Factors Affecting Marketing Knowledge Sharing (MKS): The

Case of Iranian Food and Auto Industries

*Mohammad Reza Hamidizadeh

**Shahriar Azizi
INTRODUCTION
Knowledge is one of the most cited topics in management literature in recent years. Innovations and Knowledge
Management (KM) play key roles in managing and increasing competitive advantages of organizations (Porter,
2001). Knowledge is an organization’s only enduring source of advantage in an increasingly competitive world
(Birkinshaw, Holm, Thilenius, and Arvidsson 2000). Knowledge Sharing (KS) plays a critical role in KM because KM
improves and strengthens by being shared with others. Although there is huge body of knowledge available on KM,
but enough information is not available about KS and studies about Marketing Knowledge Sharing (MKS) are scarce.
The main reason for searching for effect factors in MKS is this statement from Drucker: every company has only
two functions: Innovation and Marketing. Marketing is a boundary spanning function in a company and relates a
company with his customers, competitors and other market elements. Marketing knowledge is a new area in marketing
and there have been nascent developments in this stage. In this paper, the authors try to explore factors affecting
MKS at a personal and micro level in two selected industries in Iran (including food and home appliance). These two
industries are highly competitive in Iran. The authors investigate what personal factors affect KS.

LITERATURE REVIEW

MARKETING KNOWLEDGE

In organizational context, knowledge as a whole consists of sub-knowledge. These sub-knowledges based on porter
value chain are: Infrastructure Knowledge, HRM Knowledge, Technology Development Knowledge, Logistics
Knowledge (inbound and outbound), Operations Knowledge, Marketing and Sales Knowledge and Service
Knowledge. One of the most important sub-knowledge is Marketing Knowledge. Peter Drucker says, “Because its
purpose is to create a customer, the business has two - and only two - functions: marketing and innovation. Marketing
and innovation create value, all the rest are costs.” (Drucker, 1977, p.90). Some researchers have used the term
‘marketing knowledge’ without clear definition (Glazer, 1991; Menon and Varadarajan, 1992; Madhavan and Grover,
1998; Menon and Varadarajan, 1992). Tsai and Shih (2004) claim that Marketing Knowledge Management
encompasses the generation, dissemination and storage of marketing knowledge. Marketing knowledge dissemination
is equal to marketing knowledge-sharing concept because knowledge dissemination describes the process by which
knowledge from different sources is shared and thus stimulates new knowledge or understanding (Tsai and Shih,
2004). Glazer (1991) said that marketing knowledge to be a strategic asset for organizations. Marketing knowledge
is the know-how required when marketing activities are executed, and includes marketing research, channel operation,
promotion, product design, and marketing information systems, and so on(Tseng, 2006). Rossiter (2001) distinguishes
four forms of marketing knowledge: marketing concepts, structural frameworks, strategic principles and research
principles. There has been no clear statement about the forms that marketing knowledge can take, or its content. To
define marketing knowledge, we should refer to the meaning of marketing. The essential purpose of marketing is to
satisfy customer profitability. Marketing tries to discover customer needs, wants, competitor strategies, and tactics at
the same time as Day (1994) emphasized on need to learn about customer and competitor. Ohmae (1983) concept of
3Csis a good base for marketing knowledge categorization. The Customer, Competitor and Company are the three 3Cs.
The Company designed 4Ps and STP (Segmentation, Targeting and Positioning) based on gathering information on
customer and competitor. Knowledge about customer needs, wants, factors affecting their loyalty, satisfaction and
knowledge ( first C) about competitors (identifying them), and their strategies and plans (second C) are base for designing
4Ps and STP strategies by company (third C). Then the company works to find a good fit between customers,
competitors and itself. There are different views on marketing knowledge components, which are summarized in Tablel.
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Tablel: Summary of Marketing Knowledge Of Building Blocks

Marketing Knowledge- Building Blocks Source
Organized and structured information regarding markets, customers, competitors and trends. Tsai, M.T and Shih, C.M (2004)
Customer knowledge (retailer), consumer knowledge (market research)and market knowledge Shaw, Subramaniam,Tan, and Welge (2001)
(third-party data providers).
Awareness of factors, control of factors, and application of knowledge in new markets. Lorenzon et.al (2005)
Product development management (PDM), supply chainManagement (SCM) and customer Srivastava (1999)
relationship management (CRM).
Customer knowledge process, marketing-R&D interface and competitor knowledge. Li and Calantone (1998)
Knowledge on customers, competitors, and markets. Deshpande(1999)
KNOWLEDGE SHARING (KS)

