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Abstract
Background: Knowledge sharing in medical imaging departments is being driven by the

need to improve healthcare services, develop healthcare professionals skills, and reduce
repetitive mistakes. It is considered an important step in the implementation of knowledge
management solutions. By following a maturity model of knowledge sharing, knowledge
sharing practices can be improved. The aim of this study was to develop a maturity model
knowledge sharing in medical imaging department for helping managers to assess the level of
maturity for knowledge sharing practices.

Objectives: In the modern healthcare institutions, improvements in healthcare professionals
skills and healthcare services are often driven through practicing knowledge sharing
behaviours. To understand the level of maturity of knowledge sharing, mangers can follow
the indicators of maturity model knowledge sharing and its measurements in order to identify
the current level and move to the next level.

Methods: This study was conducted in three stages: An ‘overview stage’ which highlighted
the factors that affect knowledge sharing practices in medical imaging departments; an
‘Analysis factor stage’ which was designed to assess the factors that affect knowledge
sharing by using a concurrent mixed method approach’s (questionnaires, and semi-structured
interviews) in two medical imaging departments; and ’ Structuring maturity model knowledge
sharing stage’, where a maturity model of knowledge sharing was developed based on the
findings of the other stages.

Results: The model presented in this study includes 17 indicators divided into 11
components. Those components derived from the findings of the questionnaires and semi-
structured interviews that were applied in the medical imaging departments. It consists of five
maturity levels: initial, aware, define, managed, and optimised. In each level were included
measurements in order to help managers to assess the current level by answering to the
measurement’ s questions.

Conclusion: This maturity model of knowledge sharing in medical imaging departments
allows managers and policy makers to measure the maturity level of knowledge sharing in
those departments. Although the model has been applied to the medical imaging departments,
it might easily be modified to apply it to other institutions.

Keywords

Knowledge management; knowledge sharing; medical imaging departments; cancer centres;

the Christie, KCCC, maturity model; factors; indicators; measurement.
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Introduction

Knowledge is an essential asset in achieving successful ingtitutions practices, and sharing
knowledge gives a sustainable competitive advantage to modern ingtitutions [1] [2].
Accessing knowledge is the main step in problem solving and decision making [3].
Knowledge is a mixture of experiences, thoughts, ideas, values, and information. In the
context of ingtitutions, knowledge can be shared and transformed among employees within
ingtitutions to create new experiences and information that did not exist before [4].
Healthcare institutions, for example, hospitals, and specialised centres have to apply
knowledge management (KM) system in order to build a proper and effective network among
al hedthcare providers [4]. The reason for implementing knowledge management system is
mainly because of its complexity, and the huge number of knowledge-based resources that
need to be managed [5]. Implementing knowledge management depends on understanding its
processes (knowledge creation, knowledge capture, knowledge sharing, and knowledge
applications). Moreover, identifying a clear framework to follow is vital to target any
weaknesses in each step, and creating a good environment for healthcare professionals. As a
result, health care services, and patient outcomes can be improved [5].

Knowledge sharing is considered an important factor to improve health care services, and an
essential step for successful knowledge management within institutions as it can lead to
improve healthcare settings performance, save them time, reduce costs, and increase health
education levels [6]. It plays an important role in providing great accountability and
establishing good practices in health planning and policymaking. Abzari et al. [7] stated that
knowledge sharing is considered an essential factor in successful institutional performance. It
refers to the act of sharing both tacit and explicit knowledge, such as thoughts, ideas, and
experiences from one person, group, or institution to another in order to formulate new
knowledge [8]. Knowledge sharing is one of the challenges for healthcare ingtitutions due to
the variety of resources and knowledge. Healthcare institutions are complex environments
given the variety of specidlities in each department and who operates institutional resources
in each department [9].

Medical imaging departments are essential in any healthcare institution due to the importance
of performing important procedures for the pre-treatment plan and interpreting results. Based

on the observation at the cancer centre, there are several problems facing knowledge sharing
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practices in the medical imaging department such as a lack of awareness of the importance of
knowledge sharing, difficulty sharing knowledge among healthcare professionals, and a lack
of implementation of information and communication technology (ICT) [10]. Creating a
communication environment is important to control the amount of knowledge shared among
healthcare professionals in their institutions [11]. Additionally, dealing with healthcare
institutional issues is directly related to human capital [12]. Sharing knowledge among
healthcare professionalsis critical to apply that knowledgein their daily work and allow them
to create new knowledge that is needed for developing the institutional process. Both tacit
and explicit knowledge are important to enhance the knowledge sharing process among
healthcare professionals because they are directly related to their experience, and skills [13].
Therefore, identifying a clear maturity model for knowledge sharing in medical imaging is
important to help policymaker, and leaders follow it to enhance knowledge sharing practices

among healthcare professionals.

Literature review
Maturity in this context refers to the degree to which technology, institutional process or

frameworks evolve over time [14, 15]. In institutions, a maturity model (MM) can be
methodically used to define operations and identify stages which can lead to policy plans
[16]. The concept of the maturity model was developed in the early 1970s [17]. It is
increasingly applied in the field of information systems [18] and is established in many fields
such as knowledge management, information management, software performance and
management [19-22]. The purpose of maturity modelsis to provide a clear model based on an
institution’s capabilities in a certain managerial area by using a set of criteria and related
evaluation methodologies [23]. It can be a powerful tool that helps identify strengths and
weaknesses in a specific area [24]. Bititci et al., [25] indicated that maturity models have a
positive impact on improving institutional performance and respond to many challenges by
describing each step and stage properly.

Healthcare institutions face challenges in achieving best practices in knowledge management
implementation [26]. Maturity in knowledge management is defined as the degree to which
knowledge assets are effectively managed and controlled within institutions [27]. There have
been several maturity models for evaluating and descripting these areas of management that
have been proposed [14-16, 28-30]. Some other applications of maturity models have been
applied to healthcare intuition information systems [31].
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There is a continuing need to structure and develop a new Knowledge Sharing Maturity
Model (KSMM) for enhancing knowledge sharing practices among employees in the medical
imaging departments [32]. KSMM helps decision-makers to achieve institutional tasks and
improve the quality of patient outcomes [33]. There are several models of knowledge sharing
[34-37]. Despite the variety of these models, few of them focus on knowledge sharing in
healthcare in general and in the medical imaging department in particular [38]. There are
severa factors that affect knowledge sharing among healthcare professionals, including the
maturity model of multidisciplinary team meetings, community of practice information and
communication technology, social media networks, PACS, tele- medicine, and digital library
[39-45]. Creating a maturity model for knowledge sharing that consists of al factors that
affect their behaviours is vital to implementing a knowledge sharing environment among
healthcare professionals.

