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Abstract

Knowledge sharing is suggested as a key element for Knowledge Management in sustaining
organizational competitiveness. This work investigates the relationships proposed by a knowledge
sharing model implying that knowledge sharing practices contribute to organizational and
individual performance as a result of (a) qualified Knowledge Management Systems, (b) suitable
knowledge sharing environment and (c) organizational knowledge sharing motivation.
The proposed model is tested by using the data obtained from surveying various private and public
Bosnian enterprises. At the end of data collection period, 207 usable surveys are achieved.
According to the results, Knowledge Management in Bosnia is still developing yet. Model test
suggests advanced Knowledge Management Systems, suitable knowledge sharing environment and
high organizational knowledge sharing motivation influence knowledge sharing and successful
knowledge sharing increases the performance of both individuals and the organization. The results
suggest that successful knowledge sharing can be achieved through considering technical (KMS),
social (environment) and the individual (motivation).

Keywords: knowledge management implementation, knowledge sharing, individual
performance, organizational performance

1. Introduction

Dynamic and competitive Knowledge-based economy requires ability to transform
knowledge resources to organizational survival and competitiveness. This encourages researchers
and practitioners to analyze the organizational ability in identifying, capturing, creating, sharing
and accumulating knowledge (Nonaka, Takeuchi, 1995) as knowledge management processes.
Knowledge Management (KM) fundamentally aims to maximize the flow of existing knowledge
through individuals and organizations which are strongly dependent upon individuals’ knowledge
sharing (KS) behavior (Bock et al., 2005). Successful knowledge sharing is supposed to contribute
to the organizational performance (Argote et al., 2000) and organizational effectiveness (Alavi,
Leidner, 2001).

The literature reports few Knowledge Management studies for Bosnia and Herzegovina
concentrated more on the implementation level of Knowledge Management and its adoption.
They report weak knowledge management understandings of Bosnian organizations (Handzic,
Lagumdzija, Celjo, 2007; Biloslavo, Kljajic-Dervic, 2011; Bartlett et al., 2012; Ozlen et al., 2012)
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and suggest more to enhance Knowledge Management for those organizations in terms of
measurement and technology (Handzic et al., 2007), Knowledge Management strategies (Ozlen
et al., 2012). However, the literature is weak in providing about knowledge sharing behavior of
Bosnian enterprises. This study aims to strengthen existing KM literature by evaluating some
enablers of successful knowledge sharing behavior for Bosnian enterprises.

The proposed knowledge sharing model suggest that successful knowledge sharing leverages
organizational and individual performance as a result of (a) qualified Knowledge Management
Systems (KMS), (b) appropriate knowledge sharing environment and (c) high organizational
knowledge sharing motivation. In order to test the model, the data is collected by surveying
Bosnian public and private enterprises.

Further sections provide the relevant literature, the research model, the research
methodology, the findings and the discussion of the findings.

2. Discussion

Knowledge Sharing Environment

Knowledge sharing practices are extremely important in keeping and enhancing gained
valuable intellectual capital and therefore organizational success. Hence, the identification of
influencing factors and the outcomes of these practices is necessary. The literature suggests
culture, structures, and technology as the environmental antecedents of knowledge sharing (Alavi
et al., 2006).

KM is determined by social (Ribiere, Sitar, 2003) and/or technical (Tsui, 2003) elements in
enhancing knowledge processes and therefore working knowledge and finally advanced
performance. Social factors are identified to have greater importance than technical factors to
enhance organizational knowledge management (Handzic, 2011).

The literature suggests organizational culture as one of the main determinants of
knowledge sharing (Alavi, Leidner, 1999). Modern technologies for open communication and
knowledge acquisition require networked structures (Handzic, 2011). Moreover, individualistic
cultures are suggested for knowledge acquisition, while cooperative cultures are necessary for high
knowledge sharing (Alavi, Leidner, 1999). Effective organizational management creates an
enabling environment for knowledge generation and supports collaboration and knowledge
sharing (Fink, 2000). A variety of measures such as rewards and incentives, and ensured
management commitment are necessary in developing a knowledge sharing culture (Handzic,
2011). Development of a knowledge sharing culture as the best strategy for KM program are
encouraged through (1) leading by example; (2) branding KM through incentives such as kind
messaging, formal communications, and rewards and recognition and (3) making KM fun (O'Dell,
Hubert, 2011).

