2018; Nonaka, 1994). Practical cases such as the one of Nissan show that knowledge transfer in MNCs requires specialists who have profound international experience and are “adept at socializing tacit knowledge and externalizing it into explicit language” (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995, p. 209). For instance, to support the collection of knowledge, Samsung and General Electric have their repatriates prepare extensive documentation after return from assignments, including best practices, lessons learned, and recommendations for improvement (Oddou et al., 2013). 
However, not all knowledge can be made explicit (Burmeister et al., 2018; Riusala & Smale, 2007). For instance, assignees can acquire knowledge about social structures and processes in subsidiaries, cross-cultural understanding of different ways of thinking, or the nature of subsidiary-HQ relations, which are rather difficult to codify (Froese et al., 2021). According to Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995), codification should be accompanied by effective articulation to share such tacit types of knowledge more effectively. Individuals with high articulation ability support their communication with vivid examples, metaphors, analogies, and narratives (Nonaka & Konno, 1998; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). In doing so, they are able to provide more compelling visualizations of tacit concepts and personal experiences that can be understood and reflected upon by knowledge receivers (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). In sum, codification and articulation ability represent repatriates’ potential capability to share their previously acquired knowledge in a way that is easier to comprehend, interpret, and apply in practice by the receiving employees at HQs (Minbaeva et al., 2018).
Nonetheless, potential capabilities can remain unrealized without individual willingness (Lazarova & Tarique, 2005; Oddou et al., 2009), which is the second constituent of theory of disseminative capacity (Minbaeva & Michailova, 2004). Literature suggests that many repatriates come back with a wealth of knowledge (Berthoin Antal, 2001) but the knowledge may not be shared due to their lack of willingness, which cause repatriates to withhold their knowledge despite having adequate capabilities (Oddou et al., 2009). As observed by Amir and colleagues (2020), many repatriates return to their home unit with significant amounts of potentially useful knowledge; however, they might consciously disengage from knowledge sharing if they feel that the effort outweighs the potential benefits. Moreover, the willingness to invest time and physical effort in knowledge transfer is particularly relevant in repatriation due to the increased amounts of time and persistence required for transferring and adapting foreign knowledge (Burmeister et al., 2015; Lazarova & Tarique, 2005). Thus, repatriates with a stronger willingness to transfer knowledge are likely to invest more energy, be more resilient to communication difficulties, and assign higher priority to knowledge-sharing activities (Burmeister et al., 2018).
In sum, repatriates’ ability and willingness to transfer knowledge are expected to be mutually beneficial and required for transferring the previously acquired knowledge. This interactive effect of ability and willingness has been operationalized as disseminative capacity in recent empirical studies of expatriates (Minbaeva & Michailova, 2004) and repatriates (Burmeister et al., 2018; Sánchez-Vidal et al., 2018), with results providing evidence for a positive relationship between disseminative capacity and knowledge transfer. Building on the above arguments and related evidence, repatriates with greater disseminative capacity are expected to be better capable of activating and sharing their previously acquired knowledge, resulting in an improved knowledge transfer outcome:
Hypothesis 2a/2b: Assignees’ disseminative capacity positively moderates the relationship between knowledge acquisition and knowledge transfer for (a) task-oriented and (b) relationship-oriented knowledge, respectively.

