


 
 

TALLINN UNIVERSITY OF TECHNOLOGY 
DOCTORAL THESIS 

68/2025 

Knowledge Hiding in Organizations: 
Integrative Framework for Bridging Hider 

and Seeker Perspectives  

TALSHYN TOKYZHANOVA 

 

 

 

 

 

 



https://doi.org/10.23658/taltech.68/2025
https://digikogu.taltech.ee/et/Item/ef857970-8c7f-448d-b026-5c71d117da33














































































 

41 

acknowledges wrongdoing, or both parties come to share a narrative that the behavior 
breached expectations. In this sense, KH is not a fixed property of the act but an 
emergent meaning negotiated between actors. Thus, I propose: 
 
Proposition 1: Knowledge hiding is a contested label co-constructed by hiders and seekers. 
 

Whether an act is defined as KH depends on how both parties interpret it; hiders may 
rationalize or downplay the behavior, while seekers may accept or reject alternative 
explanations depending on their expectations, trust, and relational context. The same 
act of withholding can be labeled in conflicting ways, and relational cues, contextual 
factors, and individual sensemaking processes often shape this divergence. Therefore, 
the label KH is not inherent in the act but arises through the interpretive dialogue 
between actors. 
 
Stage 3: Emotional and Behavioral Responses – Dynamics of Interaction 
The third stage captures the emotional dynamics that unfold after the initial sensemaking 
process. Once hiders and seekers have interpreted and labeled the incident, they react 
emotionally and behaviorally. These reactions are not isolated but interact in a reciprocal 
loop. What each party does next is shaped by their interpretation of the event and,  
in turn, influences the other’s ongoing response. This stage represents a critical inflection 
point where private interpretations collide in the dyadic interaction, generating 
relational consequences and potentially shifting the trajectory of the episode. 

From the seeker’s side, perceiving KH can prompt various emotional and behavioral 
responses, though the intensity and outcome may vary across contexts. If the seeker 
interprets the act as intentional concealment, they may experience anger, frustration,  
or betrayal, emotions that stem from the perceived breach of trust and cooperative 
norms (Connelly and Zweig, 2015; Lin et al., 2023). These negative affective responses 
frequently translate into retaliatory or avoidant behaviors. For instance, the seeker might 
confront the hider, withdraw from collaboration, or initiate reciprocal withholding in 
future interactions. Research grounded in SET supports this tit-for-tat logic: individuals 
who feel denied or excluded from valuable knowledge resources tend to reciprocate with 
similarly defensive or punitive actions (Arain et al., 2020; Cerne et al., 2014). The degree 
of emotional intensity also depends on the type of hiding involved: evasive hiding, which 
is more deceptive, often leads to stronger anger than more ambiguous tactics, such as 
playing dumb (Burmeister et al., 2019). 

Conversely, the emotional impact may be minimal if the seeker perceives the incident 
as harmless, attributing the KH to factors such as workload, stress, or forgetfulness.  
In such cases, the seeker might feel mild confusion or disappointment but not personal 
offense. Particularly in high-trust relationships, the seeker may extend the benefit of the 
doubt and maintain cooperation (Tokyzhanova and Durst, 2025; Wen et al., 2021). 

Simultaneously, the knowledge hider undergoes their emotional trajectory. If the hider 
engages in deliberate concealment, they may feel guilt, anxiety, or fear of discovery, 
especially when relational norms of reciprocity and cooperation are violated (Lin et al., 
2023). These moral emotions can prompt corrective behaviors. Hiders who feel guilty 
may later attempt to “make it right” by offering assistance or disclosing withheld 
knowledge (Islam et al., 2022; Pan et al., 2024). On the other hand, hiders who feel 
justified, particularly in cases of rationalized hiding, may not experience guilt at all and 
may instead adopt a defensive posture if questioned (Islam et al., 2022). Their emotional 
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stance will influence whether they escalate the concealment or move toward 
reconciliation. 

Significantly, emotional responses are powerfully shaped by the other party’s 
behavior. A diary study by Xia et al. (2022) found that knowledge hiders’ emotions are 
directly influenced by the tone of the seeker’s request. Polite, respectful requests tended 
to evoke positive emotions in hiders, reducing the likelihood of hiding. In contrast, 
aggressive or rude requests triggered anger, increasing the possibility of concealment. 
This demonstrates the interdependent nature of emotional regulation in KH episodes: 
the seeker’s approach can either de-escalate or exacerbate the hider’s defensive 
impulses. 