Therefore, a supportive organizational culture as a knowledge sharing facilitator is required
to be satisfied in leveraging the interactions among knowledge workers. In this research, we use the
term knowledge sharing environment instead of supportive organizational culture.

The literature also suggests information technology as an important factor for
establishing a knowledge sharing platform (Hahn, Subramani, 2000). Supportive technical
environment increases the collaboration among the people (O'Dell, Hubert, 2011). Knowledge
Management Systems (KMS) (a type of information systems) are supportive technologic
knowledge sharing instruments. A flexible corporate infrastructure is necessary for enterprise-
based knowledge management systems for instant, ad hoc and intensive collaborations (Liu et al,
2005). Furthermore, KMS is recommended as an enabler for KMS use (Jennex, Olfman, 2004,
2005, 2006; Jennex, 2008) in increasing knowledge sharing.

Final antecedent variable is the motivation for sharing knowledge which needs to be
evaluated for successful knowledge sharing (Gu, Gu, 2011). Motivators and demotivators are
influential for organizational knowledge sharing (Oye et al, 2011).

Task routineness and open communication improve only mandatory sharing behaviors and
solidarity sharing is enhanced by voluntary sharing behaviors (Teng, Song, 2011).

Teh and Yong (2011) observe that (a) sense of self-worth and in-role behavior are positively
related to the attitude toward knowledge sharing; (b) both subjective norm and organizational
citizenship behavior are independent and positively related to intention to share knowledge; (c) but
attitude toward knowledge sharing is negatively related with intention to share knowledge; and
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(d) individuals’ knowledge sharing behavior is influenced by intention to share knowledge.
Intrinsic motivation and joint relationships and interpersonal interactions among employees are
suggested to facilitate successful knowledge sharing (The, Yong, 2011).

Consequently, this study employs knowledge sharing environment, Knowledge Management
Systems and knowledge sharing motivation as the determinants of superior Knowledge Sharing.

Knowledge sharing

Vygotsky’s (1978) socio-cultural theory of learning suggests knowledge sharing and social
interaction by the social/individual and the public/private mechanisms for knowledge acquisition
and representation. Learning is supposed to be started on the social environment through the
interactions between learners and the expert knowledge holders (Vygotsky, 1978). Individual learners
take the concepts and strategies to other contexts and meanings and interpret them with social
interactions. Consequently, learning starts in the public through the use of knowledge. Therefore,
individuals understand, adjust, and implement the learned knowledge in their private domain.

As a result of Polanyi’s (1966) conceptualization, SECI model (Socialization, Externalization,
Combination, and Internalization) is proposed by Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) in order to explain
tacit and explicit knowledge sharing in creating knowledge. After knowledge sharing processes,
organizational knowledge is transformed into individual or group knowledge through internalization
and socialization while individual and group knowledge are transformed into organizational
knowledge through externalization and combination.

The literature reports that knowledge sharing is suggested as a fundamental knowledge-
centered activity through which employees can mutually exchange their knowledge and contribute to
knowledge application and ultimately the competitive advantage of the organization (Wang, Noe,
2010). This research uses knowledge sharing as the central variable for the proposed research model.

Performance Variables

Knowledge sharing has been extensively evaluated for the organizational KM including KS
effectiveness in knowledge networks (Hansen, 2002), on individual performance (Teigland, Isko,
2003) and on organizational performance (Argote et al., 2000).

Wang and Wang (2012) suggest that both explicit and tacit knowledge sharing practices
enhance performance and innovation by contributing to firm performance. According to their
results, while explicit knowledge sharing is found to be more significantly influencing innovation
speed and financial performance, tacit knowledge sharing is observed to have more significant
effect on innovation quality and operational performance. KMS use (knowledge sharing with
knowledge sharing instruments) is considered as the influencing factor of success in KMS success
literature (Jennex, Olfman, 2004, 2005, 2006; Jennex, 2008).

According to Wang and Wang (2012), there are few studies measuring the direct relationship
between knowledge sharing and firm performance. This study evaluates success variables
(individual performance and organizational performance) as an outcome of knowledge sharing
(KMS use).

