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citizenship has become a practical requirement of academic leadership

digital citizenship, operationalised as digital literacy

individual, organisational, and technological dimensions. 

population occupying the hinge between the academic 

distributed 

questionnaires, a 94.0% response rate

assumptions. Descriptive results 
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indicate uniformly high practice 

.708). Digital citizenship 

correlated positively with 

, the three dimensions explained 38.2% of 

variance; a 

security, and 23.4% to digital literacy. 

Safety and 

Keywords: Digital Citizenship; Knowledge Sharing Behaviour; Digital Security; 

Digital well-being; Higher Education; Academic Leadership. 

INTRODUCTION 

circulation of understanding, depends less on physical assets 

willingness has always been contingent, but it is now mediated 

 is 

conducted asynchronously, examination records 

happen in 

messaging applications. The consequence 

become 

preconditions for the organisational 

describes the knowledge, competencies, and behavioural 

extends well beyond operational facility with devices to encompass 

ethical conduct, the protection of rights, and meaningful participation. Hawamdeh et al. 

(2022) demonstrated that awareness of digital citizenship practices differs 

systematically between students and faculty within the same distance-learning 

institution, indicating that the construct is not evenly distributed even among highly 

educated populations. Alenezi and Alfaleh (2024) further showed that institutional 

integration of digital citizenship frequently lags behind international standards, with 

practitioners identifying pedagogical and infrastructural obstacles rather than 

conceptual disagreement as the binding constraint. Where universities have examined 

staff-side digital capability directly, the picture is similar: Moreira-Choez et al. (2024) 

on use, communication, digital citizenship, 

education sector supplies a particularly instructive 
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digitalisation over the past decade, absorbing learning 

timeframes and under persistent resource constraints. Adoption 

ordinarily accompany such transitions in better-resourced 

than through structured preparation, which means that 

may be technically adept while remaining insecure 

out, makes the Iraqi context analytically useful: it 

Running alongside this literature is a mature body of work on knowledge sharing in 

higher education. Fan and Beh (2024), 

technological factors, and observed that technological 

ship is precisely the construct that sits at the 

antecedents of knowledge 

sharing are undere

Research Problem 

The research problem arises from a specific gap rather than from a general call for more 

study. Three observations define it. 

 has concentrated on school pupils, pre-service 

sharing research in higher education has concentrated 

The 

intermediate population, namely academic staff who 

for enacting it, has received 

little attention 

to run through competence. The implicit model is 

and therefore exchange more knowledge. Recent 
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evidence complicates this. Koch and Fehlmann (2025) report that digital literacy among 

university staff is necessary but not sufficient for digital performance, which also 

depends on organisational conditions, service provision, and dispositional factors. 

Caroline et al. (2025) 

Third, the practical question facing university management is one of allocation. 

security 

governance, and workload or well-being policy. Without evidence on the 

allocation 

defaults to whichever component is most visible, which is usually skills 

Accordingly, the study addresses four questions. First, what level of digital citizenship 

Al-Mustansiriya University? Second, is there a statistically significant association 

sharing? Third, does digital citizenship exert a statistically significant effect on 

Fourth, 

when the components are considered simultaneously, which exerts the greatest 

They are practising academics, and therefore participants in the knowledge exchange 

through 

attribute and an institutional signal: the security habits of a department head propagate 

Sampling 

this group means observing digital citizenship at the point where individual 

Fan and Beh (2024) 

that empirical work on academic knowledge sharing has been conducted 

represented. Al-
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Mustansiriya University, as a large, long-established Iraqi public 

conditions under 

which the relationship between digital citizenship and knowledge 

work treats digital citizenship as a single scale score, which obscures whether its 

simultaneously and partitioning the explained variance among them, the analysis 

Finally, the study has practical value for institutional governance. If the components 

transformation programmes that concentrate resources on skills acquisition while 
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acceptance, 

and the construct has been elaborated differently across educational, civic, 

citizenship 

cannot be reduced either to online presence or to technical facility with 

substantial 

part of their professional and civic life now takes place. 

content: digital citizenship specifies standards of conduct relating to safety, ethics, 

participatory content: it concerns the capacity to use digital technologies for 

bution to a community. Iskandar 

et al. (2025), testing a found that digital 

citizenship education and technological literacy both operate on 

privacy awareness rather 

than through participation in digital campaigns, which did 

features empirically: the 

protective component carried the mechanism, while the 

as 

nine elements, spanning access, commerce, communication, literacy, etiquette, law, 

