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Abstract

Purpose — To analyze how learning by sharing process wtakisng into account the four
differentiations of an organization, namely knovged differentiations, competency
differentiations, cooperation differentiations asaimpetition differentiationdMiethodology —
Based on a quantitative research and a samplestiogsof managers from small and large
organizations, from various activity domains, lachtin Nord-East region of Romania.
Findings — The results show that learning by sharing pmde$ighly influenced by the four
differentiations involved in the systemic learnimg sharing diamondResearch limitations

— Through future research can be identified measiarelearning by sharing improvement by
taking into account the influence of individual aodyanizational characteristicBractical
implications — This study provide empirical evidence for tegtannew integrated model by
taking into account the four organizational diffeiations.Originality/value — Through this
study a empirical base is conceived by testingsysemic learning by sharing diamond.
From a managerial perspective, the study identikeg factors essential for leaning by
sharing process and presents the implication onlélelopment of organizational strategy to
maintain a sustainable competitive advance helthbse four differentiations.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In current economy, in order to face competitiveneballenges, organization must
address several issues, such as rapid technoladfiaages, shortening of product life cycle,
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customer trends, and the economic crisis and sd s, organizations have tended to focus
on the most competitive dynamic resources knowmowkedge. Hence, in the last decade
organization tended to pay increasingly more atiantto creation, transfer, search,

knowledge sharing.

Knowledge is power, yet most important is to unterd the process of knowing,
learning and knowledge sharing [1]. In this seififserganization will understand the need of
exploiting the knowledge, they will be more conssabout the crucial issue of creating a
work environment based on knowledge sharing androzgtional learning process, within
and between organizations.

New knowledge is generated every day in any omgaioin around the world. Thus is
quite difficult to store and transfer this new kredge created, this will require a long-term
oriented strategy. This article aims to analyze Wearning by sharing works taking into
account the four differentiations’ of the organiaat namely knowledge differentiations,
competences differentiations, cooperation diffaeginins, and competition differentiations. In
deep, the current article analyzes existing ratatips influences within the model based on
learning by sharing proposed by Pohgret al. [2].

2. ANALYSIS MODEL AND HYPOTHESES

According to the literature there are many empiristudies that made an approach to
influencing factors of knowledge sharing and orgatonal learning. However, these factors
are divergent in some cases, and their relatiosship different in some cases. In addition,
the theory used to explain knowledge sharing agdrozational learning is different. Given
these arguments, extracting the most importanofacif influence can be a great challenge.
In this sense, authors, such as Hutinghs and Mlre[5] suggested that knowledge sharing
is influenced by a high degree of personal cultmaues. Therefore, the results of the
empirical studies on knowledge sharing may dependational and ethnic origin group [6].
Regarded as a whole, organizations differ in teoiseveral aspects. Thus, identifying the
most influencing factors of organizational learniisgvery valuable. Fixing these factors
would allow individuals within organizations to kafit from certain aspect that would
encourage an environment based on organizatioaalifey. In this sense, Lohman [7] stated
that factors such as initiative, positive persdgaltommitment, trust, and need for learning
can be motivators for organizational learning. bmtcast, an unfavorable organizational
culture, lack of availability, lack of time, andclaof colleague’s proximity can have a high
influence on reducing organizational learning. A¢ tsame time, Albert [8] stated that top
management support and practices that promotesl&dge sharing can be both motivators
for organizational learning. In addition to the abanfluencing factors, determinants of co-
opetion were added in order to present a set oégons to assess openness for learning by
sharing.



Considering the systemic model of learning by sttaproposed by Pohan[2], the
following research model is proposed with the mienvestigating the relationship between
the four differentiations included. After using tapproach proposed by Rajagopalan [9] the
analytical framework of this study is threefoldt@eninants, processes and outcomes.