Proposed Knowledge Sharing Model

In the proposed knowledge sharing model, knowledge sharing environment, KMS and
sharing motivation are included as the possible drivers of Knowledge Sharing. Knowledge sharing
dimension is considered as the use of KMS for knowledge sharing purpose. Finally, individual
performance and organizational performance are proposed for the ultimate outcomes of the model
as success measurements (DeLone, McLean, 1992, 2003) (Figure 1).
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Fig. 1. Knowledge Sharing Model
Therefore, the following hypotheses can be asserted for the research model in Figure 2.

Hz1. “Social Environment” is positively influential on “Knowledge Sharing”.

H2. “Knowledge Management Systems” is supposed to enhance “Knowledge Sharing”.
H3. “Knowledge Sharing Motivation” has a positive contribution on “Knowledge Sharing”.
H4. “Knowledge Sharing” positively affects “Individual Performance”.

Hs. “Knowledge Sharing” increases “Organizational Performance”.

3. Data and Methodology

In order to collect the data to empirically analyze the proposed research questions and
to verify the constructed research model, a survey study is employed. While constructing the
questionnaire a seven-point Likert scale (1 for the negative end point as “strongly disagree” and
7 for the positive end point as “strongly agree”) is used and the survey is distributed both
on English and Bosnian language.

For data collection, convenience sampling is preferred by considering the availability of the
respondents. The survey targets individual knowledge workers (respondents) in Bosnian public
and private enterprises. Peter Drucker popularizes the term ‘knowledge worker’ in 1968 (Drucker,
1968). He suggests knowledge workers as in the main focus point where they produce ideas,
concepts, and information rather than a manual skill or muscle. He suggests knowledge as today’s
main cost, investment, and product. According to Drucker, knowledge increasingly becomes the
main exchange matter on knowledge based economy.

Mainly high status employees in organizational chart such as supervisors, presidents,
executive committee members, auditors and CEOs are targeted. A response rate of 69 % (207/300)
is achieved from distributed surveys.

Performed analyses include (1) descriptive statistics for the strength of the factors and the
demographic information and (2) factor analysis, reliability test and regression analyses for testing
the relationships and the reliability and the validity of the constructs. SPSS 18 software program is
used for all tests.
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4. Results

Demographic Information

The respondents are mainly from operational (35,3 %), administrative (26,6 %) and
educational (17,4 %) departments. Their positions within the organizations are as follows: clerical
workers (42 %), managers (28,5 %), university lecturers (21,7 %) and so on. Males and females are
almost equally represented (52,7 % vs. 47,3 % respectively).

Table 1. Respondents’ Departments

Respondents According to

Their Departments Frequency Percent
Administration 55 26,6
Auditing 7 3,4
Education 36 17,4
Finance 11 5,3
Human Resources 1 ,5
Law 10 4,8
Marketing and Sales 9 4,3
Operations 73 35,3
Research and Development 5 2,4
Total 207 100,0
KM Implementation

The respondents are also asked to evaluate their organizations by considering the
implementation levels of knowledge management. According to the results, very few organizations
(30/207) have no KM strategy. Most organizations have as at least a KM strategy (82/207).
62 respondents stated that their organizations have an implemented KM strategy. Moreover,
50 respondents rated their organizations as successful in knowledge sharing. 27 reflect that KM
practices are a part of their organizational culture. 35 considered their organizational internal
environment is approvable for emerging of KM. And finally, 25 respondents measured their
organizational external environment is approvable for emerging of KM (Figure 2).

My organization's external environment is
approvable for emerging KM.

My organization's internal environment is
approvable for emerging of KM.

KM practices are part of my organization's
corporate culture.

In my organization, information about
practices is shared succesfully among all...

My organization has developed and
implemented KM strategy _

My organization has developed but not
implemented KM strategy.

My company has no KM strategy.

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

Fig. 2. KM Implementation
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Research Model Test

Factor Analysis (FA) is employed using Varimax rotation in SPSS in order to evaluate
whether the used items point the proposed factors. It is identified that all items show the proposed
dimensions as seen in Table 4. The sample size is found to be suitable for FA, since KMO results
change between 0,713 and 0,867. The factors with those items are observed to be reliable
(Cronbach's Alpha values are between 0,767 and 0,884). In terms of construct validity, item
loadings are identified to be quite high. The mean values for all dimensions are also calculated and
it is observed that they are all just above average (change between 4,405 and 4,853).