Knowledge originates and is circulated within organizations (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995), becoming integrated with
internal processes, norms, and practices (Davenport and Prussak, 1998). Knowledge is the source of power but
knowledge sharing is source of mega power because sharing of knowledge results in knowledge synergy, which
ultimately produces great benefits. Performance in various parts of the organization can be enhanced when people
communicate information, effective practices, insights, experiences, tastes, lessons learned, as well as common and
uncommon sense (Liao et.al, 2003). According to Bock and Kim (2002), Knowledge Sharing is the most important
part of KM. The ultimate goal of sharing employees’ knowledge is its transfer of organizational assets and resources
(Dawson, 2001). Knowledge Sharing is different from knowledge distribution, knowledge dissemination, and knowledge
transfer. The knowledge sharer is not only willing to disseminate his/her knowledge; but he/she is also ready to help
the recipient understand and learn the content of the target knowledge (Liu, 2005). KS is the voluntary dissemination
of acquired skills and experiences to the rest of organization (Davenport, 1997; Ipe, 2003). Lee (2001) has defined
knowledge sharing as “activities of transferring or disseminating knowledge from one person, group, or organization
to another” (p. 324). Major and Cordey-Hayes (2002, p. 411) see a transfer of knowledge as a conveyance of
knowledge from one place, person, ownership, etc., to another. It involves two or more parties and there has to be a
source and a destination.KS in some definitions is defined as dissemination of knowledge and experiences across the
units of an organization (Moorman and Miller, 1998). KS is important in Knowledge Management because individual
knowledge will not have much impact on the organization unless it is made available to other persons (Nonaka and
Takeuchi, 1995). Knowledge in organizations is an accumulated and integrated object. Knowledge Sharing has many
benefits such as: faster response to customer requirements, lower cost in operation (Sher and Lee, 2004), market
orientation (Weerawarden and O’Cass, 2004), innovation, financial and market performance (Law and Ngai, 2007).
KS has to two sides: organizational and non-organizational. KS is not only implemented in the organizational context
but also in daily life. People share their knowledge and experience with each other but in this paper, we do not pay
attention to non-organizational KS. KS in organizations is a critical topic for managers and academics. Organizations
can be viewed as a multi level object. Levels of implementation of KS can be divided into two main categories:
Intra-Organizational and Inter-organizational. KS at Intra-Organizational level divided into two subcategories: first
level is individual and persons (such as: samieh and wahba, 2007; Liao et.al, 2004; Kishore et.al, 2006; Cabrera et.al,
2006; Kwok and gao, 2005) that work in an organization. Second level is department/division that makes up the
number of employees. We can see this classification in Figure 1.

Knowledge Sharing
Organizational Non-organizational
Interorganizational Intraorganizational

Divisional

Fig 1: Hierarchy of KS
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Interorganizational KS occurred in strategic alliances and joint ventures (such as: chen, 2006; Conell and Voola, 2007). In
KS studies, a researcher should define and determine the level of KS. In this paper, researchers work on interpersonal level
of KS (shaded rectangular). As Law and Ngai(2007) claimed, KS exists at different levels of an organization (personal,
team, organization as a whole). KS at the personal level is critical for organizations because an organization is made
up by persons and people (Lukas, Hult and Ferrell, 1996). Knowledge is transferred not only from individual to
individual but also involves “individual to a team or group, team or group to individual, or team or group to team or
group” (Bender and Fish, 2000, p. 130). Interpersonal (employee-to-employee) Knowledge Sharing is based on other
types of organizational knowledge sharing. Organizations face the challenge of finding ways to encourage employees
to share their knowledge with one another (cabera, et.al, 2004).

FACTORS AFFECTING MARKETING KNOWLEDGE SHARING (MKS)

Although there are many conceptual and experimental studies on Knowledge Sharing in management literature, but
little knowledge is available in the field of Marketing Knowledge Sharing. Because of lack of experimental work on
Marketing Knowledge Sharing, we use knowledge sharing as a basis. Cabera et.al (2004) found that personal factors
(self-efficacy, organizational commitment, agreeableness, conscientiousness, openness to experience), environmental
factors (perceived support, extrinsic rewards, intrinsic rewards, job autonomy) and system factors (availability and
quality) affect MKS. Kyriakidou (2004) in his conference report believed that factors such as: senior management
leadership and support, business orientation, team culture, system of rewards and recognition are important in Knowl-
edge Sharing. Lack of motivation or reluctance to share knowledge (Hendriks, 1999) and fear of negative conse-
quences, which may result from sharing knowledge, such as losing one’s job (Davenport et al., 1998), have been
found to discourage knowledge sharing. Conversely, favorable attitudes towards knowledge sharing have been found
to have a positive impact on knowledge-sharing behavior.