To date, there is no maturity model to assess knowledge sharing practices among healthcare
professionals in general hospitals as awhole, or in medical imaging departments specifically.
Developing a maturity model to evaluate the level of maturity of knowledge sharing
behaviours is a challenge due to the interactions of healthcare professionals’ behaviours with
each other on one hand and with ICT on the other , and is dependent on human beings,

cultural environments and technological facilitators [46].

Aim and Research questions
The aim of this paper is to structure and present the steps of the development of a KSMM for

understanding how healthcare professionals share knowledge, and to define the proper stages
of achieving the best knowledge practices among healthcare professionals in medical imaging
departments. Therefore, the key research questions are: (1) What are the main components
that structured the KSMM? (2) What are the stages of MM that help managers in medical
imaging departments need to follow in order to evaluate and enhance knowledge sharing
practices among healthcare professionals? (3) What are the indicators that control the

KSMM, and how can managers measure them.

Research objectives
This paper has various objectives. Firstly, to identify the main stages and components that

relate to KSMM. Secondly, the main characteristics of each stage involved in the MM
explained in depth. Finally, to create a proposa for a MM that includes the knowledge

sharing influencing indicators that affect knowledge sharing practices among heathcare


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.01.24305015

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.01.24305015; this version posted April 1, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

professionals in medical imaging departments. Additionally, the measurements for each
indicator that form the components of the KSMM will be presented.

Research methodology
This paper illustrates the development of a maturity model for knowledge sharing in medical

imaging departments. There were three stages conducted in this study, as shown in Figure 1.
First an “overview stage”, consisting of a review of previous literature that identified factors
that affect knowledge sharing practices in healthcare ingtitutions in general and medical
imaging departments specifically. Second the “analysis factors” stage, which consists of
applying several methodologies to examine those factors. Third the “structuring” stage.
Here, the initial maturity model for knowledge sharing in the medical imaging department
was be devel oped.
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Figure 1: The three stages conducted in this study

An overview stage:
An overview stage illustrated the factors that affect knowledge sharing in medical imaging

departments at the general hospital and cancer centres specifically. There were several studies
that identified knowledge sharing factors were divided into three categories. individual
factors, administrative factors, and technological factors [38, 47-59]. Any factor that has a
positive impact on enhancing knowledge sharing is called a facilitator. On the other hand, any
factors that hinder knowledge sharing practices is called a barrier. Based on previous
literature, the factors that affect knowledge sharing in medical imaging departments are the
same whether in a general hospital or a cancer centre. However, they are different in terms of
terminology because the nature of the cancer centre is mainly concerned with treating cancer
cases, which need more than one specialty to end up with an appropriate protocol to treat
specific cases [60]. Therefore, documenting the factors that affect knowledge sharing in
medical imaging departments from the previous literature is important in order to test those

factors in the next stage [60]. Those factors are shown in Table 1.
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Analysis factors stage:

In this stage, to examine and analyse those factors, mixed methods are used in this study. The

mix method consists of questionnaires, and semi-structured interviews [61]. A triangulation -

validate mixed methods design was used in this study. The questionnaire was structured

based on the previous studies, and the semi-structured interview questions were formed based

on the factors in the previous stage in order to

Table 1: Factors that affect knowledge sharing in the medical imaging departments in general hospitals

Vs cancer centres [60].

Types of factors

Individual factors

Departmental factors

Technological factors

Facilitators terminologies in
medical imaging
departments in  general
hospitals

-Trust

-Positive attitudes
-Awareness
-Experience
-Intrinsic Motivation
-Personality
-Self-esteem
-Self-efficacy

-Communities of Practice
(CoP), inter-professional
collaboration

-leadership

-Culture

-Teamwork

-Extrinsic motivation
-Learning and training

-Doctor rounds

-Departmental arrangements

-ICT (PACS, socid media,
intranet, extranet, tele-
medicine, tele-radiology)
-Network

-Digital library

Facilitators terminologies
in medical imaging
departments in cancer
centres

-Trust

-Positive attitudes
-Awareness
-Experience
-Intrinsic Motivation
-Personality
-Self-esteem
-Self-efficacy

-Multi disciplinary team
(MDT), Community of
oncologists
-leadership

-Culture

-Teamwork

-Extrinsic motivation
-Learning and training
-Doctor rounds
-Departmental
arrangements

-ICT (PACS, social media,
intranet, extranet, tele-
medicine, teleradiology)
-Network

-Digital library

examining those factors through distributing questionnaires and conducting semi-structured

interview among healthcare professionals who are working in the medical imaging
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department at two cancer centres [62-64]. The questionnaire was divided into three parts: the
demographic section, knowledge sharing practices, and factors that affect knowledge sharing
practices in the medical imaging departments. The questionnaires were distributed
electronically using the Qualtrics survey tool. The semi-structured interviews were conducted
via Microsoft Teams. Those methods were applied among healthcare professionals in the
medical imaging department of two cancer centres: the Christie hospital and Kuwait cancer

Control Centre.

Structuring MM stage:
In this stage a maturity model for knowledge sharing was developed. Based on the

identifying factors that affect knowledge sharing practices in medical imaging departments, a
clear vision was developed in order to build a KSMM in a proper way, helping the managers
and policymakers to follow those steps and understand how those factors are related to each
other in different stages. Furthermore, it helps them either to implement knowledge sharing

environment, or to identify the weak points of knowledge sharing practices.

Results of mixed methods
In this paper, we used a triangulation concurrent mixed method approach. An electronic

survey was distributed among healthcare professiona in two cancer centres from February
2023 until July 2023. It consists of 65 questions divided into three sections. To assess the
factors that affect knowledge sharing practices, the Likert scale with seven points was used to
evaluate those factors, Multimedia Appendix 1 shown the survey questions. A total of 85
responses were received. Qualtrics XM software was used to analyse the quantitative data.
Those factors were divided into three categories based on the systematic review: individual
factors, departmental factors, and technological factors [60].

The semi-structured interviews were conducted online using Microsoft Teams among 13
healthcare professionals who are working in the medical imaging departments at two cancer
centres. Thematic analysis was used to analyse the qualitative data. Codes were organised by
using NVivo software. This was done in order to validate the quantitative methods,
understand their views, and understand how knowledge sharing practices are going in those
centres. Additionally, to assess if there are a clear policy to adopt knowledge sharing
practices. Multimedia appendix 2 shows the interview questions and consent form. All those
methods were applied under the ethical improvement programme at both centres.