Individual factors

Factors involved
in co-opetition

rning by sharing K

ENABLERS PROCESSES OUTCOMES
DIMENSION DIMENSION DIMENSION

Fig.1 - Proposed Learning by sharing research framework

Enablers are those factors that are included in niechanism who promote
organizational learning and facilities knowledgersing between the employees or between
groups. In previous research, the determinantsnofviedge sharing have been analyzed in
terms of individual perspective and not organizaimne.

Regarding the learning by sharing dimensions,férseto the way in which employees
can share their experiences, expertise and comtlerformation with others.

Outcomes dimensions reveal the extent to whictptbeess of learning by sharing has
influence on individual and organizational benefitsterms of individual benefits, they refer
to intangible benefits such as accumulation of keeawledge, relationship with colleague’s
improvements, and tangible benefits such as rewgstem. As for organizational benefits,
they refer to the innovation orientation and orgational performance capability.

As can be seen in the figure, the research mduekmphasis is on knowledge sharing
and organizational learning, these two variablesewsmbined under a single process and
checked in accordance with the key factors of ocetibpn, individual and organizational
factors and individual and organizational benefits.

Therefore the following hypotheses are proposeddostudied in accordance with the
previous framework presented:

H1 — Individual factors positively influence leamgiby sharing process.

H2 - Organizational factors positively influencarieing by sharing process.



H3 - Factors involved in co-opetition positivelylirence learning by sharing process.
H4 — Learning by sharing process positively inflcemindividual benefits.
H5 - Learning by sharing process positively infloes organizational benefits.

3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
Method

The research methodology is based on an integrativdy and requires a complex
research strategy, due the large number of vagabl@lved, the complexity of each variable,
and the relatively ambiguous and poorly definesirgabf some of the involved variables. As
it is already stated, each dimension considered coastructed or adopted based on the
literature, a set of representative questions deioto reach the most important aspects of the
dimension. In designing and the adaptions of thestions were considered the following
basic rules: questions applicability, clarity aratw@racy of the questions, subject’s ability to
respond correctly, simplicity of the language used] avoidance of the double meanings.

Sample and data collection

In order to test the questionnaire, 10 managers baen interviewed the consistency of
message sent. In this phase, respondents were tskedmine the meaning, relevance and
clarity of the questions used in the questionndiaking into account the intended purpose,
the population concerned in this research consissmployees from private sectors from
North-East region of Romania. The questionnaire seag by e-mail based on a call for study
participation to a total of 5600 organization. ©¢ total e-mail sent, 280 valid questionnaires
have been received, representing a response rafoofFrom the sample, most of the
organizations are based on services activitieslf),. and production (31.4%), while only
5.7% of them are based on commercial activitiegaR#ing the organization dimension, most
of the organizations are medium size (37.1%), whi@o are large organization. Concerning
the respondents, 62.1% have graduated a faculty,28%6% have graduated a master’s
program. Regarding the position within the orgatiizg 40.7% are middle management, and
35% are top management.

Measures

The proposed questionnaire will comprise only albgaestions, and the responses will
be measured based on 5 Likert scales, due thdharit creates the premises for a higher
response rate of the respondents. A list of itefmsagch scale is presented in the appendix.
The measurement approach of each theoretical cahstr the model is described briefly
below.

Knowledge sel-efficacy is adapted based on a suoabd by Spreitzer [10], this
dimension assesses individual judgments about hiiityato share knowledge valuable for
organization. Individual competitiveness is meadupg a scale with three items made by
Mowen [9], through this dimension is made an exatmm of individually competitiveness.
Regarding the need for learning dimension, it estasi the importance of learning given by
employees to learning needs, the items used here adeed from a study of Mowen [9].
Trust dimension is measured by a scale of six itadepted from a study of Sherer [10] and
Ramaseshan and Loo [11], this dimension examinextent to which managers are opened