Taken together, these patterns generate a feedback loop. The seeker’s negative 
emotion and confrontational behavior may provoke defensiveness or further hiding by 
the hider, reinforcing the initial distrust. Conversely, a calm and tolerant response from 
the seeker may trigger a conciliatory response from the hider, potentially resolving the 
incident. Over time, these reciprocal exchanges can stabilize into ongoing, cooperative, 
or adversarial relational patterns (Cerne et al., 2014; Jahanzeb et al., 2019). 

Insights from broader interpersonal literature reinforce this view. Affective events 
theory suggests that initial violations (such as denied knowledge) trigger emotions that 
shape subsequent interpersonal behavior, leading to cycles of interaction (Weiss and 
Cropanzano, 1996; Wen et al., 2021). Moreover, workplace studies show that guilt 
following relational transgressions often leads to restorative behaviors, while perceived 
injustice results in retaliation (Pan et al., 2024; Islam et al., 2022). In the context of KH, 
these dynamics reveal how micro-interactions between hiders and seekers determine 
whether the situation escalates into conflict or dissolves into mutual understanding. 
Thus, I propose: 
 
Proposition 2: The hider’s and seeker’s emotional reactions and behaviors intertwine to 
shape the trajectory of the knowledge hiding episode. 
 

In particular, perceived intentional hiding by the seeker triggers defensive or retaliatory 
responses, while perceived harmless withholding leads to more neutral or forgiving 
reactions. At the same time, the hider’s emotions (e.g., guilt, anxiety, defensiveness) 
influence whether they attempt to de-escalate or further justify the withholding. 
Therefore, the episode’s course is not determined by the hider alone but is co-constructed 
through the ongoing emotional and behavioral exchanges between actors. 

Stage 4: Relational Consequences – Outcomes of the Episode 
In the fourth stage, the hider-seeker interaction culminates in a relational outcome –  
an emergent consequence shaped by the sequence of preceding interpretations, 
emotions, and behaviors. A core insight of this model is that KH outcomes are not 
deterministic. Rather than being an automatic result of the act, they depend on how both 
parties interpret and respond to the event. This interactional perspective challenges 
traditional assumptions that KH invariably damages trust and undermines collaboration. 
  One common outcome is relational degradation, especially when the interaction spirals 
into suspicion and retaliation. If the seeker interprets the act as intentional hiding and 
the hider remains defensive, mutual distrust often follows. This relational damage 
manifests behaviorally: future knowledge exchange becomes strained, and both parties 
may disengage from collaboration. Trust, a key enabler of KS, is particularly vulnerable  
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once deception is perceived. This breakdown in interpersonal trust can spread to other 
team members and often leads to tangible performance issues. Černe et al. (2014) 
identified a “reciprocal distrust loop,” where an initial act of hiding triggers retaliatory 
withholding, creating a cycle of relational and cognitive withdrawal that can damage both 
individual and team creativity. Likewise, research indicates that KH contributes to a loss 
of psychological safety, particularly in competitive environments (Jahanzeb et al., 2019; 
Arain et al., 2020). 

However, negative consequences are not inevitable. The fallout may be minimal when 
the earlier stages are navigated with interpretive flexibility or emotional regulation. 
Tokyzhanova and Durst (2025) showed that ambiguous KH is often misperceived or 
reframed as circumstantial, meaning that many incidents do not escalate into conflict.  
If the seeker offers a generous interpretation or the hider provides a valid justification 
after the fact, the situation may be resolved without long-term harm. Similarly, when 
rationalized hiding is perceived as necessary (such as protecting sensitive knowledge or 
complying with policy), it may be seen as legitimate rather than obstructive (Sofka et al., 
2018; Xiong et al., 2021; Di Vaio et al., 2021). The relationship can remain stable or 
improve if the episode prompts open dialogue or mutual clarification. 

In some cases, relational consequences are asymmetric. One party may believe the 
incident was resolved, while the other silently harbors doubt or frustration. For instance, 
the hider might feel justified and assume no damage occurred, while the seeker 
withdraws emotionally or avoids future collaboration. These mismatches, where parties 
differ in how they frame the same incident, can lead to subtle breakdowns in trust and 
cooperation, even when overt conflict is absent (Khoreva and Wechtler, 2020; Bari et al., 
2019). 