Table 2: Review of Past Works On Knowledge Sharing
Level Items
Organization (Macro) Reward system (Osterloh and Frey, 2000 ; ), Culture, Structure, IT (Kim and Lee, 2004; Matusik and
Hill, 1998; Trussler, 1998; Kim and Lee, 2006), organizational Commitment (Lin, 2007), Strategy
(Taylor, 2004), Organizational Support (King, 2006).

Group (Meso) Cohesion, efficacy (Ali and Hasan, 2006 ;) supervisor role (MacNeil, 2004),
Person (Micro) Trust (Cross et al,. 2001; Hansen, 2002; Lin, 2007 ), employee characteristics (Bock and Kim, 2002;
Connelly and Kelloway, 2003; Ryu et al., 2003),
THE RESEARCH MODEL

Researches based on comprehensive study of Behavioral intention, investigated Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA)
(Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975), Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) (Ajzen, 1991) and Technology Acceptance Model
(TAM)(Davis, 1989). Behavioral intention measures how hard an individual is willing to try, or the strength of intended
effort to perform a behavior (Ajzen, 1991). Behavioral intention does not perfectly correlate with the actual behavior
but can be used as a predictor of actual behavior. Knowledge transfer requires the willingness of a group or individual
to work with others and share knowledge to their mutual benefits (Ikhsan Rowland, 2006).

SELF-EFFICACY

Self-Efficacy was first coined by Bandura (1977). Bandura (1986) defined self-efficacy as “people’s judgments of
their capabilities to organize and execute courses of action required to attain designated types of performances. It is
concerned, not with the skills one has, but with judgments of what one can do with whatever skills one possesses” (p.
391). Self-efficacy tries to measure individual perceptions about doing specific task. On the other hand, Self-efficacy
deals with virtual and subjective world and not physical and real world. Stajkovic and Luthan (1998) and Salgado and
Moscoso (2000) used meta-analysis and found that there is a positive relationship between self-efficacy and some
organizational variables. Self-efficacy is a measure of a person’s ability to do specific task before he /she really does
it. Self-efficacy has a close relationship with ease of use and usefulness (two factors that are used in technology
acceptance model (TAM)). Perceived ease of use refers to the “degree to which a person believes that using a
particular system would be free of effort.” This follows from the definition of “ease”: “freedom from difficulty or
great effort” (Davis, 1989). Davis believes that being an equal, an application perceived to be easier to use than
another is more likely to be accepted by users. Beliefs about ease of use and usefulness were posited directly to
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intention (Venkatesh and Davis, 1996). Cabera et.al (2006) reported impact of role breadth self-efficacy on Knowledge
Sharing. MKS self-efficacy is a person’s belief about the degree of sharing his/her marketing knowledge successfully
with others. Kalman (1999) showed that self-efficacy impacts Knowledge Sharing. Marketing Knowledge Sharing
self-efficacy can affect actual knowledge sharing, perceived benefits of Knowledge Sharing and attitude towards
Knowledge Sharing. We expect negative impact of Marketing Knowledge Sharing self-efficacy on perceived risks of
Knowledge Sharing.

