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LLeadership and Managerial Implications _
of Healthcare Employees’ Knowledge-Sharing Intentions:
A Study of Respondents in
the Pharmaceuticai Industry of Thaiiand

- Tanin Kaweevisultrakul
Ramkhamhaeng University

Bahaudin G. Mujtaba
Nova Southeastern University

Piboon Puriveth
Ramkhamhaeng University

Today, knowledge is regarded as the most important strategic asset for organizational
effectiveness and competitiveness. The purpose of this study was to develop an
integrative understanding of the factors supporting or Inhibiting individuals' knowledge-
sharing intentions. The study used a theoretical framework that integrated the theory of
reasoned actlon with extrinsic motivators, social-psychological forces, and organtzational
climate factors that are believed to Influence individuals' knowledge-sharing intentions.
Research results from 374 respondents from the Thal pharmaceutical industry indicate .
that the expected assoclations are the major determinants of the individual's attitude -
toward knowledge sharing. An Individual's sense of salf-worth and organizational climate
factors affect knowledge-sharing intentlons only indirectly. Expected rewards, believed by
many to be the most Important motivating factor for knowledge sharing, are insignificant
to knowledge-sharing intentlons. As anticlpated, a positive attitude toward knowledge
sharing and subjective norms are found to lead to a positive Intention to share knowledge.
Leadership and managerial implications, recommendations, and directlon for future
studies are presented.

Key words: intentions, knowiedge management, knowledge sharing, leadership,
management, theory of reasoned action

Effective knowledge management practices not only bring about many
organizationai benefits—such as improved contingency response, innovation
~capabilities, rapid commercialization for new products, and response to market .
changes—but also ensure long-term survival. That is why some organizations
have attempted to implement knowledge management (KM} strategy (Chin-Loy &
Mujtaba, 2007). While managers recognize the importance of knowledge sharing
among their employees and are eager to introduce the KM paradigm in their
organizations, many of them still lack sufficient knowledge about the.
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determinants of the individual's knowledge-sharing behavior, which is why many
past attempts have been unsuccessful. -

In today’s highly competitive business environment, organizations have to
search constantly for new business tools and/or practices to remain competitive
and ultimately survive. While the traditional economic structure emphasized
factors of production such as labor and'capitat as core assets, knowledge has
emerged as an important factor today, perhaps the most important factor in many
organizations. Perez and Pablos (2003) neatly summarize this argument: |

In an entrepreneurial environment such as the present one, characterized by
market globalization, the intensification of competition and the high rate of
technological change, tangible assets no longer provide sustainable
competitive advantages. As ﬁrms are Jfocusing on their intangible assets,
intellectual capital can be viewed as the future basis of sustained competitive
advantage. For these reasons, the strategic management of employee
knowledge, skills, and abilities has greater importance than ever (83).

Consistent with that reasoning, Bock, Zmud, Kim, and Lee (2005) argue that
knowiedge is the foundation of a firm's competitive advantage and, ultimately, the
primary driver of a firm's value. That is why many organizations today attempt to
promote a knowledge-shanng cuiture. KM is not a new concept. Fdrward-thinking
organizations have been implementing KM for years. However, past attempts
often resulted in failure because organizations continually overiooked
motivational drivers that encourage andlor discourage individuals’ involvement.
As stressed by Riege (2005), the identification and recognition of knowledge
sharing barriers plays a crucial role in the success of a KM strategy. For this
reason, it is imperative that organizational managers and leaders become more
attentive to finding ways to encourage their employees to share knowledge
(Chin-Loy & Mujtaba, 2007).

The objective of this study is to provide some insights on how to successfully
promote an effective knowledge-sharing culture. Since the attainment of such a
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culture profoundly depends on employees’ involvement and contribution,
individuals' motivational drivers conducive to knowiedge sharing behaviors will be
" examined. ' |

‘Theoretical Framework and Knowledge Sharing
Knowledge sharing concerns individuals' willingness to share their work-retated
expérience, expertise, know-how, and contextual information with other
employees within or across teams or work units. it also entails individuals' ability .
to acquire knowledge that is held by other_divisioris within the organization. The
opefative phrase here is "the willingness of individuals” (Kim & Lee, 20086, p.
371). Generally speaking, organizational knowledge is I-érgeiy' carried within
individuals; even if knowledge is codified, knbwledge objects remain unexposed
to (and hence unrecognizable by) others until the knowledge owner makes the
objects available. In a practical sense, knowledge sharing cannot be forced but
‘ can only be encouraged and facilitated. Therefore, an organization that wishes to
. _increase its member's knowledge-sharing behavior will encounter the challenging
task of having to change people’s behaviors (Bock ef al, 2005). But what,
exactly, are the motivatiorial factors likely to encourage such behaviors?
Accordingly to the theory of reasoned action (TRA), it can be expected that
individuals will share knowledge if they hold a positive attitude toward knowledge
sharing. TRA posits that a person's behavioral intenﬁon depends on that person's
attitude about behavior and subjective norms (Ampofo, Mujtaba, Cavico, &
Tindall, 2004). TRA consist of three general constructs: (1) behavioral intention,
(2) attitude, and (3) subjective norms. An attitude is “an individual's positive or
negative behavioral belief about ,performing a sﬁeciﬁc behavior... An individual
will intend to perform a certain behavior when he or she evaluates it positively”
(So & Bolioju, 2005). Subjective norms 'a_lre “the influence of social pressure as
perceived by the individual to perform or not perform a certain behavior. In other
words, it is the individual's perception that most people who are important to
him/her think he/she should or should not perform the behavior in question” (So
& Bolloju, 2005). Behaviora! intention is a function of both attitudes toward a
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behavior and subjective norms toward that behavior, which have been fdund to
predict actual behavior (Bock et al., 2005; Lin & Lee, 2004).

Bock et al. (2005) state that -motivational drivers that affect efnployees‘
willingness to share knowledge can be grouped into three broad categories that
derive from economics, social psychology, and sociology.

1. Economic: anticipated extrinsic rewards. Every organization implements
monetary incentives, points toward promotion, or both as extrinsic
motivators for knowledge sharing. Much of the utilitarian tradition,
including classical and neoclassical economics, assumes rational, self-
interested behavior in explaining social actions.

2. Social-psychological: anticipated reciprocal relafionships and sense of
seif-worth. Anticipated reciprocal reiationships capture employees' desires
to maintain ongoing relationships with others, specifically with regard to
knowledge provision and reception. Sense of self-worth, on the other
hand, captures the extent to which employees see themselves as
providing value to their organizations through their knowledge sharing.
Here, the concept of self-worth refers to individuals' degree of liking
themselves, based largely on competence, power, or efficacy regarding
conduct. ‘

3. Saciological. fairmess, innovativeness, and affiliation. Sociologists seg
social action as largely governed by institutional structures (i.e., social
norms, rules, and obligations). Related to these institutional 'structures are
three organizational climate factors for knowledge sharing, including
fairmess, innovativeness, and affiliation. Additionally, this study integrated '
one variable from Kim and Lee's (2008) research; trust. Trust is dommonly
cited as one of the most important explicitly-stated values that promote
KM; low-trust cultures constrict knowledge flow. Developing a high level of
trust is a prerequisite for developing a collaborative culture. Trust will
increase the propensity of employees and teams to share relevant

knowledge and information (DeTienne et al., 2004).
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By bringing together those three motivaﬁonal drivers, an integrative view of the
forces "manipulating individuals' | willingness to share knowledge can be’
established. Thus, employees’ decisions to eng'aée in a specified behavior are
influenced by their intention to perform the behavior, which in turn is influenced
by both their attitude toward (reflecting their salient behavioral beliefs) and the
subjective norm regarding (refiecting their normative beliefs and motivation to
comply with these beliefs) the behavior. This leads to an implicit and explicit
knowledge-sharing research modei, as demonstrated in Figure1.

Anticipated Extrinsic
Rewards H2
e B T
Relationship H4 | Knowledge Sharing Tmplicit
Knowledge
T w ‘ |
Sense of Self-worth : .
_ Subjective Norm [ntention to
Share
Knowledge ]
' 7 H8 “/” Explicit
Afﬁllatmn Organlza.uonal' . Knowiedge
© Climate HY ‘ :
o

i [} First-order factors
Second-order factors

Figure 1: Impiicit and explicit knowledge-sharing research model

The Research Model and Hypotheses

' Figure 1 depicts our research model. The model differs from a TRA formulation in
two major ways in order to acknowledge that knowledge-sharing inherently
involves collective action at its core: (1) the subjective norms 6f an individual are
posited to directly and Indirectly (through attitude) influe_nce\intention to share
knowledge and (2) organizational climate is posited to directly and indirectly
{through subjective norms) influence the intention to share knowiedge (Bock et
al., 2005). | |
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An attitude toward a behavior refers to “the degree to which a person has a
favorable or unfaveorable evaluation appraisal of the behavior in ques‘tion" (Ajzen;
1991, p. 188). The person will most likely perform the behavior in question if he
or she evaluates it positively. As indicated by Kwok and Gao (2005/2006j, an
individual's intention to perform a behavior and their actual behavior can be
determined by their attitude toward this behavior. Specifically, individuals are
usually more likely to perform a behavior if they possess a positive attitude
toward this behavior and vice versa. Here, attitude toward knowledge sharing is
defined as the degree of one's positive feelings about sharing one's knowledge.
This leads to the first hypothesis.

Hypothesis 1: The more favorable the attitude toward knowledge sharing
is, the greater the intention to share knowledge will be,

According to the economic exchange theory, individuals habitually behave by
rational self-interest. Individuals will share their knowledge only when its rewards
exceed its costs (Bock & Kirn, 2002). As pointed out by sevéral researchers (i.e.,
Bartol & Srivastava, 2002; Ipe, 2003; Reige, 2005), employees are often
reluctant to share critical knowledge as it is considered a source of power, as
leverage, or as a guarantee of continued employment. Hence, unless there is
some kind of positive reward system (e.g., appreciation and recognition,
monetary rewards, promotion, éducational opportunity), employees wiIAl continue
to withhold their knowledge. That is why many organizations today use reward
systems to promote knowledge sharing. Thus, expected extrinsic rewards are
conceived to encourage more positive attitudes toward knowledge sharing,
leading to the second hypothesis.

Hypothesis 2. The greater the anticipated extrinsic rewards are, the more
favorable the attitude toward knowledge sharing will be.