[bookmark: _bookmark32]The moderating role of trust in HQ coworkers
The importance of interpersonal trust has been acknowledged in conceptual (Lazarova & Tarique, 2005; Oddou et al., 2009; Reiche et al., 2009), qualitative (Amir et al., 2020; Berthoin Antal, 2001; Burmeister et al., 2015; Oddou et al., 2013), and quantitative studies on repatriate knowledge transfer (Bucher, Burmeister, Osland, & Deller, 2020; Mäkelä & Brewster, 2009; Reiche, 2012). To contribute to this nascent research, the present study examines the moderating effect of trust as an individual level (repatriates’ trust in HQ colleagues) moderator in the relationship between repatriates’ knowledge acquired abroad and knowledge transfer after repatriation.
In the theory of organizational knowledge creation, trust creates a favorable climate that facilitates knowledge sharing (Nonaka, 1994; von Krogh, 1998). A trustful environment is important for sharing tacit knowledge, as it alleviates communication barriers between individuals and mitigates the perceived risk of knowledge misuse, allowing individuals to share their thoughts, emotions, and experiences more openly (Nonaka, 1994; Nonaka & Konno, 1998; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). Following this theory, several arguments can be provided to explain why repatriates are more likely to share their acquired knowledge under higher levels of trust in coworkers at HQs.
The first argument is related to the important role of trust in the reintegration and socialization processes after assignees’ return to the home unit since repatriates have to fit in and learn to understand their coworkers to become fully productive after their return (Oddou et al., 2009). A low level of trust in coworkers can undermine repatriates’ perception of belonging to and feeling welcome in the HQ social community (Bresman, Birkinshaw, & Nobel, 1999), resulting in a loss of a supportive environment for knowledge sharing processes (Kogut & Zander, 1992; Nonaka & Konno, 1998). As a result of low trust in coworkers, some repatriates may feel discouraged and could make a conscious decision to withhold their knowledge, thinking that it could potentially be misappropriated or perceived as a threat by others (Berthoin Antal, 2001) or threaten their reputation (Amir et al., 2020).
Another related argument is based on the notion that trusting relationships are distinguished by a greater willingness to assist and be available for knowledge transfer (Granovetter, 1983; Reagans & McEvily, 2003; Reiche, 2012). According to this perspective, greater levels of trust can enhance the quality of knowledge transfer, as individuals who trust each other are more likely to exchange “relevant, comprehensive, accurate, and timely knowledge” (Zand, 1972, p. 231). As mentioned above, repatriate knowledge is often tacit and complex, suggesting that its transfer can be supported through context-specific cues, detailed instructions, as well as high frequency and intensity of interactions, all of which are easier to achieve with more trust (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). While trust has been conceptualized as both a static (Pudelko & Liu, 2020) and a dynamic concept (Dietz, Gillespie, & Chao, 2010) in literature, this study seeks to examine the role of trust as a static concept. Repatriates with greater trust in HQ coworkers are expected to devote more time and energy to share their knowledge, have less interest in hoarding knowledge, and pay more attention to details and accuracy in communication, which should enable them to share more of their previously acquired knowledge.
Based on the theoretical arguments and empirical evidence presented above, repatriates with greater levels of trust in HQ coworkers are expected to share more of their acquired knowledge after repatriation, as summarized in the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 3a/3b: Assignees’ trust in colleagues at HQ positively moderates the relationship between knowledge acquisition and knowledge transfer for (a) task-oriented and (b) relationship-oriented knowledge, respectively.

[bookmark: _bookmark33]Methods
[bookmark: _bookmark34]Sample and data
The data for this study were collected from five MNCs operating in the manufacturing and financial sectors as part of a larger research project on expatriation and repatriation. The five MNCs are part of one large German conglomerate. Their HQs are located in Germany, Spain, and the Czech Republic, and each of these corporations employs more than 5,000 employees internationally. The questionnaire was developed in cooperation with the labor councils of the companies and was then administered by e-mail to the participants with the support of the companies. The survey data were collected at two points in time. The first-time wave was collected from the international assignees during their stay at foreign subsidiaries, three months prior to their return to HQs (i.e., Time 1, during expatriation). The second time wave followed three months after assignees’ return to HQs (i.e., Time 2, after repatriation). After the second time wave, 226 respondents (out of 570 questionnaires sent out initially) provided complete data for the analysis (39.65% response rate). The average age of respondents was 42.98 years, and 88.94% were male. According to the information provided by the companies, most international assignees spent three to five years in foreign subsidiaries. The hosting subsidiaries were located in Europe (33.63% of assignees), North America (26.99%), and Asia-Pacific (39.38%).

[bookmark: _bookmark35]Measures
The scale-based measures of the survey are based on prior literature. Seven-point Likert scales were used in all survey items, except for control variables. 
Knowledge acquisition was measured in Time 1 using the scale developed by Froese and colleagues’ scale (2021). The scale features two types of knowledge, with four items referring to each type. The respondents rated the extent to which they gained task-oriented knowledge (example item: “Knowledge of working style in the host country”) and relationship-oriented knowledge (example item: “Understanding of different ways of thinking”). Cronbach’s α was 0.82 for task-oriented knowledge acquisition and 0.81 for relationship-oriented knowledge acquisition, respectively.
Knowledge transfer was measured in Time 2 after repatriation. The respondents rated the extent to which they transferred the knowledge from the host country after their return to the HQ, using the same items as knowledge acquisition in Time 1 (Froese et al., 2021). Cronbach’s α was 0.93 for task-oriented knowledge transfer and 0.92 for relationship-oriented knowledge transfer, respectively.
For disseminative capacity, a composite measure was created following prior research (Burmeister et al., 2018; Minbaeva & Michailova, 2004) by multiplying the scales of ability and motivation to transfer knowledge. Motivation to transfer knowledge was measured using five items from Chang and colleagues (2012) in Time 1. One example item is “I am willing to solve difficulties to transfer knowledge to domestic employees”. Cronbach’s α for this scale was 0.84. Ability to transfer knowledge was measured in Time 2, based on five items from Reagans and McEvily (2003). In contrast to the original instrument, the items were rephrased to refer specifically to the knowledge acquired during expatriation instead of tapping on the respondents’ general area of expertise. One example item is “It is easy for me to pass on knowledge and experience from my foreign assignment to people in my department”. Cronbach’s α of this scale was 0.79.
Trust in colleagues was measured in Time 2 using five items from Quigley, Tesluk, Locke, and Bartol (2007). One sample item is “I believe that the information provided by my colleagues and staff in my department is accurate”. Cronbach’s α for this scale was 0.91.
Following prior literature, we added control variables for respondents’ age in years, host region of the assignment (two dummy variables for the North American and Asia-Pacific regions), and functional departments (one dummy for service-related functions, such as marketing, sales, and purchasing, and one dummy for assignees who work in the area of production and logistics) (Froese et al., 2021). To control for company effects, a dummy variable was added for employees of a major Germany-based MNC. Lastly, a dummy control variable was added for respondents with a personal development plan because it could require specific knowledge transfer activities after repatriation (Froese et al., 2021; Lazarova & Cerdin, 2007). Gender was not included as a control variable since only 25 out of 226 respondents were female. All control variables were captured in the first-time wave of the survey.