PERCEIVED BENEFITS

Perceived benefits are desirable outcomes of a specific action before doing it. Employees before MKS analyze future
benefits and then decide to share or not to share their MK. These perceived benefits can influence employees’
intention to share MKS. We divided these perceived benefits into two: Economic benefits and Social benefits. Coleman
(1988) categorized benefits of three broad categories that resonate with the intellectual streams most often used to
explain social action: economics, social psychology, and sociology. Economic benefits are direct or indirect benefits
that are monetary and fiscally such as: higher salary, monetary rewards, higher position in organizational chartand ....
Social benefits are benefits that stem from emotions and feelings such as: status, more friends, and social respect.
Knowledge Sharing is most likely to occur when employees perceive that incentives exceed costs (Kelly and Thibaut
1978). According to expectancy theory (Vroom, 1964), intentions to perform a certain action are in part determined
by consequence expectations. The more positive outcomes are perceived by a person to be associated with a given
action, the more inclined the person will be to perform that action. Carbera et.al(2006) showed that rewards have a
moderate direct effect on knowledge sharing. When decision makers perceive clear overall organizational benefits of
knowledge sharing, they are more likely to encourage knowledge sharing culture in the organization (Kaser and Miles,
2002). Organizational reward influences the behavior and performance of an organization’s members (Huber, 1991;
Maltz and Kohli, 2000). Bock and Kim (2002) claimed expected rewards and expected association will positively
affect attitude towards knowledge sharing. Perceived benefits can be divided into two classes: economic and social.
Economic perceived benefits include: financial reward and job promotion. Social perceived benefits include: High
cognition, reputation and finding new friends. These perceived benefits can positively impact knowledge sharing. We
predict that perceived benefits of MKS will positively impact MKS directly and indirectly via attitude towards MKS.

PERCEIVED RISKS

Knowledge is power and sharing it means sharing power. Sharing marketing can be viewed as a risky task, because
as Liao et.al (2003) mentioned, for individuals in a highly competitive environment, knowledge sharing means that an
individual’s knowledge is disseminated to others who might be his/her competitors now or in the future. Sharing
marketing knowledge is beneficiary for organizations usually but not for employees. Employees usually regard their
unique knowledge as power to secure their positions in the organization (Ba et al., 2001; Zack, 1999). Hence sharing
their knowledge could be viewed as a risky job. Perceived risks can be divided into two classes: economic and social.
Economic perceived risks include: job loss, knowledge advantage .Social perceived benefits include:, Co-worker
jealousy, losing friends. These perceived risks can impact knowledge sharing in a negative way. We predict that
perceived risks of MKS will negatively affect MKS directly and indirectly via attitude towards MKS.

ATTITUDE

It is believed that an individual’s attitude towards a certain behavior can influence their intention to perform such
sharing behavior and further affect actual work performance (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980). Fishbein and Ajzen (1972)
said that there are almost 500 different operations designed to measure attitude, yet this number increased. There is
a general agreement that attitude represents a summary evaluation of a psychological object captured in such
attribute dimensions as good-bad, harmful-beneficial, pleasant-unpleasant, and likable-dislikable (Ajzen & Fishbein
2000, Petty et al 1997). It is obvious that there is no consensus about definition and measuring attitude. Attitude
towards Knowledge Sharing is the degree of one’s positive feelings about sharing one’s knowledge (Samieh and
Wahba, 2007). Kwok and Gao (2005) found that attitude towards Knowledge Sharing is function of channel richness
and absorptive capacity and extrinsic motivation did not impact attitude. Cabera and Cabera (2005) and Bock and
Kim (2002) proposed that positive attitudes towards knowledge sharing will be positively related to intentions to share
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knowledge and, consequently, to knowledge sharing behaviors. Yang’s (2006) research showed that attitudes impact
knowledge sharing. We predict that attitudes towards MKS have a direct positive impact on MKS.

MKS Self-efficacy +

+

v

MKS

y
MKS Perceived Benefit

A
MKS Perceived Risk

Figure 2: The Hypothesized Structural Model.
METHODOLOGY
DATA COLLECTION
Researchers selected two highly competitive industries: Food (nine companies) and automotive (three companies).
The target sample was marketing employees of marketing department of selected companies. A questionnaire was
used for gathering data based on direct referring for the marketing department. Questionnaires had been distributed
by helping marketing managers and supervisors. The questionnaires were collected back after one week. 170
questionnaires were sent and 150 questionnaires were received (response rate = 0.88) and 137 questionnaires were
usable for analysis. For measuring latent variables, we use 5-points likert scale.

DATA ANALYSIS

Data analysis techniques used in this research are Structural Equation Modeling (SEM). SEM is used by researchers
in many different fields including: sociology, marketing, and physiology .There are softwares for testing SEM such as:
AMOS (Arbuckle, 1999), LISREL (Joreskog&Sorbom, 1993), M-Plus (Muthen&Muthen, 1998) and EQS (Bentler,
2000). In this study, we used AMOS 6.0 to analyse data.