Notably, the relational context moderates the effects of KH. In high-trust environments, 
a single instance of hiding may be viewed as a harmless deviation; in low-trust settings, 
it may confirm preexisting suspicions and catalyze a relational rift. Research shows that 
supportive climates, fairness norms, and psychological safety can buffer the negative 
impact of KH (Wen et al., 2021; Burmeister et al., 2019). Conversely, environments 
marked by rivalry or unclear norms about sharing exacerbate the consequences of 
ambiguous or contested withholding. 

In sum, the aftermath of KH is not an automatic effect of hiding but the result of a 
dynamic co-construction between the hider and seeker. The consequences are shaped 
by the emotional and behavioral exchanges across prior stages, the meaning both actors 
assign to the event, and the broader organizational context. 
 
Proposition 3: The consequences of a knowledge hiding episode are an emergent, 
relational outcome of the hider–seeker interaction. 
 

An adverse outcome (e.g., reduced trust, reciprocal hiding, impaired collaboration) is 
likely when both parties converge on a hostile interpretation: the seeker believes they 
were deliberately wronged, and the hider maintains a defensive stance. In contrast, the 
negative trajectory may be avoided or mitigated if the interaction is interpreted more 
generously, e.g., the hider justifies their behavior, or the seeker does not perceive harm. 
KH outcomes are thus not inherent to the act but result from how the actors involved 
co-construct and respond to the incident over time. 
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Stage 5: Feedback and Evolution – Toward Ongoing Cycles 
No single episode of KH exists in isolation. The final stage of the proposed framework 
highlights how each KH incident feeds into future relational dynamics between the hider 
and seeker through its interpretation and consequences. Rather than marking an 
endpoint, the outcome of one episode becomes the starting point for subsequent 
interactions. Over time, repeated exchanges can establish stable behavioral patterns, 
either escalating into cycles of continued hiding and mistrust or stabilizing into mutual 
understanding and cooperation. 

If the outcome of a KH episode in Stage 4 involved unresolved tension or damaged 
trust, this often sets the stage for further defensiveness or concealment. The seeker, now 
wary, may avoid direct requests, approach the hider with skepticism, or engage in 
preemptive withholding. Likewise, the hider may respond to perceived suspicion with 
renewed evasiveness or justification for non-sharing. This interactional dynamic creates 
a feedback loop in which prior behavior becomes self-reinforcing. Černe et al. (2014) 
conceptualize this as a reciprocal distrust loop, where each party’s past actions inform 
and justify their future withholding, making knowledge exchange increasingly rare. 

Empirical evidence suggests initial KH incidents can trigger retaliation or defensive 
hiding cycles. Bogilović et al. (2017) found that KH can diminish the hider’s performance 
outcomes due to retaliatory responses, seekers withhold in return, creating a downward 
spiral of non-cooperation. Similarly, Arain et al. (2024) highlight how KH initiates affective 
and behavioral responses that persist over time, often leading to entrenched non-sharing 
norms. This cycle can expand beyond the original dyad in team settings, influencing 
group dynamics and creating climates where secrecy becomes the norm rather than the 
exception. 

However, these cycles are not inevitable. The absence of escalation, or the development 
of a stable understanding, is also possible. When initial KH is perceived as rationalized 
(e.g., due to confidentiality or timing constraints), and when actors maintain perspective, 
the episode may be resolved without long-term damage. Burmeister et al. (2019) showed 
that rationalized hiding, where an apparent and acceptable reason is provided, does not 
provoke retaliation and often preserves trust. In such cases, the hider and seeker return 
to a baseline of everyday interaction. Moreover, if a hider later offers an explanation or 
shares knowledge, and the seeker responds without suspicion, the relationship may grow 
more resilient through conflict resolution (Khoreva and Wechtler, 2020). 

Research on organizational and interpersonal dynamics supports this possibility. 
Longitudinal and process studies increasingly suggest early interactions between 
colleagues set trajectories that spiral or stabilize (Fauzi, 2022; Zhang et al., 2023). If early 
exchanges are characterized by openness, tolerance, or clarification, even amid a KH 
incident, the cycle may be short-circuited before it becomes entrenched. A single act of 
generosity, transparency, or emotional repair can alter the relationship path, reducing 
the likelihood of future concealment. 