Table 3. FA and Reliability Results

Item-Factor Sampling Reliability
Factor N of Mean Correlations Adequacy Statistics
Items Interval for Item Cronbach's
. KMO Measure
Loadings Alpha
Knowled
Sﬁ;fngge 4 | 4636 0,732-0,835 0,764 0,767
Knowledge
Management 4 4,607 0,773-0,875 0,713 0,844
Systems
Organizational
Kgggfifgge 7 | 4405 0,543-0,803 0,860 0,869
Motivation
Knowledge
Sharing 4 4,555 0,736-0,814 0,780 0,772
Environment
Individual
Performance 6 4,853 0,698-0,829 0,867 0,850
O;egl?fgiﬁgggsl 6 4,601 0,741-0,857 0,862 0,884

After measuring the strengths of dimensions, proposed model is tested and the results are
provided in Table 5. According to the table, all relationships are found to be significant. While the
influencing factors of Knowledge Sharing are explained well (R?=0,649) by the model,

performance variables are weakly (R*=0,231 and R*=0,191) explained.

Table 4. Regression Results

Relations Adjusted Standardized Si

Dependent Independent R Square Coefficients 8
Knowledge Sharing 019 *xx

Environment ’
Knowledge Management Knowledge #x

Systems Sharing 649 406

Knowledge Sharing 313 ®xx

Motivation ’
Individual ,231 ,485 * ¥

. Performance
Knowledge Sharing e
Organizational 101 1 *wx
Performance 19 44

**%: p<0.001
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According to the results (Figure 2), Knowledge Sharing is influenced by KMS moderately
(0,406); by Organizational Motivation well (0,313); and by Knowledge Sharing Environment
weakly (0,212). When the performance variables are considered, knowledge sharing has moderate
influence on both individual performance (0,485) and organizational performance (0,441).

R*=0,231

Knowledge
Management
Systems

0,406***

Individual
Performance

0,485***

R*=0,649

0,212%**

Knowledge
Sharing
Environment

Knowledge
Sharing

R*=0,191

0,441%x*
Organizational
Performance

- 0,313***
Organizational

Knowledge
Sharing
Motivation

Fig. 3. Model Test Results (***: p<0.001)

5. Conclusion

This study empirically test a knowledge sharing model which implies knowledge sharing
practices enhance both organizational and individual performance through (a) qualified KMS, (b)
suitable knowledge sharing environment and (c) organizational knowledge sharing motivation.

According to the results, it is identified that KM implementation in BiH is poor. Some of the
surveyed organizations are found to have no KM strategy. While some others have in initial stages,
very few of them has implemented KM practices as a part of their organizational strategy.

According to the results, all the assumed relationships are verified meaning that advanced
KMS, suitable knowledge sharing environment and high organizational knowledge sharing
motivation leverage knowledge sharing and successful knowledge sharing increases individual
performance and the organizational performance.

The mean values of dimensions advise that Bosnian enterprises have simple KMS, weak
knowledge sharing environment and organizational knowledge sharing motivation which are the
proposed enablers of knowledge sharing. Knowledge sharing dimension is also detected to be weak.
Moreover, both individuals and organization do not seem to have satisfactory performance as a result
of knowledge sharing. Low KM implementation level may be the reason for these weak values.

Given that all hypotheses are significantly supported by the collected data, the structured
models and the relationships are not so strong. Low KM implementation and therefore low mean
results may be the reason for these consequences. According to the results, only 50 (out of 207)
respondents assume that their organizations are successful in knowledge sharing. Therefore, it may
be expected that the respondents are not well aware of knowledge sharing enablers and possible
outcomes of successful knowledge sharing in individual and organizational levels.

The identified relationships among knowledge sharing, knowledge sharing environment and
performance can assist the companies in order to get better performance through knowledge
sharing. Therefore, future research may reflect the strategies and programs to leverage firm
performance.

In this study, the concentration is on Bosnian managerial practices. The study is quite unique
in that the knowledge sharing literature is weak in Bosnian environment. Therefore, the study
provides valuable theoretical and practical insights since the collected data represents the leading
companies in BiH.
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Future research may evaluate different types of KS (such as solicited and voluntary) and
include additional antecedent variables and characteristics of learning organizations to further
explain knowledge sharing behavior in KM.
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