The social exchange relationship is a key determinant of individuals’ attitudes
when they are manipulated by their social and organizational contexts,
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particularly in a situation where knowledge is exchanged. Social exchange
establishes bonds of friendship with andfor superordination over others, and
engenders diffuse, unspecified obligations. The main focus is with the
relationship itself without the necessity of any extrinsic benefit that might directly
follow (Bock et al, 2005). As noted by Bock and Kirn (2002), “the benefits
involved in social exchange do not have an exact price in terms of a single
quarititative medium of exchange, and the nature of the return cannot be
bargained about. This is why only social exchange tends to engender feelings of
personal obligation, gratitude, and trust.” In the context of knowledge sharing, if a
newcomer receives an initial offer of useful knowledge, this will develop a friendly
relationship and the newcomer will feel obligated, although not necessarily so, to
reciprocate. if the reciprocation is done properly,' trustworthiness and exchange
relations will be established (Bock & Kirn, 2002). Thus, it can be argued that
reciprocity affects individuals’ willingness to engage in social exchange. This
results in the third hypothesis.

Hypothesis 3: The greater the anticipated reciprocal relationships are, the
more favorable the attitude toward knowledge sharing will be.

In an drganization, individuals’ sense of seif-worth can be enhanced by sharing
valuable and constructive knowledge that improves the work of others andfor
organizational performance. ‘When emptoyees share expertise useful to the
organization, they gain confidence in te'rrhs of what they can do and this in tum
may increase their sense of self-worth. As several researchers have found,
émployees who believe thai their contributions can enhance the organiz’ational'
performance and help others will develop a positive attitude toward. knowledge
sharing (i.e., Bock & Kirn, 2002; Kankanhalli, Tan, & Wei, 2005, Lin, 2007a; tin &
Lee, 20b4). That in turn would rendeér these employees more likely to develop
favorable attitudes toward knowledge sharing. Defining this cognition as an
individual's sense of self-w'oi'lh-from their knowledge-sharing behavior leads to
our fourth hypothesis.
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Hypothesis 4. The greater the sense of'self-worth is through knowledge-
sharing behavior, the more favorable the attitude toward knowledge sharing
will be. -

It is believed that a sense of self-worth influences individuals' behaviors in
directions congruent with the prevailing group and organizational norms (Huber,
2001). The reference group's norms become the internalized standard against
which individuals judge themselves (Bock et al., 2005, p. 93). Thus, in addition to
the direct effect of sense of self-worth on attitude, this study hypothesizes that
individuals characterized by a high sense of self-worth through their knowledge
sharing are more Iikely to both be aware of the expectations of significant others
regarding'knowledge sharing behaviors and comply with these expectations. This
reasoning leads to the fifth hypothesis. ‘

Hypothesis 5: The greater the sense of self-worth is through knowledge
sharing behavior, the greater the subjective norm to share knowledge will be.

Subjective norms are considered the second antecedent of behavioral intention.
So and Bolloju (2005) defined them as “the individual's perception that most
people who are important to him or her think he or she should or should not
perform the behavior in question.” The subjective norm construct has receivgd
substantial empirical support as an imperative antecedent to behavioral intention
(Lin & Lee, 2004; So & Bolloju, 2005; Xu & Quaddﬁ_s, 2005). This leads to the
study's sixth hypothesis. -

Hypothesis 6: The greater the subjective norm is to share knowledge, the
greater the intention to share knowledge will be.

Subjective ndrms, through social influence processes, can have an important
influence on attitudes. This means that when individuals’ beliefs match those of
the referent, the individuals will voluntarily perform a behavior congruent to those
of the referent. Bock and Kim (2002) stated that such voluntary behaviors are
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largely a function of identification and internalization. Lewis, Agarwal, and
Sambamurthy (2003) neatly summarized these functions:

Via internai’izafion, the individual incorporates the opinion of an important
referent as part of her, own belief structure: in essence, the referent's beliefs

" become one's own. Via identification, the individual seeks to believe and act
in a manner sirﬁilar to those possessing referent powers (662).

In other words, the more indi.viduals are motivated to conform to group norms,
the more their attitudes tend to be group-determined rather than individual-
determined (Bock et al., 2005). Thus, this study posits that subjective norms
regarding knowledge sharing will influence organizational members' attitudes
toward knowledge sharing. This leads to the seventh hypothesis.

Hypothesis 7: The greater the subjective norm is to share knowledge, the
more favorable the attitude toward knowledge sharing will be.

To establish an effective knowledge-sharing culture, 'or;ganizations need to create
a long-lasting, open, and'c'aring‘ climate. Such a climate enhances individuals’
interaction and, as a result, their learning and knowledge exchange. As
discussed earlier, the study has identified four aspects of organizational climate
that are conducive to knowledge sharing: fairness, innovativeness, affiliation, and
trust. Fairness, which reflects the perceptions that an individual has about the
organization, manégement, and fellow workers, can greatly influence his/her
wilingness to share knowledge with other members (Sharkie, 2005). If
organizational practices are equitable, a trusting relationship between employees
will be developed and will thus serve to overcome the dilemma associated with
knowledge sharing. Fairness, therefore, can lead employees toward knowledge-
sharing behaviors. Innovativeness reflects a strong culture of continuous
improvement and learning that emphasizes problem seeking and sclving where.
individuals are constantly encouraged to generate new ideas, knowledge,
solutions, and reaaned risk-taking' (Wong, 2005). Accordingly, individuals
working in innovative work environments are more likely to share new and
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creative ideas with each other ’than those in non-innovative work environments?.
Affiliation is the sense of togetherness ‘arhong an organization's members that
refiects the caring and pro-social behavior critical to inducing an organization's
members to help one ariothef {Bock et al., 2005). Finally, trust is defined as one’s
willingness to be vulnerable against the actions of another; it is grounded on a
belief that an exchange partner will not act in self-interest at one's expense or
expectation (Lang, 2004). Trust between employees exemplifies the extent to
which individuais participate in both open dialogue and the free flow of
knowledge. Hence, trust is a vital element favorable to individuals’ willingness to
share knowledge. Combining these ideas with arguments outlined earlier, this
study hypothesizes that organizational climate affects individuals' intentions to
share knowledge in two ways. First, institutional structures influence the salience
of subjective norms. This leads to the eighth hypothesis.

Hypothesis 8: The greater the extent to which the organizational climate is
perceived to be characterized by fairness, innovativeness, affiliation, and
trust, the greater the subjective norm to share knowledge will be.

Second, organizational climate is also expected to directly influence individuals'
intentions to share knowledge. Bock et al. (2005) state that in the collectivist
culture cultural factors such as group conformity and face saving can directly
affect intentions. As Thailand is considered to be among the collective countries
and our data collection is limited to a sample of Thai firms, the unique character
of Thai culture is taken into consideration. Thus, given the research context,
organizational climate is anticipated to directly influence employees' béhavioral
intentions to share knowledge, which leads to our final hypotheéis.

Hypothesis 9. The greater the extent to which the organizational climate is

perceived to be characterized by fairness, innovativeness, affiliation, and

trust, the greater the intention to share knowledge will be.
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Research Method and Analysis |

To test the proposed research model, the ‘study.adopted the survey method for.
data coileétion, and examined hypotheses by applying the structural equation
model (SEM) method using LISREL 8,54 to the collected data. Our unit of
analysis was the individual. |

Survey Instruments

A questionnaire was designed to gather information on meotivational: ‘drivers
conducive to individuals' khowiedge sharing behaviors in Thailand. The survey's
items were adapted from previous studie'sv {Bock ef al., 2005; Kim & Lee, 2006).
Since the survey items were in English, the questionnaire was sent to
Ramkhamhaeng University language institution for Thai transiation. Additionally,
to ensure that the questionnaire was free of content and wording problems, the
translated questionnaire was sent forve'xperjts' reviews to ensure accuracy and
- appropriate back-transiation. Before the actual si.urvey administration, a pilot
study was undertaken to ensure internal re{iability of research items. The
questionnaire was sent to 40 sales representatives. Cronbach aipha using the
SPSS 13.0 program was used to assess the internal reliability of the research
instrljments. The pilot survey responses showed that the survey iterhs had
reliability scores above 0.70, indicating an acceptable level of internal
consistency (Nunnally, 1978). Additionally, for each of the construct's items, the
corrected item-total correlation values exceeded 2.00. This means that the items
for each of the constructs are capable of independently measuring the construct.
Due to our satisfaction with the pilot resuits, ail of the items were retained for the
actual survey administration. The scale reliability value of the pretest is .9456.

Samples and Data Collection .

in Thailand, the number of pharmaceutical companies is myriad and the number
of sales representatives in the industry is unidentified; hence, the questionnaires
were distributed to companies that are listed with the Pharmaceutical Research &
Manufacturers Association (FReMA). FReMA was established -as a non-profit
and non-government organization to represent Thailand's pharmaceutical
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manufacturers and associated companies. The listed companies are leaders in

Thailand’s R&D, production,

and  marketing of high-quality medicines

(Pharmaceutical Research and Manufacturers Association, 2008). This study

used a simple random sampling technique to collect data. To determine the

sample size, the study used Cochran’s formuta. The calculated sample size was

323. A total of 900 questionnaires were mailed, and 374 questionnaires were

returned and used for the analysis. Table 1 sets out the demographic

characteristics of respondents.

Table !: Demographic Characteristics of Respondents

Frequency Percentage
Gender Male 179 47.86
Female 195 52,14
Total 374 100.00
Age Less than 21 3 0.80
21~29 124 33.16
30-34 118 31.55
35-39 67 17.91
40+ 62 16.58
Total 374 100.00 -
Education High scheol 28 7.49
College (2 years) 25 6.68
University (4 years) 272 72.73
Graduate school 46 12.30
Post graduate 1 0.27
Missing 2 0.53
Total 4 1060.00
Position Sales representative 29] 77.81
Supervisor 43 11.50
Manager 37 9.89
" Director 2 0.53
Missing 1 0.27
Total 374 100.00
Work 0~3 94 25.13
-6 93 24.87
Experience 9 44 11.76
(in years) 9~12 58 15.51
12+ 85 22.73
Total 374 100.00
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Analytical Technigue

The data were analyzed using LISREL 8.54, a software package based on SEM
techniques. The SEM technique aliows the use of multiple indicators to measure
constructs and account for measurement errors. Additionally, it bermits the’
evaluation of causal relationships among multiple interested constructs
simultaneously (Janz & Prasarnphanich, 2003). Since the model is based on
existing theoretical foundations and wel!-vali_dated scales, and since this research o
attempted to account for the observed covariance, LISREL was used to test the
conceptual research model of this study.

To test the Validity and reliability of the research model, Confirmatory Factor
Analysis (CFA) was adopted in this study. The covariance structure model is
comprised of two parts: the measuremént model and the structure model.
Numerous researchers have proposed a two-étage model-building process for
applying SEM in which the measurement models (or confirmatory factor models)
are tested before testing the structural model (Lin & | Lee, 2004). The
measurement model specifies how hypothetical constructs (latent) are measured
in terms of observed variables (Hong, et a!., 2004), while the structural model
specifies causal relationships among the Iét_ent variables (Lin & Lee, 2004).
Additionally, to ensure that the model fit the data, model-fit analysis was
performed. The overall model fit was assessed in terms of seven common
measures: chi-square/degree of freedom, goodness-of-fit index (GFI), adjusted
goodness-of-fit index (AGFI), normalized- fit index {NFI), non-normed fit index
(NNFI}, comparative fit index (CFI), and root rﬁean square error of approximation
(RMSEA). '

Measurement Model .