This stage also highlights the meaning of path dependence: once a pattern is set in 
motion, it often repeats unless deliberately disrupted. Over multiple encounters, these 
interactions form either a vicious cycle of escalating secrecy or a virtuous cycle of 
restored and sustained trust. The hider and seeker are active agents in reinforcing or 
transforming these patterns. This insight extends the classic SET by emphasizing 
temporality and sequence, early moves matter, and trajectories are shaped by what 
happens and how the sequence unfolds and is interpreted over time. 



 

45 

Proposition 4: Knowledge hiding interactions evolve into reinforcing cycles of continued 
hiding or resolve into stable understanding, depending on the patterns established in the 
initial episode. 
 

When early interactions are marked by defensiveness, suspicion, or retaliation, they tend 
to lock into a self-confirming loop; future knowledge exchanges are then interpreted 
through the lens of past withholding, reinforcing secrecy and mistrust (Černe et al., 2014; 
Bogilović et al., 2017; Arain et al., 2024). Conversely, when actors adopt forgiving 
interpretations or clarify their motives, the cycle may be interrupted, restoring the 
relational baseline or fostering a new, more open equilibrium (Burmeister et al., 2019; 
Khoreva and Wechtler, 2020). Proposition 4 emphasizes that KH is not merely a one-off 
incident, but a relational trajectory — an evolving social pattern shaped by initial behaviors 
and their recursive consequences. 
 

 
Figure 10. Integrative, processual framework of KH. 
Source: Composed by the author.  
 

Figure 10 illustrates the integrative, processual framework of KH, synthesizing the 
sequential, relational, and interpretive dimensions of KH as they emerge across five 
distinct stages. Drawing on empirical findings from Articles 1–3 and informed by process 
theorization, the framework conceptualizes KH not as a discrete, objectively observable 
act but as a socially co-constructed phenomenon shaped by ongoing interactions between 
the knowledge hider and seeker. 
   The framework maps the temporal flow of a typical KH episode, from the initial act of 
withholding (Stage 1) through interpretive labeling and sensemaking (Stage 2), emotional 
and behavioral responses (Stage 3), and relational consequences (Stage 4), culminating  
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to foster sustained cycles of non-sharing and suspicion, progressively eroding the quality 
of the relationship and organizational cohesion. Conversely, when early interactions 
include transparency, explicit justifications, or emotional repair, these interactions can 
effectively break or prevent negative cycles, leading to more stable relational equilibria 
characterized by cooperative knowledge exchanges (Burmeister et al., 2019; Khoreva 
and Wechtler, 2020). The thesis enriches traditional SET perspectives by highlighting this 
temporal dimension and the associated path dependency of KH behaviors. It aligns with 
Langley’s (1999) call for explicitly processual theorizing, emphasizing how early events 
and exchanges shape long-term organizational behaviors. 

4.3 Practical Contributions 
This framework advances practical understanding by reconceptualizing KH as a 
negotiated process rather than a static act. Managers can use this understanding to 
recognize better that KH often occurs subtly, through unclear or indirect behaviors, such 
as giving incomplete answers or delaying responses. Instead of automatically treating 
these actions as negative, organizations should encourage open conversations to clarify 
intentions and reasons behind hiding. Regular meetings or team discussions about KS can 
reduce misunderstandings and unnecessary tensions. Additionally, since people often 
justify hiding as necessary or appropriate, fostering a psychologically safe environment 
is essential. Employees should feel comfortable discussing their concerns or fears about 
KS without worrying about negative consequences, which reduces the urge to hide 
knowledge defensively. 