The results revealed that there are 10 components derived from 5 categories, as shown in

Table 1. Those categories start with awareness, which is considered the as main step to
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adopting knowledge sharing practices in the department. Awareness of the importance of
knowledge sharing in developing healthcare professionals skills and improving healthcare
services is important to increase their willingness to share their knowledge. The results of the
guantitative method showed that healthcare professionals in both cancer centres have a high
level of awareness of the importance of knowledge sharing. The second category is related to
the types of knowledge sharing. It is divided into two categories: tacit and explicit
knowledge. Tacit knowledge is the most dominant type of knowledge in the medical imaging
department because of several meetings, and specialised meetings (multidisciplinary team
meetings, Community of practices, and community of oncologists) are occurred in those
departments. In contrast, explicit knowledge exits in the endorsed documents, protocols,
policies, and procedures manuals. Therefore, understanding both types of knowledge and
organising them isimportant to increase knowledge sharing practices.

The third, fourth, and fifth categories are related to the factors that affect knowledge sharing
practices:. individual, departmental, and technological factors. The mean scores of the factors
fal between Somewhat Agree to Strongly Agree, which reveals that healthcare professionals
are believed in the importance of those factors in enhancing knowledge sharing behaviours.
The individual factors consist of two components. communication among health
professionals, and personality & positive attitudes. Building trust relationships among
healthcare professionals is important to allow them to share their experiences. Additionaly,
most of the respondents agreed that intrinsic motivation has a positive impact on sharing
knowledge by increasing their self-efficacy, and self- esteem through giving them
opportunities to practice their abilities and experiences. There is a strong relationship
between (personality and positive attitudes), and increased knowledge sharing practices. The
respondents indicated that knowledge sharing behaviours occur among individuals. Each of
them has a specific personality and attitude towards knowledge sharing practices. Some of
them like to share their knowledge in large groups, while other fedl relief when they share it
in small groups.

The departmental factors have a big responsibility to enhance knowledge sharing based on
respondents’ thoughts. It consists of five components: leadership and culture, achieving
departmental task, continues education, decision making, and infrastructure and workforce.
The participants agreed that aleader has a responsibility to create a culture of communication
that allows healthcare professionals to practice knowledge sharing behaviours. Developing
healthcare professionals’ skills required setting a clear plan for practicing continuing

education activities such as attending conferences, lectures, training sessions, and workshops.
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Offering them space and time is vital to allowing them to practice knowledge sharing
activities through organising tasks among them and giving them empty spaces. To achieve
departmental tasks, working within ateam is crucial to increase the number of tasks achieved.
Making a decision regarding patient treatment is one of the important tasks in the department.
That task was created in highly specialised meetings such as: Multidisciplinary teams
(MDTs), and communities of practices (CoP).

Technological factors consist of several technological modalities such as PACS, socia
media, intranet, extranet, tele-medicine, tele radiology that require a high-speed networking.
These factors consist of two components: stored and shared electronic data electronically, and
access to the electronic databases. The respondents illustrated that using the technology
requires skills for using it efficiently. Moreover, accessing the databases is vital to expanding
healthcare professionals’ knowledge about up-to date treatment plans used to treat cancer
patients.

Maturity Model development
The development of the maturity model was derived from the systematic review that

identified the factors that affect knowledge sharing behaviours in the medical imaging
department, and concurrent mixed methods that evaluated those factors in two cancer centres.
The non- probability sampling technique was used for mixed methods. Self-selection
sampling technique for the quantitative methods, and snowball sampling technique for the
qualitative method. The results indicated that KSMM consists of 17 indicators divided into 11
components. Those components represented the five main categories: awareness, knowledge
sharing repository, individual factors, departmental factors, and technological factors. Table 2
shows the details of the maturity model for knowledge sharing. Knowledge sharing is a
dynamic process among healthcare professionals to manage the institutional process and
interaction with information and communication technology infrastructures. As a
consequence, those components were incorporated into the five maturity levels. Those level
were adopted from the work of the Lee & Kankanhalli [16] that indicated that there are five
levels of maturity in knowledge management (initial, aware, defined, managed, and
optimized) based on people, process, and technology. The maturity model of knowledge
sharing for the medical imaging department presented in Table 2. For each indicator, there

are measurement questions that help managers and policymakers to assess each indicator.
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Table2: The maturity model of knowledge sharing for the medical imaging departments

Categories Components Indicators
Awareness -Awareness and 1. Awareness and
willingness willingness towards KS

Types of knowledge sharing
-Tacit knowledge
-Explicit knowledge

-Understanding and
organizing knowledge
sharing repository

2. Structured, and
collected both types of
knowledge

Individual Factors
-Trust
-Positive attitudes
-Experience
-Intrinsic Motivation
-Personality
-Self-esteem
-Self-efficacy

- Communication among
healthcare professionals.

-Personality and positive
attitudes

3. Building trust among
healthcare professionals
and share their
experience

4. Increased intrinsic
motivation (self-
efficacy, and self-
esteem)

5. Personality and
communication among
healthcare professionals

Departmental factors

-Multi disciplinary team
(MDT), Community of oncologists

-leadership

-Culture

-Teamwork

-Extrinsic motivation

-Learning and training

-Doctor rounds

-Departmental arrangements

-Leadership and culture

-Achieving departmental
tasks

-Continuous education
and develop HCP skills

-Decision making

-Infrastructure and
workforce

6. Structured leadership
and creating culture
7. Handover policy

8. Creating teamwork

9. Organising (learning
lectures, workshops,
training sessions, doctor
rounds, and
participation in
conferences

10. Regular meeting
11. MDT and Cop
making decision

12. Meeting room and
office layout

13. Enhanced extrinsic
motivation
14.0rganised work
process
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Technological factors

- ICT (PACS, social media,
intranet, extranet, tele-medicine,
teleradiology)

-Network

-Digital library

-Stored and shared patient
data electronically

- Accessto the

electronical databases

15. Strong network
16. Implementation
information,
communication
technology, and
maintenances.

17. Digitd library

Table 2: The details of the maturity model for knowledge sharing in medical imaging departments.

Level 1: Initial | Level 2: Aware

sjusuodwo)
slomeolpu|

Level 3: Define

Level 4.
Managed

Level 5:
Optimised
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Awareness: It isthefirst phase of introducing knowledge sharing practicesamong healthcar e professonals. It
measur es by how fast knowledge reach healthcar e professionals within department and how fast the taskswere
performed in an efficient way.