[bookmark: _bookmark36]Statistical analysis
Before testing the hypotheses, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to validate the scale-based measures. While specifying the measurement model, high modification indices were observed among two pairs of items, which reflected their similar contents. To address this issue, two error covariances were specified—one between two indicators of the latent construct ability and another between two indicators of the latent construct trust (Brown, 2015). Next, to assess the discriminant validity of the scales, a one-factor model (χ2 = 3292.90, df = 432) was compared to a five-factor model that combined the knowledge acquisition and knowledge transfer items into single dimensions (χ2 = 1574.70, df = 422), and a seven-factor model that separated all the theorized constructs into different factors and distinguished between task- oriented and relationship-oriented knowledge (χ2 = 778.03, df = 411). The difference in χ2 was significant between the one-factor and the five-factor model (p < 0.001), as well as between the five-factor and the seven-factor model (p < 0.001), thus indicating discriminant validity.
Model fit was evaluated based on several recommended goodness-of-fit indices (Brown, 2015). The seven-factor model fit the data well with CFI = 0.92, TLI = 0.90, SRMR = 0.05, and RMSEA = 0.06. The standardized loadings of the indicators were consistently high (0.77 on average) and clearly above the threshold of 0.40 (Brown, 2015), thus supporting convergent validity. Correlations among the variables did not exceed 0.50, and the lowest tolerance value was 0.73, thus showing no indication of multicollinearity (Kennedy, 2008). Figure 2 summarizes the descriptive statistics and correlations of the variables. Next, the hypotheses were tested via ordinary least square regression analysis using the software SPSS and PROCESS (Hayes, 2017). In the following section, the results are reported based on standardized regression coefficients.
[bookmark: _bookmark37]Results
All results for our hypothesis testing are summarized in Table x. Hypotheses 1a/b predicted that (a) task-oriented and (b) relationship-oriented knowledge acquisition during expatriation is related to the transfer of (a) task-oriented and (b) relationship- oriented knowledge upon repatriation. Against Hypothesis 1a, the hypothesized relationship was not significant for task-oriented knowledge (β = 0.11, p = 0.13). Hypothesis 1b was supported by a significant relationship between the acquisition and the transfer of relationship-oriented knowledge (β = 0.25, p < 0.001).
Hypotheses 2a/b predicted a moderating effect, where assignees’ disseminative capacity strengthens the relationship between acquisition and transfer of (a) task-oriented and (b) relationship-oriented knowledge. The interaction term of disseminative capacity and knowledge acquisition was significant for task-oriented knowledge (β = 0.10, p = 0.04), supporting Hypothesis 2a. Likewise, the interaction term of disseminative capacity and knowledge acquisition was significant for relationship-oriented knowledge (β = 0.13, p = 0.04), supporting Hypothesis 2b.
The moderating effects are visualized in Figures 3 and 4. The graphs suggest that the relationship between knowledge acquisition during expatriation and knowledge transfer upon repatriation is stronger for assignees with high disseminative capacity for both task-oriented and relationship-oriented knowledge. That is, assignees with high disseminative capacity appear to transfer more of their previously acquired knowledge after repatriation.
Hypotheses 3a/b predicted that assignees’ trust in their HQ colleagues has a positive moderating effect on the relationship between acquisition and transfer of (a) task-oriented and (b) relationship-oriented knowledge. However, the interaction term of trust and knowledge acquisition was not significantly related to knowledge transfer for either of the two knowledge types (β = -0.01, p = 0.92 for task-oriented knowledge, and β = 0.02, p = 0.72 for relationship- oriented knowledge). Therefore, Hypotheses 3a/b were rejected.
{Please insert Table 1-3 & Figure 2 -3 here}
[bookmark: _bookmark45]Knowledge acquisition during expatriation and knowledge transfer after repatriation