The framework also emphasizes how emotional responses and relational dynamics 
shape KH interactions. Organizations can apply this insight by providing training in 
emotional intelligence and conflict management. Such training helps employees manage 
complicated feelings and address conflicts effectively, preventing misunderstandings 
from escalating. For instance, if knowledge seekers respond calmly and respectfully when 
they sense withholding, knowledge hiders are less likely to become defensive or continue 
hiding knowledge. Finally, acknowledging the cyclical nature of KH suggests that early 
detection and timely interventions by managers are vital to preventing entrenched cycles 
of KH. Instead of automatically framing hiding as harmful, managers trained to discern 
contextual details can more effectively mediate and navigate these situations, potentially 
reframing hiding episodes as opportunities for relational growth, clarification of 
organizational norms, or strategic protection of sensitive knowledge. 
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5 Conclusion: Synthesis, Limitations, and Future 
Directions 
This doctoral thesis advances the conceptual understanding of KH by reframing it as a 
dynamic, interpretive, and socially negotiated phenomenon involving both hiders’ and 
seekers’ perspectives. Recognizing KH as a contested rather than objective construct 
allows a detailed exploration of the interpretative and relational dynamics that shape its 
emergence and outcomes within organizations (Xiong et al., 2021; Connelly and Zweig, 
2015). The processual framework developed here provides a comprehensive model 
capturing the complexity of KH, underscoring how organizational narratives, 
interpersonal perceptions, and contextual contingencies determine whether and how KH 
is recognized, defined, or contested. Specifically, by shifting away from the dominant 
hider-centric perspective toward an integrative approach that equally emphasizes both 
hiders’ and seekers’ roles, the thesis demonstrates that KH is not merely a unilateral act 
performed by individuals. It is an interactive process that is continuously shaped through 
mutual interpretations and reactions. 

Moreover, the thesis illustrates that labeling behaviors as KH is contingent on 
organizational cultures, power structures, and interpersonal relationships, reflecting a 
complex interplay of social, emotional, and strategic considerations. Such interpretive 
processes imply that KH behaviors can simultaneously be viewed as strategic discretion by 
one group of organizational members and harmful secrecy by another, depending heavily 
on the context and relational histories involved. By incorporating this dual-perspective 
approach, the thesis enriches theoretical conceptualizations. It reveals critical insights 
into how organizational actors negotiate the meanings and legitimacy of knowledge 
behaviors in their daily interactions. This reconceptualization further emphasizes that 
managerial interventions aimed at mitigating the negative impacts of KH must consider 
broader relational contexts, organizational narratives, and interpretative frameworks 
that guide employee perceptions and actions. 

Ultimately, by positioning KH as a socially embedded and interpretatively flexible 
phenomenon, this thesis opens new avenues for understanding the conditions under 
which KH occurs, its diverse forms of manifestation, and its complex consequences for 
individuals, teams, and organizations. It highlights the necessity for organizations to 
adopt holistic and contextually sensitive approaches to KM that acknowledge and 
address the underlying relational tensions, interpretative ambiguities, and narrative 
complexities that foster or inhibit effective knowledge exchange. Through its integrative 
and processual lens, the thesis makes both theoretical and practical contributions by 
clarifying the complex nature of KH and providing a foundation for more comprehensive, 
dynamic, and effective organizational KM strategies. 

Several limitations inherent in this thesis should be acknowledged. First, the empirical 
investigation utilized undergraduate students in a controlled, experimental setting, 
which may not entirely capture all dimensions of actual organizational contexts, such as 
the complex power dynamics, long-term relational histories, and high-stakes consequences 
that characterize professional environments. This methodological choice was deliberate 
and considered optimal due to the significant logistical and ethical challenges associated 
with simulating real-world withholding behaviors in authentic workplace environments. 
The experimental setup enabled the precise manipulation of roles for both hiders and 
seekers, ensuring consistent observation of KH behaviors and interpretations, which is 
challenging to replicate reliably in naturalistic organizational studies. 
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Abstract 

Knowledge hiding in organizations: Integrative framework 
for bridging hider and seeker perspectives 
Effective knowledge sharing (KS) is critical for organizational innovation and 
competitiveness in today’s knowledge-driven economy. Yet, barriers such as knowledge 
hiding (KH), the intentional withholding of requested knowledge, undermine these 
efforts. While extant research has predominantly focused on the hider’s motivations and 
behaviors, this thesis argues that KH is a socially negotiated process shaped by both 
hiders and seekers. This study advances a dynamic, processual understanding of KH, 
challenging static, hider-centric frameworks by integrating these dual perspectives 
through a multi-pronged approach. Through systematic literature reviews (SLRs), empirical 
investigations, and theoretical synthesis, the research reveals how interpretations, 
relational dynamics, and contextual factors co-construct KH. 

Building on early knowledge management (KM) discussions, the thesis challenges the 
longstanding hider-centric focus by emphasizing how seekers’ interpretations, emotional 
reactions, and subsequent behaviors are integral to KH dynamics. The research questions 
center on (1) mapping the multi-level drivers and consequences of KH, (2) evaluating 
current theoretical frameworks, (3) capturing KH as it unfolds in a simulated group 
setting, and (4) constructing a unified model that accounts for both hider and seeker 
viewpoints. By introducing an exploratory and process-based lens, the study reveals that 
KH emerges from iterative feedback loops between hiders and seekers. Findings 
demonstrate that seemingly identical acts of withholding knowledge can be perceived 
differently, depending on how seekers interpret motives and justifications. 