> | 1. Awareness | Indicator 1/17: The healthcare professionals in the medical imaging department are aware of
g \?v?(ljlingneﬂs importance of knowledge sharing behaviours, and facilitators and the factors that affect knowledge
{% towards KS sharing practices.
-The term -Health care -Healthcare -Circular -Healthcare
knowledge professionals are | professionals are discussions, and professionals are
sharingtermis | aware of the aware of the meetings are fully aware of the
not new. importance of importance of organised to importance of
Healthcare knowledge knowl edge sharing, introduce the knowledge
professionals | sharingin and the facilitators concept of sharing, and the
arenot aware | enhancing their | and barriersthat knowledge sharing. | factorsthat affect
of or skillsand affect knowledge it. They are
understand the | increasing sharing practices. willing to share
importance of | patient their knowledge
knowledge outcomes, but with others.
sharing. others have miss
understood.
-DoHCPs -HasL1 -HasL1,and L2 -HasL1, L2, and -HasL1,L2,L3,
know about achieved? achieved? L 3 achieved? and L4 achieved?
knowledge -Are healthcare | -Do you know the - Arethereany -Isthereaclear
sharingin professionals definition of planstointroduce | policy that shows
general? awar e of the knowledge sharing? | and discussthe the importance of
Themeasurement | -Did they importance of -DoHCPs knew importance of under standing
willing to knowledge about facilitators knowledge knowledge
under sand sharing? and barriersthat sharing? sharing practices
the concept of affect knowledge at thewor kplace?
knowledge sharing practices?
sharing?

Types of knowledge sharing: It consists of any data, or information that indicatesto a certain amount of knowledge
either tacit or explicit knowledge, needing to shareit in order to create new knowledge.

PSSP ~ PN

2. Structured,
and collected
both types of
knowledge

Indicator 2/17: Healthcare professionals aware of both types of knowledge and how its structured, and

collected to enhance knowledge sharing practices
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-Healthcare -Health care -Healthcare -Senior managers -Healthcare
professionals | professionals are | professionalsare and heads of professionals now
and their aware of the aware of both types, | departmentsare fully understand
managersare | tacit knowledge | and how to share, provided aplaceand | both types of
not aware of that they have and discriminate offered thetime to knowledge, what
two types of such as between them to share their thoughts | are the purpose of
knowledge thoughts, skills | create new and ideas. For them, and how to
(tacit and and ideasbased | knowledge. example, circular use and access
explicit). on their working discussionin a, them to enhance
Additionaly, experience. morning/daily/weekl | knowledge sharing
they do not Additionally, y/monthly meeting. | practices.
know what they are aware -Explicit knowledge
kind of of the explicit is organised based
knowledge knowledge that on its purpose. For
they have. it exitsin the example:
medical imaging -Policies:
department such department
as policies, guidelines, ethical
manuals, process, incident
procedures, reports, handover
patient reports, policies, quality
quality control control.
documents, and - Patients data:
incident report. patients’ data, scans,
However, it is history, results.
not organised.
- Do HCPs -HasL1 -HasL1,and L2 -HasL1, L2, and -HasL1,L2 L3
and their achieved? achieved? L 3 achieved? and L4 achieved?
managers -AreHCPs -AreHCPS aware -Istheretimeand -Isthereaclear
know about awar e of the of both types of regular meetingsto | policy for
types of types of knowledge and able | share (tacit and circulating both
knowledge? knowledge to discriminate explicit) types of
Th gither tacit or between them? knowledge? knowledgeto
e measur ement -
explicit that -Arethereclear support
existin the classificationsfor knowledge
department? thevarioustypesaof | sharing
explicit knowledge | behaviours
that exitsthe among healthcare
department? professionals?

Individual factors: it conssts of several individual characteristicsthat play important rolein sharing their knowledge.

Itisthekey for successful knowledge sharing practicesbecauseit relays on the people.

3. Building
trust among
healthcare
professionals,

9JedyIesy
Buouwre

Indicator 3/17: Budling trust among healthcare professionals and their managers helping to circulate

knowledge sharing among them, therefore increasing number of tasks.
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and sharetheir | -Thereisno -Health care -Healthcare -Skills, and -Managers and

experience trust among professionals are | professionals trust experiences are healthcare
healthcare aware of the their knowledge, shared by healthcare | professionalsfully
professionals | importance of experience, and skills | professionals understanding the
or their trust in as well asthose of because they trust importance of
managers, and | knowledge others. each other in order trug, in terms of
they are not sharingin to increase patient other experiences
aware of the enhancing their outcomes and that they have
importance of | experiences and reduce errors. shared with others.
trust in sharing | minizine their Additionally,
knowledge. conflicts. managers trust
There are However, there their healthcare
several islack of trust in professionals to
problemsand | their abilities, perform
conflicts and experience procedures
among each to share their efficiently.
otherindaily | knowledge, and
work. they doubt their

ahilities.

The -Istheretrust | -HasL1 -HasL1,and L2 -HasL1,L2,and -HasL1,L2,L3,

measurement | among HCPs | achieved? achieved? L 3 achieved? and L4 achieved?

S or between -AreHCPs -Are HCPsfully -AreHCPssharing | -Are managers
their awar e of the trusting their peer’s | their knowledge trusting HCPs
manager s? importance of knowledge and and experiencesin | skillsand
-Arethere trust in shared experiences? | their daily work to | experiences?
conflicts enhancing the improve health -Isthe
among HCPs | sharing of their services? department free
inthe experiences? from any
department? conflicts?

4. Increased Indicator 4/17: Intrinsic motivation is one of the important individual facilitators that allow knowledge

IAITEls sharing behaviours circulating among healthcare professionals

motivation

(self-efficacy,
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communicatio

and self- -Thereisno -Thereis -Healthcare - Clear policy is -Managers and
esteem) inner feeling, | intrinsic professionals have an | created to help them | healthcare
self-efficacy, motivation, self- | internal factor (joy to increase their professionals are
and self- efficacy, and and satisfaction) that | motivation, self- fully understand of
esteem that self-esteem, and | cause knowledge efficacy, and self- importance of
help healthcare | managers aware | sharing behaviours. eseem for example: | intrinsic
professionals | of the Each health care giving them motivation, self-
to seek out importance of professionals have opportunities to efficacy, and self-
optimal thosein high self-esteem and | employ their skills esteem to
challengesand | enhancing self-efficacy that by allowing themto | accelerate
sharetheir knowledge allow to believein set new procedures | knowledge sharing
knowledge sharing, but their self to be and protocolsthat practices among
based ontheir | thereislack of capable to achieve contribute to them.
abilitiesand opportunities ingtitutional tasks, increasing health Additionally,
intereds. that help themto | and procedures. services. healthcare
employstheir professionals who
skills. have high self-
efficacy and self-
esteem are more
willing to share
their knowledge
compared to
others.
The -AreHCPs -HasL1 -HasL1,and L2 -HasL1, L2, and -HasL1,L2,L3
measurement | haveinner achieved? achieved? L3 achieved? and L4 achieved?
feding, self - | -Aremanagers | -Are HCPscapable | -Aretheir clear -Are managers
efficacy, and | aware of to achieve policiesto enhance | fully under stand
self- esteem to | importance of departmental tasks | their abilities? of importance
seek out intrinsic and procedures? intrindc
optimal motivation, motivation, sdlf-
challenges? self-efficacy, efficacy, and sdlf-
and self-esteem esteem to
in enhancing accderate
knowledge knowledge
sharing? sharing practices
-Aretherelack among them?
of
opportunities
that allow them
to employ their
skills?
E, 5. Personality | Indicator 5/17: The personality and positive attitudes of healthcare professionals are directedly related
3 and