In this study, there are two second-order variables: ‘organizational climate and
knowledge-sharing intention. The study treated the indicators of organizational
climate as informative and 'the _indibators " of intentions as reflective.
Organizational climate is measured by four indicators: fai_fness, innovativeness,
affitiation, and trust. As shown in Table 2, all four indicators were sufficient and
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Table 2: CFA Resulits of Measurement Mode!

Construct/measure Loading T-value CR AVE £
Anticipated extrinsic rewards - 0.810 0.681 0.8066
AER1 . 0.98 9.49

AER2 : 0.72 §.78

Anticipated reciprocal relationships : 0.866 - 0568 0.8808
ARR1 0.42 13.99

ARR2 0.39 12.97

ARR3 0.46 15.75

ARR4 0.53 19.78

ARRS 0.56 16.97 .

Sense of self-worth 0911 0.671 {.90497
SSwi o (.52 16.52

S8w2 0.60 18.35

SSW3 0.59 19.79

S55W4 0.62 19.83

S5W5 0.59 19.95

Fairness 0824 .61 081RS
FAll 0.70 1838

FAIQ2 0.56 1592

FAI3 0.66 . 15.65

Innovativeness © 0.853 0.662 0 8535
INN1 0.63 18.77

INN2 0.59 17.10

INN3 0.62 18.06

Affiliation ’ 0.898 0.690 09031
AFF1 059 - 17.09

AFF2 0.54 16.10

AFF3 0.71 2187

AFF4 0,70 2187

Trust ‘ 0.840 0.567 (1.8473
TRU1 : . 0.50 16.55

TRU2 0.50 - 16.77

TRU3 ‘ 0.55 17:31

TRU4 0.49 13.31

Attitude toward knowledge sharing ) 0.753 0,432 06713
ATK1 0.37 10.94 :

ATK2 0.17 115

ATK3 0.45 13.74

ATK4 0.55 19.26

ATKS 057 18.24

Subjective norm 0.897 0.596 (.8%54
NOB1 0.6l 17.69 )

NOB2 0.62 19.67

NOB3 0.57 }8.55

MTCL 0.55 17.60

MTC2 0.48 4.13

MTC3 ) 0.44 13.29

Intention to share knowledge 0.888 0.615 0 8R78
IEK1 0.49 16.19

IEK2 0.43 13.32

1K1 0.57 19.73

K2 - 0.55 20.92

11K3 ' 0.54 18.58

Note: Based on Fomell & Larcker (1981); (1). CR can be calculated as follows: (suth of standardized loading) 2 / (sum of slandardized loading) 2
+ sum of indicator measurement error). (2). AVE can be calculate as follows: (sum of squared standardized foading) / {sum of squarcd
standardized loading + sum of indicator measurement error)

BY 222 (BI 203)

203



International Leadership Journal - Spring/Summer 2008

applicable for measuring the latent construct. In other words, organizational
climate can be perceived, at least in the context of this study, by its indicators.
Moreover, in terms of 'knowledge to be shared, individuals preferred to share
implicit rather than explicit knowledge. This might suggest that Thai people are
more socialized in the sense that they are more willing to spend time with fellow
employees to assist them in resolving their problem(s) rather than referring them
to some work manuals or reports. This reflects the nature of the Thai people,
characterized by openness, consideration, and compassion.

To validate the measurement model, three types of validity were evaluated:
éontent validity, convergent validity, and discriminant validity. Content validity
was established by ensuring' consistency between the measurement items and
the extant Eite(ature. This was done by experis’ review and pilot-testing the,
instrument. The convergent validity was examined using composite reliability
(CR) and average variance extracted (AVE) from the measures (Hair ef al. as
cited in Bock et al., 2005). CR seeks to ensure that the "meadsurés of constructs
that theoretically should be related to each other are, in fact, observed to be
related to each other” {Trochim, 2006). As shown in Table 2, CR values ranged
from 0.753 to 0.911, which were above the 0.70 threshold for field research (Hair
et al. as cited in Lin, 2007b). For AVE, a score of 0.50 indicates acceptability
(Hair ot al. as cited in Lin, 2007b). Table 2 shows that AVE values ranged from
0.432 to 0.690, which indicated that most constructs, with the exception of ATK
(Attitude Toward Knowledge Sharing) were above the level for acceptability. In
addition,aTable 2 exhibits loadings of the measures and t-values. In general, the
t-values are considered s_igniﬁca'nt if they are greater than 2 or 2.576 (Hong et al.,
2004). As expected, all measures were significant on their path loadings at the
level of 0.01. Moreover, as shown in Table 2, all indicators were then submitted
to reliability analysis via Cronbach alpha coefficient using the SPSS 13.0
"program. Cronbach alpha measures how well a set of items (or variables)
measures a single unidimensional latent construct. Theoretically, 0.70 is an
acceptable level '(Nunnaﬂy, 1978). As with CR, ali constructs showed an
acceptable leve! of reliability except for ATK. |
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Finally, the discriminant validity (DV) of the instrument was examined by
looking at the square root of the average variance extracted as recommended by
Fornell and Larcker (as cited in Lin, 2007b). DV seeks to ensure that “measures
of constructs that theoretically should not be related to each other are, in fact,
observed to not be related to each other” (Trochim, 2006). The result in Table 3
confirms DV: the square root of the average variance extracted for each
construct is greater than the levels of correlations involving the construct. The
results of the inter-construct correlations aiso show that each construct shares
larger- variance with its own measures than with other measures. In addition to
validity assessment, multicollinearity was also-performed due to the relatively
high correlations among some variables (e.g., a correlation of 0.619 between
SSW and ARR or 0.534 between SUN and INN). The resultant variance inflation
factor (VIF) values for all of the constructs are acceptable (i.e., between 1.080
and 2.037). In general, a VIF value greater than 10 is of concem (Rathor, 2004).

Table 3: Correlation Between Constructs

AER ARR S8SW FAlI INN AFF TRU ATK SUN ISK -

0619 2
FAL 0.063 0.243
INN 0052 0273 0320 0464 NG
AFF  0.24 0202 0220 0389 0.403
TRU -0.002 0282 0214 0381 0379 0642
ATK -0.077 0.481 0404 0290 0392 0368 O. 5
SUN 0000 0.442 0436 0363 0.534 0414 0424 0.565
ISK -0.021 0.486 0495 0248 0419 0297 0323 0613 0740

Note: The shaded numbers in diagonal row are square roots of the average variance extracled.

The model-fit analysis was then performed to ensure the rectitude of the model.
The model-fit was estimated using various indices provided by LISREL 8.54. The
results are presented in T'able 4, The overall chi-square statistic for the model
was significant { x° = 1,072.85, p = 0.00). The ratio of the chi-square value .
relative to the degree of freedom ( x? / df = 1,072.85/752 = 1.427) was within the
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recommended value of 3 (Caémines & Mclver as cited in Lin, 2007b) which

indicated a good modei. GFI and AGFI were 0.88 and 0.86, respectively. CFl,

NFI, and NNFI are three other indices of fit. Values normally range from Oxto 1,

with values greater than 0.9 representing reasonable model fit. This study

observed values of 0.99, 0.97, and 0.99 for CFl, NFI, and NNFI respectively, all

indicating good model fit. Finally, RMSEA illustrates the discrepancy between the
_ proposed model and the population covariance matrix. The \'(alue was 0.034,
~ which was within the recommended cut-off value of 0.08 for good fit (Byrne as
cited in Lin, 2007b).

Structural Model

The casual structure of the hypothesized research model was tested using SEM.
Model testing was based on estimating the overall fit indices of the structural
model, as listed in Table 4. The ratio to degrees-of-freedom was 0.978 for the
structural mode'l. again within the recommended level of 3. Comparison of other
fit indices with their corres'ponding recommended values prOVided evidence ‘ofé
good model fit (GFI=1.00, AGFI=0.98, CFI=1.00, NFi=1.00, NNF1=1.00, and
RMSEA=0.00). In sum, all the model-fit indices exceeded their respective
common acceptance Ievels; suggesting that the model fit well with the data and
that an examination of path coefficients can be commenced.

Table 4: CFA Model Fit indices

Goodness-of-Fit Statistics " Recommended Measurement- Structural

. value model model
Chi-Square ( x¥ N/A 1,072.85 391
Probability Level (p) N/A ‘ 0.00 0.42
X/ df - adjusted chi-square <300 1,072.85/752 391/4=0978

: - o =1.427 i

Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI) >0.90 088 .00
Adjusted Goodness-of -Fit Index (AGFI) >0.80 0.86 098
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) . 2090 0.99 1.00
Normed Fit Index (NFI) 2090 097 1.00
Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI) - 2090 . 0.99 1.00
Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) <0.10 S 0.034 0.00

Note: The recommended value was obtained from Lin (2007b, p. 127)
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Hypotheses Testing

SEM was performed to examine the hypothesized relationships among the
constructs in the model. The résults are discussed in the following sequence:
standard TRA constructs (Hypotheses 1, 6, and 7), psychological antecedents to
these TRA constructs (Hypotheses 2, 3, 4, and 5), and organizational climate
(Hypotheses 8 and 9). Properties of the casual paths, including path coefficients
and t-values for each equation in the hypothesized model, are presented in

Figure 2.
Anticipated 0.13e>
Extrinsic Rewards ‘Qf 2.63) R®=016
0 23,_:‘ Al  Attitude toward
A]’ltilcipﬂlﬁd (t=459) Knowledge . Implicit
Reciprocal »> Sharing (t'j s 1) Knowledge
Relationship 0.00%** - ‘
{t=0.04y 0_39...T R?=0.55
o 1=172 - : 09544
S FSelf-Worh o7 ( R'-038 Intention to (t=58.03)
ense of Seif-wort Subjective N Share
‘m. I\florm 10744 Knowledge 0.ggwes
(t=4.28) {t=497 (t=36.53)
0.56%"e 0.60%** R .
1 : 7.94) {t=1170) L Explicit
RI=0132 L70.03%% Knowledge
0.60%** 2 a=013)
st (t=9.87)
Organizational
0.83%%n Climate
0.86%= "p <0.1 “p <0.05 *.*p <0.001

t=127TH

Figure 2. Results of structural model

As shown' in Table 5, the analytical results supported the hypotheses. H1
predicts a positive relationship between attitude toward knowledge sharing and
individuals' intentions to share knowledge. The analytical resuits supported H1,
with a significant path coefficient of 0.56 (p < 0.001). Additionally, H6 predicts a
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positive rélationship between subjective norm and intention to share knowledge.
Subjective norm produced a path coefficient of 1.07 (p < 0.001), which indicates
positive association. H7 is also supported with a path coefficient of 0.89 (p <
- 0.001). H7 argues'that subjective norm can influence individuals' knowledge
sharing intentions indirectly via attitude toward knowledge sharing. The positive
linkage fortifies the argument that subjective norms can influence intentions both
directly and indirectly (through attitudes), particularly within cultural contexts
characterized by a strong group orientation, such as is the case vyi_ih Thai

organizations.
- Table 5: Hypothesis Testing Results
Hypothesis Path Coefficients T-value Result