Discussion
The present study examined the relationships between knowledge acquisition during expatriation and knowledge transfer after repatriation of international assignees. The analyses encompassed two different types of knowledge, namely (a) task-oriented and (b) relationship- oriented knowledge. Further, assignees’ disseminative capacity and trust in coworkers at HQs were hypothesized to moderate the relationship between knowledge acquisition and knowledge transfer. The results revealed that the extent to which assignees shared their previously acquired knowledge differed depending on the type of knowledge in question, with relationship-oriented knowledge being transferred to a greater extent as compared to task-oriented knowledge. While the acquisition of relationship-oriented knowledge was significantly related to reverse knowledge transfer, the acquisition of task-oriented knowledge was not a significant predictor. While extant literature indicates that explicit or codified knowledge is more easily repatriated (Minbaeva et al., 2018; Nonaka, 1994), our finding runs counter-intuitive, and a possible explanation of the same could be traced to the relatively higher generalizability of the relationship-oriented knowledge. Since relationship-oriented knowledge relates to the ability to develop collaborative relationships with host-colleagues, and to the knowledge of how people in host-country prefer to relate with each other, the same can be shared with HQ colleagues irrespective of function or department. On the contrary, task-related knowledge has higher specificity, and can often only be utilized by individuals concerned with that function or department, and thus, is often used on a need-basis as compared to relationship-oriented knowledge. The relationships were significantly stronger for both types of knowledge among assignees with greater disseminative capacity, indicating that irrespective of the amount of knowledge acquired, knowledge repatriation depends on the ability and willingness of expatriates to share knowledge with HQ colleagues. Our findings provide evidence in support of the importance of developing both the ability of disseminating information to HQ colleagues so that it can be utilized in the HQ and the encouraging the repatriation of knowledge by expatriates, since significant individual effort is required by the repatriates to articulate and share knowledge with HQ members. Thus, our study highlights the challenges in repatriation knowledge, and that it involves complex mechanisms of individual ability coupled with motivation. Finally, against the initial hypothesis, trust in coworkers at the home unit did not moderate the relationship between knowledge acquisition and transfer. Contrary to the studies emphasizing the role of trust in knowledge acquisition and repatriation, our study sheds light on the boundary condition of trust as a moderator, and a possible explanation could be related to nature of knowledge transfer during repatriation. Since our study also reveals that not all knowledge is transferred and relationship-oriented knowledge is transferred to a greater extent, we can posit that relevance or the applicability of knowledge to the HQ colleague is a more important criteria for knowledge-transfer rather than the level of trust with the HQ colleague. Hence, repatriates can transfer relationship-oriented knowledge though socialization more easily with those HQ colleagues with whom they work routinely whereas task-oriented knowledge is more specific, and can be disseminated through organizational learning methods such as debriefing or best-practices study in the respective departments, leaving the role of trust at an individual level with lesser influence on the level of knowledge transfer. Since our conceptualization of trust was an individual and static one, instead of a mutual and dynamic one, the findings could be interpreted as a starting point for further examination of the construct of trust and its multifaceted aspects. 
As argued by Lazarova and Tarique (2005) and empirically demonstrated in the present study, the acquisition and transfer of assignees’ knowledge is not a simple harvesting process. In particular, new insights could be obtained by investigating the underlying steps of repatriate knowledge transfer in conjunction with the stages of international assignments (Chiang et al., 2018; Froese et al., 2021). Thus, by examining the effects of knowledge acquisition during expatriation even after the expatriate has returned to the home country, our study seeks to connect the previously disconnected stages of international knowledge transfer, which is the linkages between assignees’ knowledge acquisition during expatriation and the actual transfer of knowledge upon repatriation. In doing so, this study fills an important conceptual and methodological limitation of prior research that acknowledged important knowledge transfer benefits after repatriation but did not fully examine the origins of this knowledge at preceding stages (i.e., during expatriation) (Bucher et al., 2020; Burmeister et al., 2018; Furuya et al., 2009; Sánchez-Vidal et al., 2018). Overall, the results show that knowledge transfer after repatriation is influenced by assignees’ learning experience at the subsidiary, especially in relationship-oriented knowledge. This finding affirms the underlying theory (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995) and conceptual propositions on the criticality of individual learning experiences for subsequent transmission and application of knowledge in organizations (Oddou et al., 2009). Thus, following the recommendations of recent research (Chiang et al., 2018; Froese et al., 2021), this study reinforces the significance of a temporal perspective that incorporates assignees’ experiences during expatriation and repatriation as parts of a common mechanism, and in doing so contributes to a more holistic understanding of international assignment success. The following section further discusses the theoretical and managerial implications of these findings.