to the good communication among them, therefore enhance knowledge sharing
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n among | -The managers | -The managers | -Each healthcare -Healthcare -Managers and
healthcare arenot aware | are aware of the | professional has a professionals at the | healthcare workers
professionals | of the types of specific personality | workplace respect fully understand
importance of | personality that | that cannot be each other no matter | the importance of
personality in | aredivided into | changed in the what kind of positive attitudes
enhancing fivetypes: workplace because it | personality the in enhancing
knowledge extraversion, was formulated person hasand treat | knowledge sharing
sharing. neouticism, where the person was | each other with a by allowing them
Additionally, openness to raised. Additionally, | positive attitude. to sharetheir
there are no experience, and | the managersare Additionally, experience,
positive moods and aware of the managers givethem | thoughts, and ides
atitudes emotions. But importance of the chanceto with total respect
among they are not personality and develop their tother
healthcare aware of the positive attitudesin personalitiesin personalities
professionals | relationship enhancing terms of because the main
and their between knowl edge sharing. communicating with | target in the
managers. personality and each other to workplaceisto
positive enhance knowledge | increase patient
atitudes sharing practices outcomes and
towards and solve their reduce errors.
enhancing problems.
knowledge
sharing
practices.
The -Are HCPs -HasL1 -HasL1,and L2 -HasL1, L2, and -HasL1,L2, L3,
measurement | have postive | achieved? achieved? L 3 achieved? and L4
attitudes -Aremanagers | - Aremanagers -Aremanagers Achieved?
among their awareof types | aware of the giving HCPs -Isthereany
peers? of personality? | importance of chancestodevelop | conflict among
positive attitudesin | their personalities? | workersand
sharing knowledge? | -AreHCPs manager s?
- Applying Com\b respectful each -Arethere any
model to changethe | other in the activitiesthat
behavioursto workplace? allow them to
positive attitudes develop their
personalities?

Departmental factors: it isthe ability of the departmentsto achieve institutional tacks, increased patient’s outcome by
enhancing knowledge sharing practices among healthcar e pr ofessionals.

IUS.epPes

6. Structured
leadership and
creating
culture.

Indicator 6/17: Head of departments, and senior managers are the leader in their department. They have

responsibility to build a cultural knowledge sharing environments to enhance knowledge sharing

practices.
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-Thereisno -Thereisa -All healthcare works | - Leaderscreate a -Leadersfully
manager or manager anda | aware of the role of culture that consists | understand their
head of head head of leadership in of the values and rolein creating a
of department | department, but | facilitating individual | beliefsthat directly | culture of
inthe medical | they are not and collective efforts | affect the knowledge sharing
imaging aware of therole | to understand and ingtitutional tasks by providing them
departments. of leadershipin | influence the people | and procedures. with a space to
increasing toredise what isto Additionally, they sharetheir
knowledge bedoneand howto | set several policies | knowledge.
sharing realise shared that organise the
practices. objectives. workflow flow,
solving their
problems in order to
optimise knowledge
sharing practices
within the
departments.
The -Istherea -HasL1 -HasL1,and L2 -HasL1, L2, and _HasL1,12,L3,
measurement | leader inthe | achieved? achieved? L3 achieved? and L4 achieved?
department? | -Areleaders -Are healthcare -Aretheleader - Arethetasks
aware of their professonalsaware | having clear done based on the
rolein of their leader ship policiesto organise | workflow plan?
enhancing rolein facilitating knowledge sharing | -Istheleader fair
knowledge resourcesto help practices? in giving the
sharing HCPsreach their wor ker equal
practices? objectives? opportunities?
-Dotheleaders
shar e updated
policieswith their
wor kers?
7.Handover Indicator 7/17: Handover policy: it isthe policy that helps to keep the knowledge either tacit or explicit
policy

circulating among healthcare professionals, and it has positive impact on increasing knowledge sharing

practices.
-Thereisno -The leadersare | -Healthcare -Leadersintroduced | -Healthcare
handover aware of the professionals are the handover policy | professionals are
policy inthe importance of aware of the and endorsed it fully
department. the handover importance of among healthcare understanding
policy, but they | handover policy, and | workers. Anyone handover policy,
arenot aware of | the managershavea | who wantstoleave | and they are
itsimportancein | clear planto departmentshas a willing to share
enhancing introduce it to the rolein handing over | any knowledge
knowledge workers. responsibility and they have to cover
sharing. their knowledge to their duties when
othersto keep the they are absent.
knowledge

circulating inthe
departments.
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The Istherea -HasL1 -HasL1,and L2 -HasL1, L2, and -HasL1,L2, L3,
measurement | handover achieved? achieved? L 3 achieved? and L4 achieved?
policy? -Arethe -Dotheleaders -AreHCPsaware | -AreHCPs
leadersaware | haveaclear policy | of handover willing to share
of the handover | for the handover? policy? their knowledge
policy for oncethey decide
enhancing to leave?
knowledge
sharing
practices?
8. Creating Indicator 8/17: Creating teamwork within workplace is important to achieve, tasks, and proceduresin
e an efficient way by enhancing knowledge sharing among healthcare professionals.
-Thereisno -Leaders, and -In the medical -The departmental -Leaders and
teamwork in healthcare imaging department | tasks were healthcare
the medical professionals are | teamwork, isthe performed by professionals fully
> imaging aware of the group of working in teams. understand the
9 department. importance of professionals who Additionally, leaders | importance of
Q| teamwork in are working together, | divided healthcare | working within
é' enhancing and sharing their professionals into team in order to
o knowledge skills, and several teams, each | increase their
'% sharing, experiencesto of them hasa ability to share
i resulting in an perform ingtitutional | responsibility to their knowledge
o) increased tasks. perform a specific and increase the
| number of tasks, task based on their number of tasks
g however, there experience, and within the
a is no actual Kills. department
teamwork because each of
within the themis
department. responsible for
achieving specific
tasks within the
group based on
their experience
and skills.
The -Are HCPs -HasL1 -HasL1,and L2 -HasL1,L2,and -HasL1,L2,L3,
measurement | workingsasa | achieved? achieved? L 3 achieved? and L4 achieved?
group or -Areleaders -Arethere groups -Did the leader -How fast the
team? and HCPS of HCPsworking divide HCPsinto departmental
awar e of the together to perform | several teamsto tasksare
importanceof | specific tasks? perform specific achieved in the
teamwor k tasks based on department?
within the their experience? -Isthere specific
department? teamwor k for