RESULTS

Analysis of Demographic Variables showed that 137 usable questionnaires were almost equally responded by two
industries. Age of respondents indicated that majority of the sample are between 26-35 years. 76% of the participants
have less than 10 years of experience. 72% of the participants are men and only 28% respondents are women. Almost
70% of the participants have higher education degree. Summary of Demographic Variables are presented in Table 3.

Table 3 : Summary of Demographic Variables

Demographic Variable Answers Frequency Valid Percent
Industry Food_ 61 44.5
Automotive 76 55.5
<=25 19 14.8
26-35 78 60.9
Age 36-45 17 13.3
46-55 10 7.8
>=56 4 3.1
Missing 9 -
<=5 52 40.0
6-10 47 36.2
Experience 11-15 19 14.6
16-20 10 7.7
>=21 2 1.5
Missing 7 -
Man 97 71.9
Gender Woman 38 28.1
Missing 2 -
Below Bachelor 30 229
Education Bachelor 76 58.0
Above Bachelor 25 19.1
Missing 6 -
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In Table 4, we summarized the correlation between research variables. Pearson Correlation Coefficients showed that
there are positive relationships between MKS and self-efficacy, attitude towards MKS, perceived benefits of MKS

and negative relationship between MKS and perceived risks of MKS.

Tables 4: Correlation Between Variables

Variables Mean S.D 1 2 3 4
1- MKS 3.88. 0.69

2- Self-Efficacy 3.97 0.65 S532(%%)

3- Attitude 3.94 0.7 538(**) S543(F%)

4- Risk 2.53 0.87 -.284(**) -.294(*%*) -.535(*%)

5- Benefit 3.1 0.72 229(**) 229(%*) 229(**) -.149

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

We use CFA for attitude towards MKS (4 items), perceived benefits of MKS (5 items), perceived risks of MKS (4
items), MKS self-efficacy (5 items) and MKS (12 items). Result showed that four items have factor loading below
0.5(Martins, 2002) and omitted. Items deleted were SE1 from MKS self-efficacy, EB1 and SB3 from perceived
benefits of MK and A1 from attitude towards MKS. Final CFA are indicated in Table 5.

Table 5 : CFA Results
Factor 1

Items Factor 2| Factor 3| Factor 4| Factor 5

MKS(cronbach alpha= 0.948)
CUK1 .56
CUK2 .57
COK1 .56
COK2 .62
SK .67
TK 77
PK 8
PRIC 75
PLA .68
PROM .62
PROD .62
NPD 52

MKS self-efficacy (cronbach alpha= 0.824)
SE2
SE3
SE4
SE5

Attitude toward MKS (cronbach alpha= 0.871)
A2 0.71
A3 0.84
A4 0.74

Perceived Risk of MKS(cronbach alpha= 0.80)
ER1 0.64
ER2 0.63
SR1 0.6
SR2 0.65

Perceived Benefits of MKS(cronbach alpha= 0.74)
EB2 0.51
SB1 73
SB2 0.63

0.62
0.73
0.59
0.59

The hypothesized model estimate is depicted in Fig 3. Root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) is a
goodness of fit measure. A value equal or higher than 0.1 indicates poor fit. A value less than .05 is taken to
indicate a very good fit (Schumacher and Lomax, 1996). RMSEA for the hypothesized structural model is
equal to 0.017(0.000, 0.228; PCLOSE=0.385), this indicates good fit. Schreiber et.al (2006) said that NFI
(normed fit index), [FI (incremental fit index), TLI (Tucker-Lewis Index), CFI (comparative fit index) should be
greater or at least equal to 0.95 for model acceptance. For hypothesized structural model; CFI=1.000; TLI=0.997;
IF1=1.000; NFI=0.994; then we can say that our hypothesized structural model is well fitted with gathered data.
Although these indices show good fitness, but it is possible to improve the model by omitting unnecessary paths.
Figure 3 depicts that two paths include; benefit—>MKS and risk—>MKS should be deleted based on p-level.
So we should go for the modified model.
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Benefit MKS

Attitude

.01

Risk

Fig 3 : Results For The Hypothesized Model
Chi-square =1.041; 1 CMIN=1.041;CMIN/D.F=1.041, RF1=0.939; CFI=1.000; TLI=0.997; IF1=1.000; NF1=0.994;
RMSEA=0.017 (0.000, 0.228; PCLOSE=0.385)
We can see path standardized coefficient, critical ratio (C.R.) and p-level in table 6. This table indicates that only two
paths are significant. This table tells us to modify the model and delete unnecessary paths from the initial model. It is
obvious that B—>K and R—>K paths can be deleted.