[bookmark: _bookmark46]Theoretical implications
The present study provides new theoretical implications from the knowledge creation perspective (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995) by highlighting the differences in transferring distinct types of knowledge. Over the past years, various typologies of repatriate knowledge have been proposed (Berthoin Antal, 2000; Fink & Meierewert, 2005; Froese et al., 2021; Oddou et al., 2013), and there is an ongoing call among scholars for a deeper investigation in this direction (Lazarova & Tarique, 2005; Oddou et al., 2009). In particular, there is a dearth of evidence on how different types of knowledge facilitate or impede repatriate knowledge transfer (Burmeister et al., 2018). This study took up this research gap by distinguishing between task-oriented and relationship-oriented knowledge, which yielded several interesting findings. First, the findings show that, all other things being equal, relationship-oriented knowledge acquired during expatriation is more likely to be shared after repatriation than task-oriented knowledge. This result can be interpreted by considering the different contents, purposes, and potential fields of application of these types of knowledge. According to Froese and colleagues (2021), task-oriented knowledge serves the successful accomplishment of assignees’ job tasks in the host country, whereas relationship-oriented knowledge facilitates assignees’ collaboration with other people. While relationship-oriented knowledge can be tacit and therefore challenging to transfer (Berthoin Antal, 2000; Fink & Meierewert, 2005), it may also have a lower degree of specificity and thus could be easier to apply in practice (Lazarova & Tarique, 2005). In contrast, task-oriented knowledge could be more specialized and thus may be shared on fewer occasions, as explained below.
According to Oddou and colleagues (2013), repatriates’ holistic and systemic understanding of international work relationships is a valuable knowledge asset that can be drawn upon in different situations like handling cultural conflicts, managing a diverse workforce, and introducing new solutions to existing problems in the home unit. For instance, Berthoin Antal (2001) found that repatriates could capitalize on their understanding of cross- unit work relationships to improve existing collaboration practices between subsidiaries and HQ. In this case, repatriates managed to transfer their knowledge by leading by example and actively involving their coworkers in the new routines. Hence, even though relationship- oriented knowledge may be difficult to convert into explicit forms, it can change repatriates’ ways of seeing and doing things (Oddou et al., 2013) and thus can be shared through active demonstration and application in a variety of work situations. In contrast, the lack of a significant relationship in the case of task-oriented knowledge may be attributed to greater specificity that limits the scope of application of this knowledge type. As task-oriented knowledge encompasses subjects that are mostly relevant in the host unit context (e.g., knowledge about host country markets or working styles) (Froese et al., 2021), this knowledge might be less widely applicable after repatriation. As explained by Burmeister and colleagues (2015), repatriates’ decision to share knowledge is preceded by an assessment of knowledge criticality and waiting for appropriate work situations (e.g., when helping HQ coworkers to plan their stay abroad or offering them specific task-related information about the foreign unit). Therefore, task-oriented knowledge can remain unutilized unless there is a specific demand or if the assignees themselves invest persistent effort in finding potential use cases for it.
Furthermore, this study’s findings highlight the important role of individual disseminative capacity in facilitating knowledge transfer (Minbaeva & Michailova, 2004). Results show that repatriates with high disseminative capacity are significantly more likely to share their task- oriented knowledge, and also share a greater extent of their relationship-oriented knowledge. While prior research provided evidence for the direct relationship between repatriates’ disseminative capacity and knowledge transfer (Burmeister et al., 2018; Sánchez-Vidal et al., 2018), the present study offers more precise implications on how exactly disseminative capacity influences the process of knowledge transfer. The results suggest that repatriates with high disseminative capacity are more successful at utilizing and communicating both featured types of knowledge. These results support the idea that repatriates’ willingness and ability are mutually beneficial and required for succeeding at knowledge transfer (Minbaeva & Michailova, 2004). On the one hand, insufficient abilities can prevent repatriates from sharing their knowledge understandably and convincingly (Burmeister et al., 2015). Also, it can lead to failure when communication is too direct, overwhelming, or culturally inappropriate for the recipients (Amir et al., 2020; Burmeister et al., 2015). On the other hand, knowledge transfers can also fail if repatriates do not actively attempt to share their knowledge or do not invest substantial effort in communication (Burmeister et al., 2015). In sum, these findings demonstrate that repatriate knowledge transfer is not a simple and automatic process (Lazarova & Tarique, 2005; Oddou et al., 2009). Yet, assignees with high disseminative capacity can better overcome these challenges and capitalize on their international experience.
Unexpectedly, repatriates’ trust in HQ coworkers did not moderate the relationship between knowledge acquisition and knowledge transfer. Although the importance of trust for knowledge sharing has been acknowledged in the literature (Bucher et al., 2020; Burmeister et al., 2015; Lazarova & Tarique, 2005; Oddou et al., 2009), the moderation hypothesis was not supported in the present study. There are several possible explanations for and implications from these findings. First, it is possible to assume that trust has less influence on the presence or absence of knowledge sharing. Instead, trust could have a more subtle influence on the content and quality of repatriate knowledge transfer. As shown by Burmeister and colleagues (Burmeister et al., 2015), repatriates might share some of their knowledge regardless of trust; however, the depth and quality of this knowledge may be limited, as exemplified by the following quote from Burmeister et al. (2015, p. 744): “Certainly you do transfer a different kind of knowledge then only this very neutral knowledge”. Thus, repatriates may share and apply some of their knowledge if they feel the necessity to do so, or when being asked, regardless of coworkers’ trustworthiness. However, depending on the level of trust, they can adjust their communication style and decide whether to reveal or withhold additional details that are not strictly required in a particular situation. These results contest the idea that the distrust caused by fear of knowledge misuse has a major influence on repatriates’ knowledge sharing (Amir et al., 2020; Berthoin Antal, 2001; Bucher et al., 2020; Minbaeva & Michailova, 2004). Although exceptions may exist, repatriates’ knowledge is often tacit and contextually embedded (Berthoin Antal, 2000; Lazarova & Tarique, 2005), which acts as a buffer against potential misappropriation and imitation by competing coworkers (Ambrosini & Bowman, 2001; Zander & Kogut, 1995). Hence, the findings raise important questions and call for a more detailed examination of trust in the context of repatriate knowledge transfer.