specific task?
-How many
teamwor k groups
areinvolved in
department, and
what arethey?
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Uos10ep
Buie

o | 9. Organising | Indicator 9/17: Organising continues education activities such as: learning lectures, workshops, training
& :
%. I(Iei?{;legg sessions, doctor rounds, and participation in conferences helpsto developing healthcare professionals
§ workshops, skills, by enhancing knowledge sharing activities among them
§ ra ning -Thereareno | -Leadersare -Leaders are aware -leaders organised -Leadersfully
& | sessions, S - o
S | doctor rounds, continuing aware of the of th_e i r_nportance_of several activitiesto _understand the
o | and education importance of continuing education | develop their skills. | impotence of
§ participation in activities. conti nL_Ji ng in enhancing . Additionally, they continL_Ji ng
8 | conferences edcht_lon knowl edge sharing have set clear plan eduqapon.
Q activities, but behaviours by and policy to give Additionally, there
% theredo havea | developing their everyone the chance | isaclear policy
& plan or policy to | skillsin participation | to participatein that encourages
I offer these in those activities those activities, and | workersto
% activitiesto (learning lectures, share what they have | participate in those
L healthcare workshops, training | learned with their activitiesand
= professionals. sessions, doctor colleagues. allowsthem after
rounds, and that to share their
participation in knowledge with
conferences), and others to maximise
after that, they come the benefits from
coming with new those activities.
knowledge and want
to share it with
others.
The -Arethere -HasL1 -HasL1,and L2 -HasL1, L2, and -HasL1,L2, L3,
measurement | continuing achieved? achieved? L 3 achieved? and L4 achieved?
education -Areleaders -Areleadersusing - Isthereaclear -What arethe
activitiesin aware of the continues education | policy to manage activitiesthat the
the importance of to develop HCPs participation in department
department? | continued skills? continues offersto
educationin education healthcare
enhancing activities? professionals?
knowledge
sharing?
10. Regular Indicator 10/17: Regular meetings either between leaders and healthcare professionals, or among
meeting

healthcare professionals are one of important factor that increased knowledge sharing activities,

therefore, increased patients’ outcomes.
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-Thereareno | -Leadersare -Any updates that are | -In the department, -Healthcare
regular aware of the introduced in the there are several professionals are
meetingsin importance of department, leaders | meetings that fully aware of the
the regular meetings | organise meetingsto | happen regularly purpose of those
department. ininforming discuss them with such as meetings, and they
Mogt of the them of any workersto share morning/weekly/mo | areregularly
healthcare updatesin the knowledge, idess, nthly meetings, and | involved inthem
professionals | department, but | and allow them to each of meeting has | meeting.
do not know thereisno participatein a specific purposeto | Additionally, for
about any regular meeting | anythingthat is do it suchas making | those who are not
updatesinthe | among them. introduced in the decision, creating, attend those
department. department. new protocaol, meetings, there are
solving problems, follow up
discussing incident | meetings for those
reports. who do not attend
those meetings.
The Istherea -HasL1 -HasL1,and L2 -HasL1, L2, and -HasL1,L2 L3,
measurement | regular achieved? achieved? L 3 achieved? and L4 achieved?
meeting in the | -Areleader -Areleaders -Istherearegular | -Isthereafollow
department? | aware of organised meetings | policy for setting up meeting for
importanceof | toinform HCPs meetingsin the those who cannot
the meetingsin | about any updates | department? attend?
enhancing in the department?
knowledge
sharing?
11. MDT and Indicator 11/17: The specialized meetings such as MDT, and CoP have a significant role in enhancing
((j?gcpi)gr_r;?]klng sharing knowledge by setting clear treatment plan based on patient case. There are several

professionals from different specialised fields are involved in those meetings.

-Not all
healthcare
professionals
know about
those
professional
meetings.

-Leaders aware
are of the
importance of
those meetings
in making
decisions, but
most healthcare
professionals are
not aware of or
know about
them, and they
are not involved
inthose
meetings.

-In the medical

imaging departments,

healthcare
professionals
participate in several
specialised meetings
such as MDT, CoP,
and CoO. Those
meetings contain
different workers
from different
disciplines such as:
Radiology,
radiographers,
nurses, oncologists,
surgeons, and
radiotherapistsin
order to share their
knowledge, and
therefore, enhance
making decisions

based on the specific

Cases.

-In the department,
there are several
specialised
meetings, each of
those meetingsis

specialised in certain

diseases, and al
healthcare
professionals are
involved in those
meetings routinely
in order to share
their knowledge and
create new one.
-Healthcare
professionals
participate in those
meetings for training
purpose.

-All healthcare
professionals are
fully aware of
those meetings,
and all of them
have achanceto
participate in those
meetings.
Additionally, the
representative in
each field can
attend those
meetingsin other
hospitals.
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The -Arethere -HasL1 -HasL1,and L2 -HasL1, L2, and -HasL1,L2,L3,
measurement | specialised achieved? achieved? L 3 achieved? and L4 achieved?
meetingsin -Areleaders -Are HCPs -Isthereaclear -Arethere
the awar e of the participatinginthe | policy to manage representative
department? | importance of specialised meeting | attending membersto
the specialised | to makedecisons specialised attend those
meetingsin the | based on the meetings? meetingsin
department? specific cases? another hospital?
12. Mesting Indicator 12/17: In the medical imaging department has an empty room for meetings, and thereis
room and

office layout

organized layout that enhances knowledge sharing practices

-Inthe medical | -Leadersare -There is empty -In the department, -Leadersfully
imaging aware of the space in the thereis a specific understand the
department importance of department that hasa | schedule for the importance of
thereisno empty spacesto | significant rolein periodical meetings | empty spaces, and
empty room sharetheir performing more among healthcare office layout to
for sharing knowledge, but | circular discussions, | professionals with enhance
knowledge, or | there are not and meetings. their leaders. knowledge sharing
officesfor enough spaces Additionaly, there Additionally, there | practices among
healthcare to practice that, | are enough offices are enough offices healthcare
professionals. | or available for all healthcare that for employees workers.
officesto all professionals. to perform their Additionally, any
healthcare tasks. healthcare
professionals. professional has
the opportunity to
use the empty
room to meet
others.
The -Isthere -HasL1 -HasL1,and L2 -HasL1, L2, and -HasL1,L2,L3,
measurement | empty room achieved? achieved? L 3 achieved? and L4 achieved?
for knowledge | -Areleaders -Isthere enough -Istherea specific | -Arethe offices
sharingin the | aware of the space, and offices schedule for fit for all
department? | importanceof | for all HCPsto performing healthcare
empty spacein | sharether meetingsin those professionals?
enhancing knowledge? spaces?
knowledge
sharing?
13.Enhanced Indicator 13/14: Extrinsic motivation is of the important factors that enhances knowledge sharing
extrinsic