to cooperation with competition. Engagement dimams$s measured by a scale of five items,
taken from studies conducted by Bucklin and Seraylip2]. This dimension examines the
extent to which managers undertake engagement teucgessful collaboration with
competition. Mutual benefits examines the extentlhach managers are open to collaboration
with a competitor according to certain predeterminenditions, the used scale is taken and
adapted from studies of Ramaseshan and Loo [11/efcand Fahy [15]. Organizational
competitiveness dimension is measured by a scalsistong of five items adapted from a
study of Chen, et al. [16]. Through this dimensias, examined the extent to which
organizational competitiveness is manifesting. Tegnagement support is measured using a
scale of six items adapted from a study of TanZmab [17]. The used items assess the extent
to which individuals perceive their support andamagement to promote knowledge sharing
at higher level. Practices for promoting knowledgaring and learning dimension are based
on a study of Moorman and Miner [16]. This dimensimeasures the extent to which the
organization promotes a culture of knowledge slgaand learning. Concerning learning by
sharing dimension, this dimension is based on tlm@®-dimension, namely knowledge
donating and collecting (for knowledge sharing) anganizational learning. This dimension
consist of items taken from studies of Van den Haofd Van Weenen [17], Ames and
Archer [18], and Weitz and Kumar [19], and examirthe extent to which employees
willingness to donate and collect knowledge fromlleagues, and the behavior of
organizational learning. Enjoyment in helping othexr measured by four items derived from
a study of Wasko and Faraj [20] and focuses onpiaeeption of obtaining enjoyment
through knowledge sharing. Employee expectatiomessured by a scale consisting of ten
items, derived from studies of Ardichvli et al. [2ITeigaland and Wasko [22]. This
dimension examines the extent to which employeexctegertain interests and benefits
received as a result of their involvement in orgational community. The reward system
dimension is measured by four items developed byeBport and Prusak [23] and defines the
extent to which employees receive incentives duekriowledge sharing. Capability to
innovate is measured using five items derived ftbenstudy Calantone et al. [24] and focuses
on organization willingness to innovate. Concerning last dimension used, organizational
performance is measured by items taken and ad#&tiedprevious studies of Morgan et al.
[25]. The used scale refer to both internal (em@doysatisfaction, long-term developing
strategy) and external context (level of respohigtbio meet customer needs, competition
comparison).

Data analysis and results

There are several statistical techniques that caruded to provide high accuracy
conclusions about employee’s motivations. The imfation contained in this study will be
analyzed using SPSS software by using descriptdergerential tests. Descriptive statistics
such as frequencies and percentages are used toibdesespondent’s profiles. Also,
Spearman correlation is used to measure lineariateamportance between independent and
dependent variables in order to achieve the purpbtee study.

Given that the questionnaire used in the reseaphesents a tool for psychological
assessment, Cronbach’s Alpha analysis is requaezhsure safety and consistency. Taking
into account this fact, the value obtained in tegearch data base is 0.913, indicating a very
good internal consistency.

In order to test the hypothesis, if there is a ifiggmt correlation between analyzed
variables, total scores for all variables and congnd dimension were calculated. Afterwards,



the distribution normality of variables was check&ule the fact that only one variable

(learning by sharing) had a normal distribution (KS 1.219, p=0,102> 0.05), the Spearman
correlation test was done for hypothesis testing.nfake a clear view of research results,
coefficient correlation values have been addedtimamodel for each dimension.
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Fig. 2—Results of research model

Following result tabulation, the conducted testsvad that from 5 tested hypothesis,
one hypothesis was partially rejected (H1 — Indiaidfactors positively influence learning by
sharing process), and another one was entirelgtegj§H3 - Factors involved in co-opetition
positively influence learning by sharing procest)e remaining hypotheses were fully
confirmed. In terms of dimensions correlation, & dimensions used in the research, 4
recorded negative scores.

4. DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATION

Discussion of findings

The study results are interesting from both perspes; theoretical and practical.
Theoretical speaking, this study offer a researaméwork in order to investigate learning by
sharing process. In terms of practical perspectiveanagers could have a view about
individual and organizational factors, and indivatl@and organizational benefits of learning
by sharing, and based of level of influences thewlad develop long-term strategy for
innovating and have a sustainable performance.