Methodologically, the thesis employs a multi-pronged, three-phase methodology.  
In Phase 1, integrative and problematization-oriented SLRs trace conceptual developments 
and highlight theoretical limitations. Phase 2 features a role-based empirical study with 
group tasks, in which participants are designated as either “hiders” or “seekers” and 
engage in knowledge exchanges within a simulated setting. This design captures the 
dynamic, relational character of KH more vividly than standard cross-sectional surveys. 
Qualitative interviews and observational data complement quantitative measures, 
uncovering detailed micro-level processes and emotional triggers. Phase 3 integrates 
insights from the reviews and empirical findings to formulate a unified framework, 
clarifying how KH is co-constructed and recognized through interpretive processes. 

The thesis offers theoretical, methodological, and practical contributions.  
The integrative framework shifts the scholarly conversation from viewing KH as a 
unidirectional, static behavior to recognizing it as an ongoing negotiation process 
between the hider and the seeker. This refined perspective expands prevailing theories 
by foregrounding dynamic, context-sensitive feedback loops and addressing interpretive 
ambiguities. Methodologically, the study’s multi-pronged approach illustrates how 
combining systematic reviews with direct observation and qualitative study can yield a 
richer understanding of KH. Practically, the research highlights the importance of clear 
communication protocols and trust-building interventions in preventing or mitigating the 
negative impact of KH. It underscores that organizational policies targeting individual 
hiders alone may be insufficient; meaningful interventions must also consider how 
seekers interpret partial disclosures, justifications, or delayed responses. 
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Curriculum vitae 
Personal data 

Name: Talshyn Tokyzhanova 
Date of birth: 25.11.1991 
Place of birth: Kazakhstan 
Citizenship: Kazakhstan 

 
Contact data 

E-mail: talshyn.tokyzhanova@taltech.ee 
 

 
Education 

2021–2025 PhD in Business Administration, Tallinn University of Technology 
(Estonia) 

2015–2017 Master of Arts (MA) in Economic Developmental Programming, 
University of Southern California (USA) 

2009–2013 Bachelor of Economics and Business in Management, Kazakh-
British Technical University (Kazakhstan) 

 
Language competence 

Kazakh Native 
English Fluent 
Russian Fluent 

 
Professional employment 

01.03.2021–
28.02.2024 

Early Stage Researcher, School of Business and Governance, 
Tallinn University of Technology, Tallinn (Estonia) 

01.09.2018–
28.02.2021 

Lecturer, Business School, Suleyman Demirel University, Almaty 
(Kazakhstan) 

15.01.2017–
01.07.2018 

Lecturer, Deputy Director, Project Management Institute, 
Satbayev University, Almaty, Kazakhstan 
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Elulookirjeldus 
Isikuandmed 

Nimi: Talshyn Tokyzhanova 
Sünniaeg: 25.11.1991 
Sünnikoht: Kasahstan 
Kodakondsus: Kasahstani 

 
Kontaktandmed 

E-post: talshyn.tokyzhanova@taltech.ee 
 
Hariduskäik 

2021–2025 PhD, Tallinna Tehnikaülikool (Eesti) 
2015–2017 Magister (MA) majandusarengu programmeerimises, Lõuna-

California ülikool (USA)  
2009–2013 Majandusteaduse ja ärinduse bakalaureusekraad Kasahstani-

Briti Tehnikaülikoolis (Kasahstan) 
 
Keelteoskus 

Kasahhi Emakeel 
Inglise keel  Kõrgtase 
Vene keel     Kõrgtase 

 
Teenistuskäik 

01.03.2021–
28.02.2024 

Tallinna Tehnikaülikooli majandusteaduskond, nooremteadur, 
Tallinn (Eesti) 

01.09.2018–
28.02.2021 

Suleyman Demireli ülikooli ärikooli õppejõud, Almatõ (Kasahstan) 

15.01.2017–
01.07.2018 

Satbajevi ülikooli projektijuhtimise instituudi õppejõud, 
asedirektor, Almatõ (Kasahstan) 
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