motivation

among healthcare professionals. It could be physically or emotionally.
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Thereisno -Managers are -In the department -In the department, -Managers fully
extrinsic aware of the there are several there are several understand the
motivationin | importance of extrinsic motivation | incentives either importance of
the extrinsic activitiesthat help physical (giving setting clear
department. motivation in HCPs practice bones) or emotional | policiesfor
enhancing knowledge sharing to | (self-appreciation, incentivesto
knowledge get those incentives. | putting their name maximise the level
sharing, but on the papers that of sharing
thereisalack of contribute to it, knowledge.
policy for putting their names
extrinsic on the appreciation
motivation. board, and giving
them certificate).
The Arethere -HasL1 -HasL1,and L2 -HasL1,L2,and -HasL1,L2,L3,
measurement | incentivesin achieved? achieved? L 3 achieved? and L4 achieved?
the -Aremangers | -Arethereaverity | -Aretherephysical | -Isthereclear
department? | awareof the of extringic and emaotional policy for
importance of mativation in the motivation in the extrinsic
extrinsc department? department? motivation in the
moativation in department?
enhancing
knowledge
sharing?
14.0rganised Indicator 14/17: Organized work process is one of important indicators that enhances knowledge
work process

sharing by giving them clear plan to achieves work process, enough time, and fair opportunitiesto

practice knowledge sharing activities
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-Thereisno -Leadersare -Leaders have aclear | -The workflow -Leadersfully
clear planto aware of the plan for how to processis divided understand the
organise the important of an | organise activities among healthcare importance of an
workflow organised work | among healthcare professionals, each | organised
process. process, but professionals. of them hasa workflow process,
thereisnoclear | Additionally, they specific job to and thereisaclear
planto organise | aregrouping this perform it tasks. plan to perform
the workflow activity into work Therefore, al the tasks within
processin the unit to increase healthcare the department.
department. number of professionalsknow | Additionally, all
performing tasks. how to perform healthcare
tasksin departments. | professionals are
Additionally, timeis | aware of how to
availableto practice | perform the tasks
knowledge sharing | within their
activitiesamong department, and
them by attending they can cover for
meetings and other in their
continuing education | absence.
practices (mentioned | -Thereis plenty of
in indicator 9). time dueto the
organised
workflow process
to allow them to
practice
knowledge sharing
activities.
The -Isthereclear | -HasL1 -HasL1,and L2 -HasL1,L2,and HasL1,L2, L3,
measurement | plan for the achieved? achieved? L 3 achieved? and L4 achieved?
wor kflow -Areleaders -AreHCPsworking | -Areworkflow and | Isthereaclear
process? awar e of the based on an departmental tasks | policy on how to
importance of organised plan that | divided among organise
organised work | isset monthly? HCPs? wor kflow?
in enhancing -Isthere enough
knowledge timeto allow
sharing? HCPsto
participatein
knowledge
sharing
activities?

Technological factors: It consists of using both types of technology infrastructure: hardwar e and softwar ethat allow
healthcar e professionalsto perform their tasksefficiently

pUe pRIOIS

15. Strong
network

Indicator 15/17: Strong network plays vital role in enhancing knowledge sharing by introducing new

technology to store, and share the data, anytime and anywhere.
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-Thereisno -Leadersare -Thereisastrong -Based on the strong | -Thereisastrong
accessto the aware of the network in the network network that
network inthe | importance of department, helping | infrastructure, there | allows leadersto
department. networksinthe | insending and are several use electronic
department in receiving the data technological toolsto practice
sending and among other modalities have knowledge sharing
receiving data departmentsin the been introduced in among workers.
electronically, local hospital or the department, such | Additionally, there
therefore around the country. asHIS, RIS, and isaclear policy to
enhancing PACS. Additionally, | update and
knowledge it allows the use of maintain the
sharing social media network in the
activities. platformsto share department.
knowledge among
workers
electronically, such
as, WhatsApp,
Zoom .etc.
The -Isthere -HasL1 -HasL1,and L2 -HasL1, L2, and -HasL1,L2I£,
measurement | accesstothe | achieved? achieved? L3 achieved? and L4 achieved?
network in -Areleaders -Istherea strong -Arethere -Isthereaclear
the awar e of the network in the information and policy to obtain a
department? | importance of department tosend | communication high-speed
networksin and receive patient | technology networ k and
enhancing files? infrastructures maintain it in the
knowledge availablein the department?
sharing? department?
16. Indicator 16/18: I mplanting information communication technology infrastructure such as: PACS,
Ln?r?]!g?megéit:]c,) social media, intranet, extranet, tele-medicine, teleradiology play very important role in enhancing

communicatio
n technology

knowledge sharing behaviours.
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and -Thereisno -Leadersare -ICT infrastructure -In the department, -The department
maintenance implementatio | aware of the plays an important there are averity of | arefully utilising
nof ICT importance of role in enhancing ICT infrastructures. | ICT infrastructure.
infrastructure. | ICT. However, knowledge sharing Each of themhasa | Additionally,
not all by speeding up that specific purposefor | leadersand
healthcare transfer process of using it. For healthcare
professionals thedatathat is example: professionals need
know how to needed to perform -HIS, RIS, and to be aware of
use it efficiently. | specific tasks, such PACS: uploading how to deal with
asinterpreting results | and downloading this technology
and making patient data, history, | properly.
decisions. scans, and lab -Thereis
reportsto speed up. | periodically
-Intranet/Extranet: maintenance, and
for the departmental | clear apolicy to
circulars, policies, develop, and
manuals, and update this
protocols. technology.
-Social media
platforms:
WhatsApp, Zoom,
Teams, Facebook,
and so on, for
sharing knowledge
within the
department, and use
theminan
emergency caseto
egtablish meetings
electronically.
-Healthcare
professionals
attended workshops
to learn how to dea
with this technology.
The -Arethere -HasL1 -HasL1,and L2 -HasL1, L2, and -HasL1,L2, L3,
measurement | implementati | achieved? achieved? L 3 achieved? and L4 achieved?
onsof ICT -Areleaders -Does|ICT havea -AreHCPstrained | -Isthereaclear
infrastructure | aware of the rolein speedingup | well enough to policy for
sinthe importance of the process of allow them to use periodical
department? | ICT in performing the these maintenance of
enhancing departmental infrastructures ICT
knowledge tasks? properly? infrastructure?
sharing? -Arethereavariety
of ICT modalities
in the department?
17: Digital Indicator 17/17: Digital librariesis one of important technological facilitatorsthat enhance knowledge
libraries

by developing healthcare professional’ s knowl edge through accessing to the updated articles and