At first glance, the results show that individdattors have partially influence on
learning by sharing processes. Taking into acciniileep dimension analysis, knowledge



self-efficacy had negative scores (-0,092). In mssgthis result is contrary to expectations,
according to the literature knowledge self-efficd@s positive relationship on knowledge
sharing [26]. However, noteworthy is the fact thdaetor has been analyzed only on
knowledge sharing, or organizational learning.dmts of need for learning, this dimension
recorded the highest (0.384). This result shows itidividuals who feel need for learning
will be more prone to learning by sharing, but wilbt be driven by performance [27].
Individuals who are performance oriented do notagegin activities to improve skills and
knowledge, which are complex and have long-terneat$f [28], but rather are directed
towards activities that ensure immediate successot@er hand, the knowledge self-efficacy
dimension who recorded the lowest value of theatation, shows that individuals who do
not trust on their personal capabilities and they ribt believe that can contribute to
organizational efficiency and will not be predispddo learning by sharing processes. In such
situations, mangers need to encourage a proacivavior.

In terms of organizational factors, results showat there is a significant positive
correlation between those two variables analyzegjaRling this influence, it was found that
there is a consistency with past studies that ussmde dimensions. In terms of this
organizational factor, top management support ceEmbrthe highest value of correlation
coefficient (0,546). A high influence on of top na@gement support has been observed in
other empirical studies found in the literature][Z29n other hand, mutual benefits dimension
recorded the lowest value, namely -0,522. Thuis dlear that individuals who are open to
cooperation with competition will not be reluctaviten it comes of availability of learning by
sharing.

In terms of relationship between factors involiedco-opetition with learning by
sharing, showed a negative influence. In this c#lse, result cannot be compared with
previous studies, due the fact that it cannot b@dosuch examples in previous literature. The
component dimensions were analyzed individuallycAs be seen in the results, most of the
component dimensions recorded negative values. Enaresult it appears that individuals
who commit to a relationship with the competitorynfi@ open to learning by sharing.

In terms of learning by sharing outcomes, bottthef benefits, namely individual and
organizational recorded a positive influence onrigay by sharing processes. These results
are similar to previous empirical research caroatl Thus, enjoyment in helping dimension
is the main reason why individuals are predispasetéarning by sharing; this dimension
recorded the highest value of coefficient correlatin terms of individual benefits (0,248).
From practical perspective, managers are encouragptbmote a behavior based on social
exchanges. On other hand, rewards system recoh#etbwest coefficient, namely 0,216.
This result is confirmed by previous studies whafom that reward system is not a relevant
factor in promoting knowledge sharing [30]. An eiint reward system could provide a
temporary effect on knowledge sharing [31]. Conreynthe organizational benefits,
organizational performance dimension recorded filgedst value of coefficient correlation
(0,330). Yet, the results of the second dimensioasdnot know high differences, which
means that promoting a learning by sharing proceakl ensure both innovation capabilities
and organizational performance.

Implications for practitioners

The research findings highlight several implicasian practical terms who can be
considered by managers in order to promote a eulbased on learning by sharing. First, it



confirms again that certain individual factors daave a high influence on learning by
sharing. Thus, managers should promote a positate sf social networking, because this is
the preliminary phase of knowledge sharing. Secadnely should not be concentrated on
reward system, but rather on promoting a posititgude in terms of enjoyment due to
willingness to share knowledge. Such strategy ctialde a long-term effect and not short-
term. On other hand, regarding the outcomes diroansnanagers can view that learning by
sharing has a high influence on innovation and rumgdional, this result is an observable
proof when a long term perspective is taken intmaat.

Limitations and directions for future research

Study results show empirical evidence about matigafactors on learning by sharing
based on sample composed by 280 employees. Duaniples characteristics, the results
cannot be generalized easily. Moreover, in the eednbf future research, demographic
characteristics can be considered for analysislationship with learning by sharing process.
At the same time, it can be indicated to use aitgtige research (based on interviews with
top managers and case studies) in order to inastiqn details the results of present
quantitative research. Thus, the results couldigeoa proposed guidance
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