[bookmark: _bookmark47]Practical implications
The present study offers several practical implications. Overall, MNCs should raise awareness about the different types of repatriate knowledge and pay close attention to knowledge acquisition and transfer during expatriation and repatriation. Specifically, it should be noted that the quality of assignees’ learning experience abroad is an important predictor of subsequent knowledge sharing and application after repatriation. To facilitate assignees’ learning abroad, companies can develop systematic development plans in advance and provide their expatriates with sufficient time and space to garner experience from different job areas and different people in the foreign unit (Berthoin Antal, 2000; Hocking et al., 2004; Oddou et al., 2013; Wong, 2005). In turn, to effectively harvest assignees’ experience after repatriation, companies should invest more effort in actively seeking and capturing this knowledge. This step is particularly important for task-oriented knowledge, as it appears to be more difficult to seize. In this regard, it is advisable not only to rely on conventional debriefings and written reports (Oddou et al., 2013) but also to appoint repatriates to mentoring roles, and to utilize their experiences and problem-solving capacities ad hoc. Further, repatriates should be assigned to manage new international projects, when possible, to help them to capitalize on their host-country expertise (Burmeister et al., 2015).
Moreover, practical implications can be drawn with regard to assignees’ disseminative capacity. Clearly, companies should devote resources to developing assignees’ abilities and willingness to transfer knowledge through wider use of training and performance appraisals (Amir et al., 2020; Burmeister et al., 2015; Minbaeva et al., 2003) before and after international assignments (Froese et al., 2021; Szkudlarek & Sumpter, 2015). To develop assignees’ willingness to transfer knowledge, companies are advised to engage in an open dialogue with repatriates to better understand their individual needs and expectations. While assignees’ willingness to collaborate can be supported through extrinsic recognition and rewards (Burmeister et al., 2015; Lazarova & Tarique, 2005; Minbaeva et al., 2003), a strategic priority should be given to fostering a receptive, sensitive, and learning-oriented organizational culture. Thus, MNCs should aim to strengthen the motivation to share knowledge and alleviate communication barriers among repatriates and HQ employees (Burmeister et al., 2015; Minbaeva et al., 2018; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995).
[bookmark: _bookmark48]Limitations and future research directions
Notwithstanding the theoretical and managerial implications, some limitations of this study should be acknowledged and addressed in future research. First, although the data was collected over two stages of international assignments, it does not feature additional perspectives from other respondents at subsidiaries and HQs, which could have further corroborated and extended the findings. In recent years, more studies on repatriate knowledge transfer have yielded important insights through dyadic data of assignees and coworkers (Burmeister et al., 2018) as well as supervisor ratings (Froese et al., 2021; Peltokorpi et al., 2022). Thus, future studies can make further advances, first, by applying a temporal perspective as shown in the present study, and second, by assessing knowledge transfer using different viewpoints and sources. For instance, this study could not assess how exactly repatriates applied their knowledge in the home unit and how this knowledge was utilized by knowledge receivers (on individual and organizational levels). Future research could investigate these effects of repatriate knowledge transfer by collecting data from knowledge recipients at HQs, and then attempt to determine its impact on organizational levels (Foss & Pedersen, 2019; Meyer et al., 2020).
Second, some limitations arise from the structure of the sample that only encompasses Europe-based MNCs and a limited selection of control variables due to privacy restrictions. Although the research model should be replicable in different contexts, future studies can validate and extend this study’s findings in different settings. A possible opportunity for future research would be to investigate repatriate knowledge transfer in MNCs that originate from different cultural and economic contexts, such as emerging markets (Liu & Meyer, 2020). In addition, future studies can perform a more nuanced examination of individual-level knowledge transfer processes in different host country contexts, e.g., by incorporating cross- level analyses (Stoermer et al., 2020).
Third, some findings should be interpreted carefully since the survey measures do not fully account for the complexity and richness of such phenomena as repatriate knowledge and trust. Regarding repatriate knowledge, this study is one of the first to differentiate between task- oriented and relationship-oriented knowledge (Froese et al., 2021). However, scholars could apply alternative taxonomies (Berthoin Antal, 2000) to draw more implications for different types of repatriate knowledge. In a similar vein, additional characteristics of knowledge (e.g., quality, criticality, and trustworthiness) should be considered to develop a more accurate understanding of the boundaries of repatriate knowledge transfer. Lastly, future studies can delve deeper into the multifaceted nature of trust. According to McAllister (1995), interpersonal trust entails a cognitive and an affective perspective. While cognition-based trust focuses on the perceived competence and reliability of the trustee, affect-based trust refers to emotional perceptions. Since this study’s measure of trust focuses on cognition, it could not capture the affect-based component, which could have resulted in different findings, and future studies are encouraged to undertake a more detailed examination of trust in the context of repatriate knowledge transfer.
[bookmark: _bookmark49]Conclusion
[bookmark: _Hlk160144601]In recent years, repatriate knowledge transfer has garnered attention among scholars and practitioners as a viable means of developing competitive advantages in MNCs. This study is among the first to examine the stepwise process of repatriate knowledge acquisition and knowledge transfer by linking it to the stages of international assignments (i.e., expatriation and repatriation). In addition, the study explored the differences between two types of repatriate knowledge-task-oriented and relationship-oriented knowledge-and highlighted the importance of repatriates’ disseminative capacity for facilitating the transfer of both knowledge types. The findings offer new implications for academic inquiry and serve as a starting ground for managerial initiatives for securing the benefits of repatriate knowledge in MNCs.
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Appendix
Figure 1: Conceptual model.