H1: Attitude toward Knowledge Sharing — 0.56 . 6.17 . Supported
Intention to share knowledge -

H2: Anticipated Extrinsic Rewards — -0.13 263 Not Supported
Attitude toward Knowledge Sharing (signaficant but in opposile

direction

H3: Anticipated Reciprocal Relationship — 0.23 4.59 Supported
Attitude toward Knowledge Sharing ‘ )

H4: Sense of self-worth — Attitude 0.00 0.04 Not Supported
toward Knowledge Sharing , :

H5: Sense of self-worth — Subjective norm 0.12 4.28 Supported

H6: Subjective norm — Intention to 1.07 . 497 Supported
share knowledge

H7: Subjective norm — Attitude toward 0.89 7.23 Supported
Knowledge Sharing

HB: Organizational Climate — Subjective 0.60 11.70 Supported
Norm

H9: Organizational Climate — Intention to (.03 R 0.13 Not Supported

share knowledge

Assorted results were obtained for the antecedents to the standard TRA
constructs. H3 and HS displayed significant relationships in the hypothesized
direction with path coefficients of 0.23 (P < 0.001) and 0.12 (P < 0.001)
respectively. Thesé findings indicated that, at least in the Thai context, relational
motivators rather than expectations of extrinsic rewards positively influence
individuals' attitude toward knowledge sharing. Conversely, the anticipation of
extrinsic reward, as posited in H2 {path coefficient equals. to -0.13 (P < 0.05), was
negatively correlated with attitude toward knowledge sharing, which suggested

208 BY 222 (Bl 203}



International Leadership Journal . Spring/Summer 2009

that extrinsic rewa'rds hinder rather than facilitate the formation of positive
attitudes toward knowledge sharing. it is noteworthy that a sense of seif-worth
seemed to influence attitudes toward knowledge sharing indirectly through
subjective norms (H5 being signiﬁ'caht and positively related) rather than directly -
(H4 being non-significant with path coefficient of 0.00): This finding implies that
Thai people tend to be confined within their respective group rather than wanting
to be prominent, which reflects the strong collectivist orientation of Thai
organizations. Thai- people preferred to be more humble and modest rather than
to stand out from the rest of the group. ‘

Finally, with regard to organizational climate, the findings also showed
diverse results. As posited, with a path coefficient of 0.60 (p < 0.001),
organizational climate influences individuals’ intentions to share knowledge
indirectly through subjeétive norms (H8). On the contrary, H9 which posits that
organizational climate directly' inﬂuehces intention to share knowledge showed
negative correlation. This finding solidified the general belief that Thai people are

“more group-oriented in preference to individualism. Thai people tend to think
and/or behave in a way that is congruent with the referent group rather than with
personal beliefs or preferences.

Findings ‘_

This study attempted to evaluate motivational drivers that affect individuals’
attitudes’ toward and intentions to share knowledge. The results provide
important insights for organizational leaders and managers.

Unlike previous studies, this study found a negative association between a
felt need for extrinsic rewards and the development of favorable attitudes toward
knowledge shafing. While such a finding might merely be a reflection of the
study's design or the specific extrinsic reward mechanisms applied by the
sampled organizations, pl'ausible explanations do exist for such an observation.
As explained by Bock and Kirn (2002), rewards, like punishment, can have a
punitive effect. Rewards may impede relationships. For someone to win
someone else has to lose. When employees. compete for a limited number of
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incentives, they will see each other as competitors to their own success.
Moreover, Bock et al. {2005) suggested that extrinsic rewards are only useful at
securing temporary compliance, and mismatches between employees’ and
management's perception regarding suitable extrinsic rewards for the
encouraged behaviors may well exist. -

In Thailand, social relationships are grounded in smooth, pleasant
interpersonal interactions that avoid conflict. Thai people prefer to be non-
assertive, polite, humble, and relaxed (Niphon, 2008). They often avoid being
overly aggréssive and stay away from creating conflict with other members of
society. This might be the reason why the respondents reacted pessimistically
toward the anticipation of extrinsic rewards, especially if they would have to
compete with others to achieve the rewards. Another probable explenation might
be the fact that in Thailand employees are expected to obey and follow their
employers' instructions regardiess of whether there is a reward. It is a case of
“you do what | tell you to do or else.” Moreover, in most inetances, the reward, if
any at all, is 'predetermined by the employers. Therefore, whether the rewards
are liked or not liked, they constitute what employees will receive for a job well
done. Hence, reward as a motivator is considered indifferently by the
respondents. _

An individual's attitude toward knowledge sharing is driven by anticipated
reciprocal relationships regarding knowledge sharing and the 'subjective norm
regarding knowledge sharing. Reciprocity or the mutual give-and-take

relationship of knowledge can facilitate knowledge sharing between individuals.
| In Thai culture, most interactions are belie_ved to be honest and sincere, and the
Thais are bound to sincere and deep reciprocal relationships. Bunkhun,
sometimes defined as indebted goodness, is a psychological tie between two
parties where an individual, lout of kindness, renders another person assistance
and favors, and the latter remembers the goodness done and is always ready to
reciprocate the kindness. Reciprocity of kindness, panicularfy the value of being
grateful, is highly valued in Thai society. Thais have been sociatized.'to value this
grateful (Katanyu) quality in 2 person (Niphon, 2008). .
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Subjective norm significantly influences individuals’ attitudes toward
knowledge sharing. In a co!lectivist- society, such as Thailand, people highly
value group formality, co-existence, and interdependence. As explained by
SchWartz (cited in Gambrel & Cianci, 2003, 147), collectivism is “... giving priority
to in-group goals over personal goals.” In this sense, the group exerts a strong'
influence on how individuals think and behave. If the group encourages
knowledge sharing behavior, then members will develop favorable afttitudes
toward knowledge sharing. In"short, in a collectivist cultﬁre, belief is placed in
group decisions.

An individual's sense of self-worth intensifies the salience of the subjective
norm regarding knowiedge sharing. In Thailand, peopie focus on the sense of
belonging to organizations where membership is ideal. The importance of one’s
self—worth or social identity is determined by the group values and how
individuals behave in accordance with the values.- People as an in-group seek -
satisfaction from the group acceptance and recognition. People are taught to
think of themselves in terms of “we” rather than “I" (Gambrei & Cianci, 2003).
Hence, people are cautious not to stand out or demonstrate signs of initiative. In
this context, group values and acceptance directly predict the psychological well-
being or self-esteem of an individual. This is why a sense of individual self-worth
shows no association with attitude toward knowledge sharing; it is through the
subjective norm that the attitude toward knowledge sharing develops.

The formation of subjective norms regarding knowledge sharing is
manipulated robustly by an organizational climate that supports knowledge
sharing, operationalized here as fairness, innovativeness, affiliation, and trust.
Like previous studies, this study found that an organizational climate that
promotes knowledge sharing influences its members to share their knowledge
(i.e., Bock et al., 2005; Janz & Prasarnphanich, 2003; Lee, Kim, & Kim, 2008). In
the study, organizational climate was found to affect obliquely, but not directly,
individuals' intention to engage in knowledge-sharing behaviors, Possibly, this is
because Thai people embrace their respective groups’ beliefs, values, and
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conducts over their own. The group exerts a strong influence on how a person
percelves and evaluates the conduct of his/her organlzatson

This study has provided additional verification that in the collectivist culture
subjective norms are likely to affect, both directly and indirectly through attitude,
behavioral intentions. Moreover, the institutional structures within which
individuals operate influence behavioral intentions. However, in contrast to the
research of Bock ef al. (2005), this research found that organizational climate
influences behavior only indirectly _through subjective norms. Perhaps this
indicates that within a collectivist society, suoh as in Thailand, people vaiue their
groups more dearly than do peoplé‘in other kinds of societies. However, it is very -
possible that such an outcome is limited to behaviors Iargely constituted through |
the sampled organizations and/for industry. Furthermore, it is noteworthy that in
terms of knowledge-sharing intentions, Thai peopie preferred to share implicit
knowledge rather than explicit knowledge.. This demonstrated that the Thais
favored personal interaction and connection within their respective groups as
opposed to referring their colleagues to work manuais. '

Managerial and Leadership Implications

Based on the findings, several recommendations are pfoposed to those leading
KM initiatives or otherwise wanting to encourage knowledge sharing within their
organizations {Kaweevisultrakul, 2008).

First, social relationships and i_nterpersonal interactions should be
encouraged. As the results indicate, Thai people treasure personal relationships
and feel indebted to those who have helped them. Thai organizations may wish
to employ a mentoring system to assist empioyees who are in need of assistance
so that those employees feel grateful and, as a resuit, also feel obligated to
return the favor whenever an opportunity permits. Additlonally, employees may
value such practices as organizational traditions and values and may themselves
seek an opportunity to assist others. These social exchange relationships are
apparently crucial in driving knowledge-sharing intentions.
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Second, organizations need to build collective trust within the workplace.
Trust is often cited as one of the most important drivers in the knowledge sharing
process. Without trust, knowledge sharing will not occur. ?eople tend to feel
anxious that essential knowledge might be illegally or inappropriately used or
stolen, and knowledge sharers are thus tembted to deliberately exclude valuable
knowledge from the sharing process. Trust can be enhénced by promoting social
interaction. As Kaweevisultrakul and Chan (2007) found, interactive cultures
provide an opportunity for individuals to interact and become familiar with each
other, and hence d_evelop a valuable degree 6f trust among co-workers.
Interaction between individuals is crucial to the innovation process.
Communication between individuals or groups must be both formally and
informally encouraged, since effective communication is often the foundation for
the creation of new ideas and néw knowledge.

Third, as suggested by Bock ef a/ (2005), organizations should seek to
support the formation and maturation of robust referent communities within the
workplace, particularly to provide suitable feedback to those who engaged in (or
did not engage in) knowledge sharing. Such actions will exert strong pressure on
one's referent groups (e.g., peers, supervisors, senior managers) to engage in
knowledge sharing behaviors‘ and may also enhance the individual's sense of
self-worth. *

Fourth, organizations should méke certain. that their conduct is justified and
fair to all employees. In Thailarid, a majority of employees often experience
negligence and unfairness. People who are closer to top management, the
“favorites,” tend to have more opportunity than those who are not. Mistreating
employees génerates lack of trust and dissuades empioyées from participating in
the knowledge sharing process or from "giving it their all* (Kaweevisultrakul &
Chan, 2007). An employee might ask: If my boss does not trust me, why should |-
help him/her improve histher company? Thus, it is imperative that managers
provide equal opportunities for all employees.