. Al-Otaibi (2025) applied 

a full multi-element digital citizenship scale alongside a cultural intelligence measure 

among 220 Saudi university students and reported systematic associations between the 

two constructs, supporting the view that digital citizenship is embedded in broader 

dispositional and cultural capabilities rather than standing apart from them. Almethen 

and Alomair (2024), surveying 300 elementary teachers, found that the inclusion of 

digital citizenship elements varied significantly by teacher age, grade level taught, and 

subject area, which indicates that the construct is enacted unevenly even within a single 

professional population working under a common curriculum. Popa and Assante 

(2024), modelling data from 501 students across Romanian and Italian universities, 

found digital citizenship to be explained jointly by personal values, civic attitudes, and 

accumulated digital experience, which confirms that the construct is 

The present study adopts a deliberately narrowed operationalisation comprising three 

narrowing is justified on two grounds. First, these three components are the ones over 

such as digital commerce or digital law are governed at national or institutional level 
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. Khan et al. (2022), examining the drivers of digital 

literacy in higher education, found that critical skills, operational skills, and 

collaborative learning orientation jointly enhance digital literacy, and that digital 

literacy in turn improves both academic performance and employability. Salju et al. 

(2023), 

staff. Koch and Fehlmann (2025) 

argue explicitly that digital literacy is essential but does not guarantee digital 

performance, and propose a model in which literacy sits alongside openness to digital 

developments, digital culture, primary conditions, institutional service provision, and 

mindfulness. Caroline et al. (2025), 
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. Iskandar et al. (2025) 

Al-Otaibi 

(2025) likewise treats digital security as a constitutive dimension of the digital 

citizenship construct rather than as an external constraint on it. The counterfactual case 

is equally informative. Xu et al. (2024), studying public sector universities, document 

knowledge hiding as an active 

construct rather than a single 

awareness score: Bognár and Bottyán (2024), 

Laffier et al. (2025) develop a conceptual framework in which digital wellness skills, 

including emotional intelligence, mindfulness, mental health literacy, and critical 

thinking, moderate healthy engagement with technology by reducing risk and increasing 

benefit, and argue that these skills should be cultivated in workplaces as well as schools. 

Neagu and Vieriu (2025), studying university students, report that digital well-being is 

determined not by volume of screen exposure but by the quality, purpose, and context 

of digital engagement. Wang et al. (2023) 
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. 

The most directly relevant evidence concerns academics themselves. Wang and Yao 

(2025), 

. 

Hosen et al. (2023), examining knowledge sharing behaviour among academics through 

the theory of planned behaviour, perceived trust, and organisational climate, note that 

academics continue to hoard knowledge even when incentives to share are provided, 

which indicates that the behaviour is not principally a response to reward structures. 

Ahmad et al. (2023), studying academicians across Indian higher education institutions, 

likewise locate the determinants of sharing in attitudinal and relational factors rather 

than in institutional provision alone. Fadilla et al. (2024), 

-intuitive. 

Nguyen Kim and Nguyen Thi Hang (2024) found that rewards affected only explicit 
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knowledge sharing, leaving tacit sharing untouched, although both forms contributed 

positively to individual work performance. Nguyen and Prentice (2022), 

Following Fan and Beh (2024), 

that make contribution feasible. 

Peng (2024), analysing social capital in the workplace, found that both relational and 

structural forms of social capital positively influence knowledge management processes 

and thereby enhance employees' knowledge sharing and transfer behaviours. Hu and 

Noor (2024), 

. Suliati 

et al. (2025), 

 Chen et al. (2024), 

platforms, and 
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collaborative tools. Kucharska and Erickson (2023), 

. Zhang and 

Jahng (2024), modelling use intentions on knowledge sharing platforms among 511 

users, found that perceived enjoyment and community influence strengthened use 

intentions, whereas perceived knowledge value and platform design did not, indicating 

that the social properties of a platform outweigh its technical specification. Kumar et al. 

(2024), 
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Figure 2
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Koch and Fehlmann (2025)

It is similarly consistent with Caroline et al. (2025), whose review found no generic 

measure of digital literacy that reliably predicts innovative work behaviour, a null result 

that becomes intelligible if literacy operates as a threshold condition rather than as a 

linear driver. 

The prominence of digital health and well-being connects directly to the finding of 

Wang and Yao (2025) that 
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Iskandar et al. (2025), who found digital privacy 

awareness to be the operative mediating channel through which digital citizenship 

education and technological literacy influenced digital citizenship literacy, while 

participatory activity was not a significant mediator. It also gains support from the 

counterfactual evidence: Xu et al. (2024) 

 Nguyen Kim and Nguyen Thi Hang (2024) 

found that rewards affected explicit knowledge sharing only, leaving tacit sharing 

unchanged. Nguyen and Prentice (2022) identified intrinsic rather than extrinsic 

rewards as the operative mechanism, with top management support acting as moderator, 

and Fadilla et al. (2024) found extrinsic reward to be non-significant among academics 

while trust, self-efficacy, social networks, and management support were significant. 
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Hosen et al. (2023) 

s Zhang and Jahng (2024), who 

found that perceived enjoyment and community influence drove use intentions on 

knowledge sharing platforms while platform design and perceived knowledge value did 

not, indicating that the social properties of a technological environment outweigh its 

technical specification. Kucharska and Erickson (2023) 
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