Time 1	Time 2H2 a/b
H3 a/b
Knowledge transfer upon repatriation
Knowledge acquisition during expatriation
Trust in HQ colleagues
Disseminative capacity


H1 a/b

Notes:
Hypotheses H1a, H2a, H3a focus on task-oriented knowledge (TOK); 
Hypotheses H1b, H2b, H3b focus on relationship-oriented knowledge (ROK).







[bookmark: _bookmark38]Table 1: Means, standard deviations, and correlations among study variables.
	
1	Age
	M
42.98
	SD
9.35
	1
	2
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	6
	7
	8
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	10
	11
	12
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	0.27
	0.44
	-0.11
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	dummy
3	Asia-Pacific
	0.39
	0.49
	0.05
	-0.49***
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	4	Service job
	0.22
	0.42
	-0.10
	0.04
	0.01
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	dummy
5	Production job
	0.25
	0.44
	-0.07
	0.11
	-0.01
	-0.31***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	dummy
6	German MNC
	0.91
	0.28
	-0.05
	0.19**
	0.12†
	0.09
	0.15*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	dummy
7	Development
	1.45
	0.50
	0.15*
	-0.01
	0.00
	-0.14*
	0.11†
	0.00
	
	
	
	
	
	

	plan dummy
8	TOK
	6.15
	0.83
	-0.07
	0.02
	0.05
	0.15*
	-0.14*
	-0.09
	-0.11†
	
	
	