Fifth, in a collectivist culture, people tend to preserve their “faces” or dignities
within the community. Therefore, when knowledge sharing is encouraged, very

BY 222 (BI 203) 213



International Leadership Jourmnal , Spring/Summer 2009

negative comments or feedback should be kept to a minimum. This is because
when a person receives a negative and/or unconstructive response, especia!ly
from management, hélshe will tend to avoid sharing knowledge in the future.
Moreover, such responses will inhibit other members from sharing knowledge
because they rhay want to avoid possible humiliation. As suggested by
Kaweevisultrakul and Chan- (2007), it is a known fact that most Asians,
particularly older people, are uneaéy about losing face. When sharing ideas,
Asians tend to remain silent much of the time. This is to make sure that they will
not say anything silly or unconstructive that might in turn humiliate them.

Sixth, management involvement in the knowledge sharing process is crucial.
This is because followers tend to look up to their leaders for guidance. If
managers themselves refuse to participate in the process, followers may develop
pessimistic perceptions about that process. For instance, one of the barriers
identified by Riege (2005) is the fear that sharing may reduce or jeopardize job
sécurity. In this sense, if managers withhold knowledge to protect their positions
within an organization, then followers will be tempted to do the same.: '

Seventh, companies need to minimize and effectively balance the degree of
internal competition between business units, functional areas, and subsidiaries
(Riege, 2005). This is because if the degree of competition is high, busineés units
will hold back important knowledge to protect their competitiveness. In other
words, the degree of competition affects trust between business units and may
lead to the failure of the knowledge sharing process.

Eighth, organizations should not put too much emphasis on extrinsic
rewards, especially for individuals, as primary ‘motivators within knowledge
sharing initiatives. This is because in the collectivist society such motivators will
disrupt personal well-being, affiliation, and trust ’within the community.
Alternatively, organizations can utifize team-baséd rewards to promote
knowledge sharing behaviors in the workplace. As Bartol and Srivastava
discovered (2002), team-based rewards enhance team members’ knowledge-
sharing behaviors since knowledge sharing is seen as an instrument in
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accomplishing the task. Moreover, without continual reward systems, extrinsic
rewards tend to promote only temporary compliance.

Finally, expatriate managers should first learn the culture where they work—
in this case Thai culture—before criticizing their colleagues’ work performances.
This is to prevent the managers from unintentionally insulting their colleagues,
since Western managers tend to be more assertive and aggressive than their
Asian counterparts. As Riege points out (2005), differences in national culture or
ethnic background, aldng with the values and beliefs that constitute part of those
differences (and language is certainly an important element of this), can create

| barﬁeré to knowledge sharing.

Limitations and Future Research

The findings from this study must be interpreted in light of the study's limitations.
First, the study took into consideration only motivational factors identified by the
research of Bock ef al. (2005) and by one variable from Kim and Lee (2008).
Thus, other motivational factors acknowledged by other KM scholars and
practitioners were disregarded. For this reason, it would be constructive to test
other motivational factors to determine their influence on individuals’ willingness
to share their knowledge and expertise as well; for example in regard to
leadership (DeTienné ef al., 2004; Goh, 2002; Oliver & Kandadi, 2006; Taylor &
Wright, 2004, Wong, 2005), organizational structure (e.g., Kim & Lee, 2006;
Oliver & Kandadi, 2006), and/or information technology (e.g., Kim & Lee, 2006;
Lee of al., 2006; Lin & Lee, 2006; Wong, 2005). Second, this study focused on
the Thai healthcare industry, and its results cannot be interpfeted as necessarily
applicable to other industries and countries. Therefore, it would be especially
useful to conduct similar research on other industries and/or countries for
comparative purposes._Third, the data collected are cross-sectional and not
longitudinal; hence, the hypothesized causal relationships could only be inferred
rather than proven. Fourth, given that the sample size used for this research is
moderately small, a larger sample is needed for more robust tests of the
hypotheses. A larger sample would also increase the potential generalizability of
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the findings. Lastly, since the study,bentered on knowledge sharing within the
boundaries of single organizations, it would be useful to look at knowledge
sharing with outside members, such as customers, suppliers, and other partners
(Hong et al., 2004) to reflect the increasing necessity for involved parties to
become more collaborative in today’s dynamic business environment.

Conclusion
This study sought to evaluate motivational drivers that encourage individuals’
knowledge sharing behaviors, specifically in the Thai healthcare industry. The
study used anticipated extrinsic rewards, anticipated reciprocal relationships,
sense of self-worth, and four facets of organizational climate (fairness,
innovativeness, affiliation, and trust) as motivational factors to examine
individuals' ‘kn'owledge sharing intentions. The results indicatéd that extrinsic
rewards hinder knowledge sharing intention whereas reciprocal relationship
promotes knowledge sharing intention. Moreover, individuals’ sense of self-worth
and organizational climate only indirectly affect individuals' intentions to share
knowledge. This is a reflection of the Thai culture, where people tend fo focus on
group formality, value, and association® Thus, to encourage knowledge sharing
. behaviors in such a culture, organizational leaders need to promote individuals’
relationships and interactions within the workplace.
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Abstract

The growing reliance on' intellectual assets to gain compelitive advantage has necessitated the
development and implementation of knowledge management systems in order fo collect, organize
and transfer all of the knowledge accumulated by modern organizations. This study is presented
as a consolidation of previous research performed in this area, and integrates this work with a
meta-analysis of two real life case studies. The corresponding results suggest that the
tacit/explicit dimension of knowledge is a strong indicator of the type of knowledge management
strategy a given company should follow.

Introduction

nowledge management ('KM) i8 'one of the most innovative and important management concepts to
emerge in the last 25 years.' ‘KM reflects the high value of intangible essets, especially intellectual

property. With the dawn of the Information Age, economists and business people have increasingly
regarded intellectual property as the single most important asset of the firm, surpassing conventional balance sheet
items such as land, labor, and capital. Becauae of the changing role of mtellecmal property, the astute management
of lmowlcdge has been dramatically amplified.

Researchers in the field of strategic management agree on the key role of knowledge as a source of
sustainable competitive advantage and economic prosperity in today's business environment.’ People inside the
firm, along with the firm’s various stakeholders, collectively know everything that the business needs to know.*
What an organization kmows, how it uses what it kmows, and how fast it fast it can know something new dictate the
extent of competitive gap that can be established in order to distance the firm from its competlton From this
perspective, knowledge serves as the very foundation upon which core competences are established.” As such, the
efficient management and processing -of organizational knowledge have become critical to orgenizational success,
From a strategic management perspective, what has been missing is a methodology for the systcmﬁc organization
of all the knowledge accummulated by an organization, as well ag a mechamsm for tapping those mines of knowledge
and efficiently transferring this knowledge within and between orgenizations.’®

KM presents a solution to this dilenoma. This study introduces the verious aspects of knowledge
management, and focuses on the tacit nature of knowledge and the impact that this dimension has on the efficient
transfer of information between various organizational structures.

Conceptual Background i
What is KM?

Knowledge management is a methodology that exercises a set of procedures end technology tools to.
prowdc an integrated, systematic approach to identifying, managing and sharing all of an enterprise’s intellectual
assets.” Its primary function is to plan, implement, operate, and momtor all of the knowledge-related activities and
programs required for effective intellectal asset management’ At its core, the goals of KM are to make the
collective information and experience of an enterprise available to the individual knowledge worker, and to facilitate
and manage knowledge related activities such as the creation, capture, transformation, and use of knowledge.”
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Businesses incorporating a KM philosophy capture the knowledge embedded within their organization. "
KM is a bottom up process that accounts for even the most minute bits and pieces of disparate knowledge'scattered
around a company, which add up to an enormous amount of knowledge. Managers need to learn what local
knowledge exists. Then if the knowledge looks valuable, they need to put it into wider circulation.

The earliest adoption of KM was deeply rooted in computer and networking technology. It entailed sharing
data via groupware systems, Internet portals, databases and corporate intranets.'' Beyond consolidating data and
offering unified search capabilities, these tools significanily improved the flow of information within an
" organization, ensuring its availability to the rest of the enterprise. The resulting benefits included better
collaboration and sense of community, reduced redundancy on new bids and projects, faster time to market, and the
ability to share past mistakes.? While these tools have proven to be extremely helpful in facilitating the sharing of
knowledge, they should not be considered a panacea for all types of knowledge transfers.

Databases are the most basic of KM tools. As we shall see, hardware and software are actually quite
limited as a transfer mechanism for certain types of knowledge. As an example, in practice, people working in small
groups often develop very rich knowledge. Depending on the richness and complexity of this knowledge, a
computer may or may not be the best vehicle for disseminating this information. The question then becomes, “How
best to spread this local knowledge arcund inte wider circulation.” This is an issue requiring a broader perspective
involving the communication and coordination within an organizational system. It is at this point that KM becomes
a primarily a person-to-person activity that revolves around human relations."*

Intellectual Assets

During the latter part of the 20th century, developed economies have undergone a transformation from
primarily raw material processing and manufacturing activities to the processing of information and the
development, application, and transfer of knowledge. In advanced nations, these assets may take the form of a
company's portfolio of patents, trademarks, trade secrets, copyright, processes, manuals, drawings, reports, research,
technical data and other explicit proprietary information. Add to this list the historical and ongoing transactional
data gathered through regular customet interaction - including best practices and competitive intelligence. Then
there is the unspoken, tacit information residing within every employee’s head - learned skills, intuition, experience
and insights,

The development of many new products and markets increasingly exploit knowledge assets as their salient
differentiating feature and source of competitive advantage. This development implies that intellectual assets now
have greater upside potential than physical and financial assets. As such, it naturally makes good business sense to
leverage every kemel of what a company knows, as well as the people who create, capture and use it to generate. As
an asset, intellectual property should neither be ignored nor wasted. It should be nurtured, cultivated and harvested.
To this end, effective management of intellectual assets has become a key component for establishing competitive
advantage. ' :

Types of Organizational Knowledge

Knowledge is a fluid mix of framed experience, values, contextual information, and expert insight that
provides a framework for evaluating and incorporating new experiences and information. It originates and is
applied in the minds of kmowers. In organizations, it often becomes embedded not only in documents or repositories
but also in organizational routines, processes, practices and norms."* Prior to initiating a rationale discussion on
how knowledge is organized, assimilated, and transferred within and between organizational hierarghies, it is
instructive to first break this definition down in order to gain an understanding of the different types of knowledge
that exist within an organization. Certain types of knowledge lend themselves to communication and transfer better
than others. We categorize organizational knowledge into information and know-how-based components.'*

Polanyi defined tacit knowledge, or know-how, as knowledge that is nonverbalizable, intuitive, and
difficult to articulate in a way that is meaningful and complete.'® Put another way, know-how is the sccumulated -
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practical skill or expertise that allows one 10 do something smoothly and efficiently.'’ The term ‘accumulated’
itnplies that know-how must be learned and acquired. Know-how is a description of knowing how to do something.
The fact that we know more than we can tell speaks to the tacit dimension. Tacit knowledge is highly context
specific and is usually acquired through personal. experience.'® Examples of tacit knowledge include scientific
expertise, operational know-how, insights about an industry, business judgement, and technological expertise.