journals.
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-Thereisno -Leadersare -Healthcare -In the department, -The department
accessto the aware of the professionals are able | there are digital has fully
electronic importance of to access electronic librariesthat allow implemented
databases. digital libraries, | databasestoread and | healthcare electronic
but thereisno gain knowledge professionals to databases.
accessto the based on other works | access several Additionally, there
electronic that have been international isadigital library
databases. publicised througha | journalsto read, and | in the department,
medical journal. therefore discuss and all works are
However, thereis them with other eigible for access
limited access to peers. toit.
those databases such
as, for physicians
only.
The -Isthere -HasL1 -HasL1,and L2 -HasL1, L2, and -HasL1,L2 L3,
measurement | digital library | achieved? achieved? L3 achieved? and L4 achieved?
inthe -Areleaders -AreHCPsableto | -Inthedepartment, | -Isthe
department? | awareof the accesstothe aretherejournal department fully
importance of electronic clubstodiscussthe | implemented in
digital databases? recent articles? the digital
libraries? -Areall HCPs library, and do
granted permisson all HCPs have
to accessthose permisson to
databases? accessit?
Discussion

Despite the considerable attention to knowledge management in healthcare intuitions, and the

significance of the maturity model in managing healthcare recourses, knowledge sharing in

hospitals has been less focused on developing the maternity model as a tool for assessing

knowledge sharing practices or a roadmap to adopting knowledge sharing behaviours. Thisis

the essence of the present work. This study aimed to develop a knowledge sharing maturity

model in the medical imaging department by assessing the factors that affect knowledge
sharing practices. Severa maturity models have been developed in social media, health
systems, digital libraries, ICT, PACS, and telemedicine [39, 41, 43-45]. Those models were

used to assess each factor that affects knowledge sharing practices in terms of benchmarking

efforts and to develop progressive strategies that might improve its activities. Additionaly,

Yiren et al., [42] shed light on a maturity model for cancer multidisciplinary teams. That
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model consists of 17 indicators that are used to measure healthcare professionals
performance and monitor the quality of performance at cancers centre over time.

Figure 1 highlights the five components that affect KSMM in the medical imaging
department and classifies each component in terms of its influence on knowledge sharing
behaviours. Awareness of the importance of knowledge management is one of the core
components that contribute to the adoption knowledge sharing practices among healthcare
professionals. Most of the respondents showed a high level of awareness of the importance of
knowledge sharing in developing their skills, increasing healthcare services, and reducing
medical errors. Therefore, results showed that more than half of respondents in both cancer
centres (17 (58.6%, 32 (57.1%)) participated daily in knowledge sharing activities that were
available in their department. Additionally, one of the articles showed that without awareness
of the importance of knowledge sharing, there are no knowledge sharing practices in the
medical imaging department [10]. The next step is structured types of knowledge (tacit and
explicit). Understanding the types of knowledge available in the department, and how to
capture, documented, and share it is vital to accelerating knowledge sharing practices in the
department. Tacit knowledge appears the in medical imaging department as a dominant type
among healthcare professionals that is considered as tool for sharing knowledge in lectures,
conferencing, and meetings. In contrast, explicit knowledge takes several forms such as
documents, policies, procedures, and manuals. That form allows workers to reach it anytime
in an easy way [65]. From the third to the fifth step, factors that affected knowledge sharing
that divided into three categories. individual factors, followed by departmental factors, and
finally technological factors[10, 38, 47-50, 52, 54-57].

Through this study, the key research questions have been answered. The model can be used
as a scoring tool to assess knowledge sharing practices indicators with each maturity model
scoring 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 respectively. Moreover, this model can help managers and policymakers
find the opportunities for improvements and the way to achieve them. Additionally, applying
KSMM helps healthcare institutions increase health services and patient outcomes, reduce
errors, and solve the problem in a practical way.

The purpose of using the maturity model in the institutions is not to achieve the highest level
of maturity, but the maturity model gives the institutions the roadmap to make a decision
about what to improve and how. This study has severa limitations that need to be addressed.
First, this maturity model was based on the medical imaging department’ s vision. In terms of
the factors, knowledge sharing factors might from one department to another, but they are

similar in general. Therefore, it could be modified to be adopted by other institutions. Second,
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this study lacks reliability. Therefore, would be useful to apply the Delphi method among

experts in a knowledge management in order to evaluate the reliability of this model.

5. Tchnological factors

4. Departmental factors

3. Individual factors

2. Structured types of
knolwdge

1. Awarness of KS

Figure2: Schematic description of the five components that affect KSMM in medical
imaging departments

Future work
Following the creation of this knowledge sharing maturity model for medical imaging

departments, we will validate this model by applying Delphi methods to provide a consensus
view of the suitability of these indicators for improving knowledge sharing practices [66-69].
We will conduct a study in which experts in the field of knowledge management and heads of
departments within healthcare organisations will participate in a two round Delphi study
assessing the maturity model. This study will extend the results of the work we have
presented here, and address the reliability of the model as a generalised tool for use within
medical imaging departments and the healthcare sector more widely. We expect that this
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work will lead to refinements in the model and will provide a practical grounding for the

theoretical work presented in this paper.

Conclusion
Knowledge sharing is considered a core step in the implementation of knowledge

management. Health care ingtitutions have a responsibility to adopt knowledge sharing
practices in order to manage knowledge that is either tacit or explicit. A medical imaging
department is crucial in any healthcare institution. Therefore, creating KSMM is important to
develop knowledge- sharing practices. The model proposed in this study allows managers to
measure the maturity level of knowledge sharing in the medical imaging department. By
providing the roadmap, the knowledge sharing maturity model allows imputations and
managers in healthcare intuitions to appraise knowledge sharing practices and adopt a culture
of knowledge sharing to achieve the departmental tasks, and improvements. Additionally, it
could help managers to assess knowledge sharing practices in the medical imaging
department and find the weak points that have a negative on impact those behaviours. A
range of factors were addressed from in our previous work and then we evaluated those
factors in two medical imaging departments in two cancer centres. Those factors are divided
into 5 categories. Therefore, the KSMM consists of 17 indicators that are divided into 11
components and presented in 5 categories. The most important of those indicators is
awareness of the importance of knowledge sharing. Presumably because it allows healthcare
professionals to develop their skills, and perform several tasks. The mode presented might
also be used to identify statements for improvement. The measurement of each indicators
helps the managers to assess what level they are. If the answer to the first level is NO.
Therefore, they have to work on this indicator until they achieve it and next to the next level.
Moreover, this model that was presented in table 2 will contribute to identify which they are
and assess the weakness points, thereby will help the managers and policy makers to develop
knowledge sharing practice to the next level. In general, knowledge sharing practices is
important in healthcare institutions to avoid repetitive errors, improve healthcare services,
improve collaborations and communication among staff, and therefore it will encourage them

to come with new ideas together.
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