	
	

	acquisition
9	ROK
	6.31
	0.66
	-0.06
	0.05
	-0.09
	0.17*
	-0.07
	-0.03
	-0.07
	0.37***
	
	
	
	

	acquisition
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10  TOK transfer
	5.44
	1.51
	-0.10
	-0.04
	0.07
	-0.04
	0.10
	0.04
	0.01
	0.09
	0.03
	
	
	

	11  ROK transfer
	6.01
	1.16
	-0.11†
	0.15*
	-0.06
	-0.04
	0.04
	0.06
	-0.07
	0.20**
	0.24***
	0.46***
	
	

	12  Disseminative
	0.03
	0.51
	-0.01
	0.03
	0.03
	0.09
	-0.10
	0.04
	0.06
	-0.05
	0.05
	0.14*
	0.15*
	

	capacity
13  Trust
	5.96
	0.92
	-0.02
	-0.08
	0.10
	0.05
	-0.03
	0.01
	-0.01
	0.10
	0.12†
	0.10
	0.15*
	0.23***


Notes: Pearson correlations are reported; n = 226; †p < 0.10, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001; M = means; SD = standard deviations. TOK: task-oriented knowledge; ROK: relationship-oriented knowledge.
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Figure 2: Interaction effect of disseminative capacity and task-oriented knowledge acquisition on the transfer of task-oriented knowledge upon repatriation (H2a).
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Figure 3: Interaction effect of disseminative capacity and relationship-oriented knowledge acquisition on the transfer of relationship-oriented knowledge upon repatriation (H2b).
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[bookmark: _bookmark41]Table 2: Regression results with task-oriented knowledge transfer as dependent variable
	Model 1
	
	Model 2
	
	Model 3

	Variables
	β
	SE
	
	β
	SE
	
	β
	SE

	Control
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	-0.10
	0.07
	
	-0.10
	0.07
	
	-0.12†
	0.07

	Asia-Pacific dummy
	0.05
	0.08
	
	0.04
	0.08
	
	0.02
	0.08

	North America dummy
	-0.04
	0.08
	
	-0.05
	0.08
	
	-0.08
	0.08

	Production job dummy
	0.09
	0.07
	
	0.10
	0.07
	
	0.10
	0.07

	Service job dummy
	-0.02
	0.07
	
	-0.03
	0.07
	
	-0.04
	0.07

	German MNC dummy
	0.03
	0.08
	
	0.04
	0.08
	
	0.04
	0.07

	Development plan dummy
	0.01
	0.07
	
	0.02
	0.07
	
	0.01
	0.07

	Predictor
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOK acquisition (H1a)
	
	
	
	0.11
	0.07
	
	0.07
	0.07

	Disseminative capacity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.21*
	0.08

	Trust
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.03
	0.07

	TOK acquisition x Disseminative capacity (H2a)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.10*
	0.05

	TOK acquisition x Trust (H3a)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.01
	0.07

	R²
	0.03
	
	
	0.04
	
	
	0.08
	

	Notes: n = 226; †p < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001; β = standardized regression coefficients; SE = standard errors; TOK: task-oriented knowledge.
	



[bookmark: _bookmark42]Table 3: Regression results with relationship-oriented knowledge transfer as dependent variable
		Model 1	
		Model 2	
		Model 3	

	Variables
	β
	SE
	β
	SE
	β
	SE

	Control
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	-0.10
	0.07
	-0.09
	0.07
	-0.10
	0.07

	Asia-Pacific dummy
	0.02
	0.08
	0.04
	0.08
	0.00
	0.08

	North America dummy
	0.14†
	0.08
	0.14†
	0.08
	0.12
	0.08

	Production job dummy
	0.00
	0.07
	0.01
	0.07
	0.01
	0.07

	Service job dummy
	-0.07
	0.07
	-0.10
	0.07
	-0.12
	0.07

	German MNC dummy
	0.03
	0.08
	0.04
	0.07
	0.04
	0.07

	Development plan dummy
	-0.06
	0.07
	-0.05
	0.07
	-0.06
	0.07

	Predictor
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ROK acquisition (H1b)
	
	
	0.25***
	0.07
	0.23***
	0.07

	Disseminative capacity
	
	
	
	
	0.19*
	0.07

	Trust
	
	
	
	
	0.07
	0.07

	ROK acquisition x Disseminative capacity (H2b)
	
	
	
	
	0.13*
	0.07

	ROK acquisition x Trust (H3b)
	
	
	
	
	0.02
	0.06

	R²
	0.04
	
	0.10
	
	0.15
	

	Notes: n = 226; †p < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001; β = standardized regression coefficients;
SE = standard errors; ROK: relationship-oriented knowledge.
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