On the other hand, explicit knowledge, or information, is knowledge that is capable of being communicated
in a formal, systematic Janguage and may include explicit facts, axiomatic propositions, end symbols. It can be
codified or articulated in manuals, computer programs, training tools, and so on."” Information includes all
lmowieche that can be transmitted wjthout loss of integrity once the syntactical rules reqmrcd for deciphering it are
known.?

A key challenge facing organizations is how to convert 1acit knowledge to explicit knowledge. Knowledge
that is tacit and highly personal has little value until it can be converted into explicit knowledge such that other
members of the organization can benefit from it. The properties of tacit knowledge suggest that, compared to
inforrnation, lmow-how is typically more valuable than explicit knowledge and more likely to result in advantages
that are sustainable.?!

~ Knowledge can be analyzed siong other dimensions as well. Spender provided further granularity of tacit
and explicit information. Explicit lcnowledge stored in databanks, standard operating procedures, manuals, and so
on is known as objectified knowledge Automnatic knowledge is kmowledge that is. implicit that “happens by itself”
and is often taken for granted.” Conscious knowledge may be codified, perhaps as a set of notes, end is potentially
available to other people. Collective knowledge is tacit knowledge of a social or cornmunal nature.

Codifiability of Knowledge

The mransferability of a firm’s knowledge, whether it is in the form of information or know-how, is strongly
influenced by its codifiabilty. Codifiability refers to the ab;hty of the firm to structure knowledge into a set of .
identifiable rules and relationships that can be easily commmnicated.® Information is defined .as being easily
codifiable if it can be transmitted without loss of meaning or clarity once the rules required for deciphering 1t are
known.

. The ability to transforrn knowledge into a code understood by a wide set of users has some important
implications. -In order for a firm to prosper and grow, it must become efficient at replicating, or transferring
knowledge. In order to accomplish this, the firm must develop a widely held and shared code by which it can
coordinate large numbers of people across varied functions. From this perspective, knowledge transfer is simply the -
replication of existing activities. The goal of the firm is to reduce the costs of this transfer while preserving the
quality and value of knowledge. Because personal and small group knowledge is expensive to re-create, firms may
desire to codify and simplify such knowledge as to be accessible to the wider organization, as well as to external
users.

Not all types of knowledge are amenable to codification. Information including facts, proposmons, and
symbols represent information that is easily codified. Convursely, know-how involves knowledge that is tacit,
‘sticky,’ complex, and difficult to codify.

There appears to be a simple but powerful relationship between codification of knowiedge and the costs of
its transfer, Uncodified, or tacit knowledge, is.slow and costly to transmit.** Ambiguities surrounding interpretation
abound and can be overcome only when communications take place in face-to-face situations. The transmission of
codified knowledge, on the other hand, does not necesserily require face-to-face contact and can ofien be carried out
largely by impersonal means, such as when one computm' “talks” to another or when a technical manual is passed
from one individual to another. ‘
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KM Strategies '

For simplicity, two KM strategies will be discussed and their possible applications explored.®® Some
companies automate knowledge management; others’ rely on their people to share kmowledge through more
traditional means. The codification strategy uses netwgrked computers to codify and store knowledge while the
personalization strategy relies on person-to-person contact to convey knowledge. The petsonalization strategy uses
computers only as secondary communication support tools. ’

The rise of networked computers has made it possible to codify, store, and share certain kinds of

knowledge more easily and cheaply than ever before. Explicit lmow!cdge is carefully codified and stored in

databases, where it can be accessed and used cas:ly by anyone in the company. Companies that follow a
codification strategy rely on the “economics of reuse.”

In contrast, some companies emphasize a personalization strategy. They focus on dialogue between
individuals, not knowledge objects in a database. Knowledge that cannot be codified is transferred in brainstorming
_sessions and one-on-one conversations. The personalization strategy relies on the logic of “expert economics™ to
share advice that is rich in tacit knowledge. The process of sharing deep knowledge is time consuming, expensive,
and slow.

Dilemmas Confronting KM

Management Buy-in

The greatest barrier to knowledge management is mustering support for it among [T managers and CEOs.”
A study commissioned by Microsoft Canada Co. solicited inputs from 402 IT and business decision makers in
organizations with no few than 50 personal computers. The study found that enterprise portals are among the most
common means of implementing a knowledge management strategy for explicit knowledge.® While 91 percent of
those surveyed agreed the KM practices had helped to improve organizational efficiency, only five percent were
able to calculate a return on investment from their KM initiatives. Convincing high-ranking executives who are
focused on their bottom line to invest time and capitzl into projects that typically yield a marginal ROI is a very
tough sell.

Motivation To Participate

Mistrust within corporations and motwatmg members to participate and openly share valuable knowledge
also represent s1gmﬁcant challenges to KM.” For KM to be successful, sharing is essential, but sometimes difficult
to implement. This is especially true in Old Economy environments where the culture of hoarding knowledge
dominates and often remains a major obstacle. Many' individuals and groups (especially those with proprietary
know-how) are reluctant to participate in knowledge-sharing activitics. The knowledge that is most likely to be
valuable to others is often exactly the kind of knowledge that individual(s) want to keep proprietary. Most of these
individuals have a tendency to treat knowledge as a personal asset rather than as something to share, ie., to give
away. There is-a great deal of experience in trying to get personal imowledge out of people while developmg expert
systems. On the flip side, there are real probiems in getting people to reveal tacit kmowledge.

Knowledge is power. Many people believe that sharing lmowledge is giving up their power. In this
respect, many corporate environments leave workers feeling vulnerable to the theft of their ideas - they've
previously experienced managers and supervisors running with their ideas and getting the reward. Often there is a
certain amount of gamesmanship going- on where knowledge workers do not share as fully as they might in a
different climate.

To overcome this problem, pockets of knowledge currently stored in personal vaults and segregated

business units need to be opened and their contents disseminated across the entire organization. Such collaboration
can’t happen unless top management commits the organization to the learning effort. KM requires the adoption of a
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culture dedicated to the creation and sharing of information by every individual in the company. KM invokes the
use of technology in concert with a change in carporate culture o encourage employees 10 communicate openly and
ghare their ideas and experiences for the good of the company. The biggest trick is finding a method to measure and
rewnrd participation, one that carefully balances monetary and other traditional incentives with recognition of the
value of teamwork and kmowledge reciprocity. Insta.l].mg the gystem is just the first step; persunding employces to
adopt it is the real challenge.

Incentives

People need incentives to participate in the knowledge sharing process. The two knowledge management
strategies outlined above call for different incentive systems. In the codification model, managers nust develop &
system that encoureges people 10 take inventory of what they kmow and to enter this information into an electronic
repository for the whole enterprise to access. Real incentives - not token rewards - are required to get people to take
those steps.”! In fact, the level and quality of employees’ contributions to the docurnent database should be part of
their annuel performance review. Incentives to stimulate knowledge sharing should be very different at companies
that are following the personalization spproach. Managers need to reward people for sharing knowledge directly
with other people. This can be sccomplished by tying the amount of direct help provided to annual compensation.

South Korean fashion retsiler E-Land has taken this approach. Their knowledge management incentive
program is based on a points system. 1t gives employees an incentive 1o share what they know rather than hoard
knowledge to protect their standing in the organization.”* E-Land requires every employee to submit a knowledge
resume when they’re being considered for s promotion. In addition, the extent to which an employee has shared
knowledge constitutes a key part of their performance rating.

Free Riders

Another impediment to KM is the ‘collective action’ or ‘free rider’ problem associated with the
collaboration of mmltiple sclf-interested parties with e common goal®® Successful collaboration may produce
collective or public outputs (e.g., knowledge) that are accessible to ali members of the collaboration. Free riders are
members who enjoy the benefits of the collective good without significantly contributing 1o the end result.

Maximizing Efficiency

A successful KM program strives to reduce the costs associated with finding and accessing different types
of valuable mowledge. This effort entails maximizing the efficiency of knowledge transfers among a large group of
individual members. In this context, efficiency refers to the speed and ease with which network members can find
and access valuable knowledge. Explicit knowledge may be casily codified and transferred in a group setting (e.g.,
through meetlngs), whereas tacit knowledge may require intense interaction and is likely to be successfully
transferred only in a small group setting at the specific location where the knowledge is used. * Conversely, if the
various actors only convene in Jarge group meetings to share information, it is likely that the transfer of tacit
knowledge amongst members will be inefficient. A network setting will likely require multilateral ties among
members (and a variety of processes for transferring kmowledge) in order to reduce search costs and to maximize the
speed and ease with which both explicit and tacit kmowledge is transferred amongst members. As explu.nad earlier,
someumcs the tacit elernent is hard to dlfﬁcult to make explicit.

The Toyota Case - Mnnlglng A Knowledge Sharing Network

Inter-organizational learning enhances competitiveness. Organizations are capable of leamning faster by
collaborating with other firms as well as by observing and importing their practices. A production network with
superior knowledge transfer mechanisms among users, suppliers, and manufacturers will be able to out-innovate
networks with less effective knowledge sharing routines.” - An excellent example of an enterprise that has created a
high performance, world-class KM program is Toyota. 3% Toyota has developed a knowledge-sharing network with
all of its suppliers that at least partially explains the relative productivity advantages enjoyed by all participants.

o

226 BY 222 (BI 203)



Journal of Business & Economics Res, gm{c Volume 2, Number §

Toyota has accomplished this by creating a strong network identity, with speclﬁc rules for participation and entry
into the network.

What firms do better than markets is the ahnrmg and transfer of the knowledge of individuals and groups
within an orgammnon ¥ This knowledge consists of both information and of know-how. Knowledge is held by
individuals, but it is also manifested in social interaction (i.e., group, organization, or network). Knowledge is most
effectively generated, combined, and transferred by individuals who identify with a larger group.®® Creating an
identity for a group, whether it be a firm or network, means that the individual members feel a shared sense of
purpose with the collective whole. The identity of the firm is defined by its members, by common goals and values,
and by a shared language. Furthermore, the aggregated knowledge that resides within a network is much greater
than that which resides in a single firm.  Consequently, if the network can get its members to cooperate in a social
community, it will create learning opportunities far suyperior to firms that do not participate in such a network.

Toyota promotes the philosophy of kposon kyoei (coexistence and co-prosperity) and creates a shared
network 1dent|ty by developing network-level knowledge acquisition, storage, and diffusion process with its
supphers The most important of these network-level process are: (1) the supplier asseciation (a network-level
forum for creating a shared social commmunity, establishing network norms, and sharing mostly explicit knowledge),
(2) Toyota’s operations management consulting division (a network-level unit given accountability for knowledge
acquisition, storage, and diffusion within the network), (3) voluntary small group learning teams (jishuken), or a
sub-network forum for knowledge sharing that creates strong ties and a shared community among small groups of
suppliers, and (4) inter-firm employee transfers (some job rotations occur at the network level). These four nctwork
entities help to create an identity for the network and also facilitate hmwledge transfers among network members,
As suppliers increasingly identify with the network, they begin to engage in knowledge-sharing activities without
thinking twice about it. Apparently the sentiment, “what’s good for the network is good for me, and what’s good for
me is good for the network™ becomes embedded in their psyche.

To encourage suppliers (groups) to participate and openly share knowledge, Toyota has heavily subsidized
the network (with knowledge and resources) during the early stages of formation to ensure that suppliers realize
substantial benefits from participation. Suppliers are motivated to participate in the network because they quickly
leam that participating in the collective learning processes is vastly superior to trying to isolate proprietary
knowledge on their own. Previous research on, col]aboranon suggests that the effectiveness of collaboration
increases when stakeholders have a shared purpose.*'

Toyota eliminated the problems associated with protecting or hiding valuable knowledge and free riding by
establishing some undeviating rules within the network. They established network rules/norms that' prevent
suppliers from accessmg Toyota's knowledge unless they first explicitly agree to openly share knowledge with the
other network members.”? The second rule simply eliminates the notion that there is proprietary knowledge within
certain pre-defined limits. Production knowledge is viewed as the property of the Toyota network. By establishing
these rules of engagement, Toyota is willing to accept the fact that some valuable knowledge that they provide to
their suppliers for free will spill over to benefit competitors.

Another rule instantiated by Toyota mandates that members must reciprocate by opening their plants to
other network members if they choose to receive Toyota consulting assistande. As more and more suppliers have an
intensive knowledge transfer experience with Toyota’s consultants, they become comfortable with knowledge
transfer activities. The norm of reciprocity has the snowballing effect of getting suppliers to open their operations to
one another. This requirement also effectively minimizes the free rider problem because the ‘price of entry” into the
network is a willingness to open up your operations for inspection. Toyota’s willingness to freely share its valuable
knowledge with other network members acts a starting mechanism for reciprocity. The implied message is, “We
will help you, but you must help the network.”

To ensure that the network is efficient at tra.nsferﬁng tacit knowledge, Toyota has created a highly

interconnected, strong-tie network with a variety of processes that facilitate knowledge transfers.® To maximize the
speed and ease with which various types of kmowledge are transferred, a variety of pathways for knowledge flow is
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required, The network has mmltiple pathways among members, with a variety of bilateral and multilateral processes.
Each process was designed to facilitate the sharing of different types of knowledge (both explicit and tacit) within
the network. Some processes are designed primarily for knowledge diffusion, while other processes result in both
knowledge creation and diffusion. The many avenues for comnmnication create a high degree of interconnectedness
among members in Toyota’s network, providing individual members a choice of medium for communicating.

Knowledge Transfer

A final element in the characterization of the properties of organizational knowladge that ymist be
understood is the distinction between the knowledge of an individual and that of the organization.* The firm can be
viewed as a repository for knowledge — the knowledge being embedded in business routines and processes. The
pressing question is how individuals and groups interact to facilitate transfer of this knowledge, and hence, further
contribute to organizational knowledge treation. Unless individual knowledge is shared with other individuals and
groups, the knowledge will have a limited impact on effectiveness.

Inkpen and Dinur conducted a study to test the hori.zontnl knowledge transfer mechanisms used by
American parent firms and their Japanese joint ventures (JVe)."? Four key processes were identified: technology
sharing, group-group mteractum, personnel transfers, and strategic integration that represent opportunities for
knowledge connection (transfer).* Each process represented a knowledge connection, which created the potential
for individuals to share their observations and experiences. Summanzmg comments are provided below:

Technology skaring is based on shorter—term knowledge relan'onships and as such, is less effective in transferning
tacit knowledge. Technology sharing can be effective as a means of acquiring explicit, objectified knowledge.

JV-pgrent interactions are based on shoster-term kmowledge relationships and as such, are less effective in
transferring tacit knowledge. They can be effective as a means of acquiring explicit, objectified knowledge.

Personnel pransfers can be considered a means of mobilizing personal knowledge. Transfers and rotation of
personnel help members of an organization to understand the business from nmltiple of perspectives, which in turn
makes knowledge more fluid and easier to put into practice. Transfers may encourage bleed though of ideas and can
be an effective process through which to acquire tacit knowledge that can only be acquired through time and
experience. The risk with personnel transfers is that if the knowledge remains individual, the potential social impact
of the learning is lost. Systems may have to be established to ensure that knowledge goes beyond the individual
level. The results suggest a long-term basis for knowledge sharing and potentially allow for the largest amounts of
knowledge to travel inter-organizationally. Such long-term processes create the potential for 8 continuous flow of
knowledge, which in turn can lead to contimuous ]ear,mng and change.

Strategic integration is a process through which a group strategy is linked to another group’s strategy (i.e., common
goals). Receptivity to learning is enhanced if the two groups are closely related. Integration can be an effective
higher level knowledge-sharing tool. It enables meaningful communication and collaboration between organizations
at the group and organizationa! levels rather than at the individual level. The results suggest a long-term basis for
knowledge sharing and potentially allow for the largest amounts of knowledge to travel inter-org. Such long-term
processes create the potential for a continuous flow of kmowledge, which in turn can lead to continuous learning and
change. ‘

Organization Levels And Knowledge Movement

A fundamental problem arises when kmowledge nmwst be shifted vertically in an organization. The
problems of different professional languages are magnified as the shared codes of functional groups are different.*’
What is the relationship between organizational levels, knowledge types, and the transfer of knowledge? Althougha
variety of knowledge management strategies can be viable, ‘some strategies lead to more effective knowledge ‘
transfer than others. The study conducted by Inkpen and Dmur prov:des some ms:ght to this quesuou as well.®

4
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Inkpen and Dinur’s study further shows that as knowledge becomes more tacit, it becomes less teachable,
less codifiable, and less transferable. The risk, pamcula.rly with tacit knowledge, is that knowledge transferred will
dissipate as it spirals up the organization level.® The results of this portion of the Inkpen/Dinur study can be
summarized as follows: '

. The more tacit knowledge is, the lower the organizational level through which successful wransfers will
occur. Highly tacit knowledge is intuitive, nosrverbalizable, and related to individual experiences. First-
hand experiences with tacit knowledge are critical to its successful transfer. Knowledge that is low in
tacitness is often related to product and _process technology transfers that can occur on a higher, more
collective level.

. When knowledge transfers are initiated at the group and organization levels (i.e., team visits or group
seminars}, the transfers will be less effective when the knowledge has a high tacit element.
] Western firms focus primarily on explicit kmowledge. This is consistent with the argument that in their

approach to organizational learning, Western firms tend to focus on explicit knowledge that can be created
through analytical skills and concrete forms of cral and visual presentation.

. Firms most successful in knowledge transfer recognize that important knowledge could not be internalized
without substantial interaction between the people in one group and those in another.

Conclusion And Implications

Organizations must be cognizant of the tacit dimension of knowledge and how it impacts the codifiability
and transfer characteristics of knowledge. This point is undeniably supported with case study. Managers and
knowledge workers alike must also be aware of the transferability of knowledge as it spirals up through the
organizational hierarchy.

Knowledge has emerged as one of the key drivers of competitive advantage in developed nations. Because
intangible assets are now one of main basis of competitive differentiation, the effective management of these assets
are of paramount importance. As ex-IBM Chainman Louis Gersiner, Jr. testified, “In the Information Age, the most
successful companies will be those that exploit knowledge about customer behavior, markets, economnies, and
technology faster and more effectively than their competitors. They will use knowledge to adapt quickly, seizing
opportunities and improving products and services, of course, but just as important, renewing the way they define
themselves, think, and operate.”® Obviously Lou knows a little something about KM. (1
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Science Park Strategic Options

Assoc. Prof. Piboon Puriveth, PhD
Ramkhamhaeng University

~ Science and technology have been part of our education from primary level
up to college level. In the formal education world, science is in almost every field of
study including arts and social science. The role of science museum and science
park has become more prominent in the last two decades. This is the result of
implementing what, how, and why kinds of thinking, which are the basic of science
education, into schools and universities. One of science park objective is to support
formal education, Science parks and school are different. Formerly the role of
science park was indirect and supplementary. The role has become increasing direct
in school. How to achieve this goal means investment in millions and might exceed
billion in many cases. Considering the cost of building, facilities, laboratories, it
seems that government has to play the big part in terms of budget, not only in
financial investment but also in long term subsidization. The question is how long.
When will science parks be able to be on their own? Marketing strategy is the
answer of these two questlons The next questions are, where are the financial
" resources? How are- we going to get them? Others consideration are knowledge
management and technology transfer within and between organizations.

Private and Public Resources ﬁnd Changes

Science parks have been encouraged to create connections with private
sectors for years., Private sector has donated large sum of money and facilities for
- science park. Most of us overlook the reasons behind donation. Successful research
means a lot to private supporter. Considerable promise of success is their mission
driven force. On the contrary, they will avoid supporting risky research. The
objectives of commercial developers are much different from those of universities.
Private supporters expect a steady flow of innovation, not just one shot -
technological breakthrough. If researcher’s role strays from the main role of science
park, criticism both from inside and outside is inevitable. Other consideration about
science patk is the influence of doner on science park. Does science park belong to
private sector? Reducing tax is one way out for private companies. Is public money
spent on successful research? How successful is the research? If the money are from
public sector, does it make sense to share the results with private companies? The
question of interest is subjected to close scrutiny.
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Foreign assistances that are world recognized organization like Rocke Felller,
United Nation, AID, British Council, are big agenda that science park has to take
into consideration not only in terms of long term assistance but also in terms of
changes due to world conflict. Major forces underlying changes in education are
globalization, technology advance, and population growth. OF course Cold War was
over, but the danger and threat from terrorists have spread widely since New York
World Trade incidence in 2001, International missions tend to change with world
conflict. Changes certainly affect the science park. The importance of it is these
changes cannot be predicted, especially those associated with terrorism. Budget cut
is the consequence of changes which will result in less money to accomplish science
park mission.

Science park need long run support from the government. The perception of
govemment as leaders is essential. In the past successful projects depended on the
perception of state leaders. The decisions of President Theodore Roosevelt, Franklin
D Roosevelt, John F. Kennedy, Lyndon B. Johnson, Richard Nixon, made a lot of
difference in United States conservation. The emphasis on science in the present
Thailand Development Plan is an indication of the seriousness of the government
under the leadership of Prime Minister Takin Shinawatra

Economic Success and Strategic Options

Science park can be a means of local economic development, apart from
technology creation and transfer. Job created, property value increased, tax revenues
are part of success in different dimensions.

In fact, economic success is the main goal of science park. Looking at
economic success, science park managers have to find good markets for science
park knowledge and technology.

Knowledge and technology devices from science park are intellectual assets.
These assets have undergone a transformations from materials manufacturing
activities to information processing and the application and transfer of knowledge.
Basically the assets take the form of patents, trademark, copy right, trade secret.
Certainly the current markets need the intellectual assets. But there is a unspoken
~ question of tacit information residing in the employee’s head in the form of learned
skills, experience, intuition and insights.

The case of intellectual property piracy was widely spoken in the recent
APEC summit in Bangkok in October 2003. It seems that there is no effective
solution for this dilemma. However, the advanced nations that lost a lot of benefits

keep on pressing the developing countries involved in the intellectual property
piracy war,
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Marketing strategies for scwnce park has to take many factors into

con51derat10n

1. private sector needs

2. public sector needs

3. role of government

4. local and international resources

5. how to implement knowledge and technology

6. global economic changes o

7. intellectual property piracy

8. employee’s attitude and honesty

9. citizen involvement

10.inventories and projections of resource use

‘These factors are mterlockmg and interrelated. They are mﬁnitely complex,
varied, dynamic, and therefore cannot be investigated by studymg it in isolation.
Collaboration between organizations and universities is necessary for the
application of strategies.

Partnerships

In the digital age the university will be very different from that of 20™
century. Life beyond the campus and life long education are incréasingly
needed, because a four year degree is never sufficed for life. Universities try to
reach people beyond the campus. Drawing on academic assets generated in
seminars, colloquiums, and lectures is one way to put knowledge and

- technology into practice. Both local and international experts can interplay as

guest lecturers, visiting professors which in turn will motivate universities and
schools as well.

- The unemployment problem could be partly solved by job opportunities at
science park. Training courses and traineeship at science park enable graduates
to pursue careers in small and medium — size enterprises. The work — placement
program provided by science park attracts both undergraduate and graduate
students. Itisalso a §olution to business and manufacturing process problems,

Another approach of management learning and education is forming
partnerships with universities. Imagine the merging of science park with
universities. It could certainly attract a lot of students which in turn will be a
good educational market. Partnerships can be intemnational and domestic.
Win/Win approach in business is the same as lymb10513 in biology. Adoptlng

234 _ ' e BY 222 (B1203)



this strategy would be excellent in terms of working together and both will be
able to get a lot of outside resources. Science park will survive splendidly

considering the input into the science park artificial ecosystem and the output
from the ecosystem.

Part time weekend programs and evening programs have grown rapidly. It
was estimated by Business Week that these programs bring in more than US$
150 million at the top business schools in 2001. Combining on — site learning
and training at science park not only making the programs more interesting, but
also bringing in more money. Though they typically take longer to complete,
they are considerably high in quality. Additionally, cooperation can cut funding
in tough economic depression.

New Success Factors

There are new critical success factors that affect such partnerships: volume,
and brand. Current higher education tends to be high volume — low margin
which is more in line with science park strategies. The teacher — student ratio
might be an argument from conventional universities, but technological advance
could solve the problem. The 20™ century professors have to rethink about high
volume — low margin versus low volume — high margin.

As competition increases, brand will continue to be important. The popularity
of tertiary institutes is tied to their age, but standard and quality of education are
significant factors in academic competition. Imagine the trend of the national
entrance examination five years from now, as e-learning tend to take over
formal education and competition is getting tough.

Ramkhamhaeng Science Park

Ramkhamhaeng University has a long-term project about Science Park. Part
of the idea originated from the President of Ramkhamhaeng University,
Professor Rangsan Saengsuk. He has been pushing the faculty to work on
research seriously in order to upgrade the level of science research. As a matter
of fact, Ramkhamhaeng University has been one prominent figure in college
science in the past 10 years. One faculty of science had won the outstanding
young scientist award and the outstanding scientist. Ramkhamhaeng University

has advanced in herbal, mynah, lichen, and bee research to some extent.

- The science park will certainly support both science education and research. It
will be the major source of science knowledge in every field of science for
science students and students in other areas. Education for public certainly
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serves 5 ultimate goals , (1) teaching, (2) research, (3) serving the community,
(4) support national arts and culture, (5) coupling of knowledge and morality.
The question is how to initiate the science park in the long run. Some might
wonder how Ramkhamhaeng University will cope with the enormaus budget.
The problem can certainly be solved because Ramkhamhaeng University 1s a
university of Thai people. The question to be considering discreetly is “How
Ramkhamhaeng University expand throughout the country offering educational
opportunity to the rural people without financial support from the government?”
As long as the Thai people see it as an educational supporting unit of a
university which directly provide knowledge and learning opportunity for their
children Ramkhamhaeng University can get financial support from Thai people
and the pnvate sector. Of course, this can be done under the un1vers1ty presxdent
. with vision and experience in management,

Conclusion

" My primary goal was to present strategic options for science park of the 21

century, taking into consideration financial resources, global changes,
employment opportunities, technology transfer, and partnerships. These are
driving forces pushing informal education into the future. Designing strategy is
necessary for success in the new millenium. It has to begin now and must be
done as fast as possible.

The leaders of Science Park must also take into account the existing structure
of Science Park and ability to change of leaders. The lack of full awareness or
concem for the potential cha.nge could be a problem obstructlng implementation
and progress.

Without some change especially in the areas of new markets, Science Park .
may face trouble in the years ahead. Consolidation of market and economic
illusions are conditions that may occur again. As you read this article major
developments are underway and competition will be more tough than it is now.
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Information Technology and University Administration

\

in Thailand

Dr.Piboon Puriveth

’ Ramkhamhaeng University, Bangkok, Thailand

Introduction
The two words, information technology, used together have acquired special
meaning in the last few y‘ears;. Formerly technology signified materials, tools, systems
and technigues. Information was facts, knowledge, data and news. Information
technotogy is technology applied to the acation, storage, selection, transformation
and distribution ofinformation of information of many kinds. The definition adopted
by Unesco is the scientific technological and engineering disciplines and
management technigues used in information handling and processing; their
applications; computers. and their interaction with men and machines; and
associated social, economic and cultural matters. The role of information technology
in university administration has also been increased in the last few years. Before
that the technology used in the university seemed to be attached to instructional
media. Information technology is not to be confused with electronic gadgetry which
“most of them blug into walls. Usually the hardware was developed- outside of
education, but the problems were the software. High cost and shortage of relevant

software have prevented\'widespread acceptance in developing countries.
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Universities in Thailand have been using computer in teaching and leaming
activities for over 20 years. However, the used of computer assisted leaming were
mostly in depariments where compUtertraihing was required. Computer also found
its place in educational research. |

If we classify the university into components, there are four major

~ components, students, staff, planning, and fiscal component. Uriiverstty
administrators make use of information technology mainly in the student combonent. :
Keeping track of students from the time of applicetion through graduation is guite
a burden. The workload becomes tremendous as the tmivensity grows. So the
administrators began to look at the electronic substitute. Both conventional and
open universities saw the inevitable role of eomputer in student administration.
University with open admission policy such as Ramkhamhaeng University had used
computerin registration and gradeing since the university open in 2971. Thamasart
Uhi\)ersity.has employed computer to handle registration and grade report in 1970,
Computerised class scheduling begin in 1969, and student transcripts were
computerised seven years later. Student records were in computer tape in 1980
and last year computer were used to standardize the test-papers. Kasetsar
University used computer to handle studentiecords 4n 1]972 Eut 1he complete
system began in 1979. In 1983 Kasetsart was, able to anpty t:ornputar to stq,tf
component, the fi s_cal program ran through computer in1985. ’
Another problem that tend to be the main concem of uni\)ersity
administrators is budget allocation. The lack of data and accurrate information on
personnel and students has led to the unproper allocation of budget, and the effect |
of such mismanagement tend to be a‘long time effect. Chulalon.gkom University

had faced the problem in the past As result the administrators began to visualize

the need for information management systems, The efficiency of budget
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administration rely on the data base of student, facilities, courses, and personnei.
So computer technology come in, The Computer Service Center of Chulalongkom
University was established in 1978 in order to work out the problem of budget
allocation. All the work conceming computer were transfered to the Center. In
addition the Center also offer service to people outside the university The system
set by the Computer Service Center of Chulalongkom become a model for computer
centers of other higher institution.

Cpen university such as Ramkhamhaeng University and
SukhothaiTrhamathirat Open University seem to be the main user of computer,
because they have to handle large number of students. The task of attracting
students to open university is one of the job that should be combined to the
computer. Computer with elaborate program can be.adapted as an admission tool
The admission success depends on several factors. Among the factors that have
contributed to adimissions success are communication system. Information
conceming are made known to public through press, radio, and television

_ Today information technology take part in teaching leaming development
and admintstration of all higher institutions in Thailand. it role predominated in
teaching and leaming in the early days, 'now the role in administration is of equal
importance. Both open and conventional universi}ies consider information
technology necessary in teaching -Learning, administration ,and COmmunity -

service,

Prg’plgmg

Though information technotogy in education were widely accepted There
are many problems that have been existed since the intrqduction of information
technology into higher institutions. Some has let to the cause of rejecting new
technology. Three major educational problems are often raised, when information

technology became an issue.
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The first problem is the quality of software. No matter how versatile the hardware
'technologymay become, education depend on the quality of software, which will
not lbe available in sufficient quantity and variety.

The second educational problem is that some teachers will be unable and
unwilling to make ;necessary,rolel - change when information technology has to be
used in large scale.

4The last question concerning educational problem is "Will information
technology increase educational elitism ?* Some students will gain c‘ompu'terliteracy
and take advantage of what becomes available to their through the technology.
Op the other hand, some students, may be the majority, do not have the same
leaming pace as those of the first group. This will result in widening the gap between
the more and the less able in school

The problem of commercial bias is a point that university administrators
should keep in mind . Most of the higher institutions in developing countries have
be_en looking for assistance from the developed countries. New information
technology, for the ti}ne being, is the phenomenon of capitalist economies than to
centrally planned economies. Most of the hardware and software are the products
of Japan, United States. and Westem Eurobe.'.Any assistance from the computerised
nations will consequently lead to the problem of commercial bias.

The _question of cost is an important one for university administrators.
Information may become widely available at relatively low cost, but they will ﬁot |
necessarnly be educational resources, WUsually the latter, may become available at
relatively high cost. The economic picture of inf_ormation technology is not a bright
one. If the university adrﬁTﬂT‘strators welcome new information fechnology, the money
will still have to be found ahd there are few signs that any institution is ready to pay
the cost of installing the technology especially on a massive scale. the cost of
information technology in educational administration would be ore acceptable if

benefits could be clearly demonstrated; but the search for such clear benefits has
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