Table 6 : Hypothesized Structural Model

Paths in the theoretical model Standardizedcoefficient S.E. C.R. P-level
B <— SE 229 .093 2.741 .006
R <— SE -.294 110 -3.592 .000
A <— R -.399 .053 -6.058 .000
A <— B 151 .063 2.334 .020
A <—- SE .393 .072 5.877 .000
K <— A 343 .091 3.697 .000
K <—- SE .336 .086 4.138 .000
K <— B .051 .068 711 477
K <— R .007 .064 .089 .929

As said before, there are good reason for deleting benefit—> MKS and risk —>MKS paths because of High p-level.
After deleting those paths, we run the modified model. Results show improvement in Goodness-of-fit indices. In
modified and final model; CMIN/D.F=0.519, RFI=0.970; CFI=1.000; TLI=1.030; IFI=1.009; NFI=0.991;
RMSEA=0.000 (0.000,0.112;PCLOSE=0.771), so we conclude there is a very good model.

Self-Efficacy

.34

-.29 35

Benefit » MKS

v
Risk

Fig 4. Results for Modified Model
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Chi-square =1.556; 1 CMIN=1.556;CMIN/D.F=0.519, RF1=0.970; CFI=1.000; TLI=1.030; IFI=1.009; NFI1=0.991;
RMSEA=0.000 (0.000, 0.112; PCLOSE=0.771)
In the modified model, all paths have p-level below 0.005 except benefit—> Attitude (p-level<0.05).
Results in Table 7 indicate that there are now direct effects from benefit and risk to MKS. Attitude towards MKS is
a mediator for effects of benefit and risk on MKS.

Table 7 : Modified Model

Paths in the theoretical model Standardizedcoefficient S.E. C.R. P-level
B <— SE .229 .093 2.741 .006
R <— SE -.294 110 -3.592 0.000
A <— B 151 .063 2.334 .020
A <— R -.399 .053 -6.058 0.000
A <— SE .393 .072 5.877 0.000
K <— A .352 .079 4.366 0.000
K <— SE .340 .086 4.203 0.000

Tables 8 indicates direct, indirect and total effects of variables. MKS self-efficacy is an exogenous variable and other
four variables are endogenous variables. Results in Table 7 show that attitude has the strongest direct effect on MKS
(Standardized coefficient = 0.352) and then on MKS self-efficacy (Standardized coefficient = 0.34), other variables
will not have a direct effect. Indirect effect of MKS self-efficacy is the highest. As for the total effect, MKS
self-efficacy has the strongest total effect on MKS, then attitude; next is risk and the last is benefit.

Table 8 : Direct, Indirect and Total Effects of Variables

. Direct Effect Indirect Effect Total Effect
Variable SE Benefit| Risk Attitude | SE Benefit| Risk Attitude | SE Benefit| Risk | Attitude
Benefit 0.229 0.000 0.000| 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000| 0.000 0.229| 0.000 0.000 0.000
Risk -0.294 ] 0.000 0.000| 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000| 0.000 -0.294| 0.000 0.000 0.000
Attitude 0.393 0.151 -0.399] 0.000 0.152 0.000 0.000| 0.000 0.545 0.151 -0.399]  0.000
MKS 0.34 | 0.000 0.000| 0.352 0.192 0.053 -0.141| 0.000 0.532| 0.053 -0.141) 0.352
CONCLUSION

The empirical findings of this research clearly provide insight for mediation role of attitude towards MKS for perceived
risks and benefits of MKS. The SEM results support positive effect of self-efficacy, perceived benefits and attitude
on MKS. Findings indicate that Self-efficacy positively impacts perceived benefits and negatively impacts perceived
risks. This tells that more is the MKS self-efficacy; the more is positive perceived MKS benefits. Findings also show
that perceived risks impacts MKS via attitude negatively. Outputs show that there is no direct effect from perceived
benefits and perceived risks on MKS. Effect of perceived benefits on attitude is greater than perceived risks.
Perceived benefits have total effect equal to 0.053 on MKS whereas perceived risks have total effect equal to -0.141
on MKS. This indicates that direct effect of perceived benefits on MKS is less than perceived risks, on the other
hand; employees put more value on risk rather than benefit. Findings also indicate that MKS self-efficacy is the first
predictor of MKS. Second is attitude, third is perceived risk and the last is benefit. Generally, although the hypothesized
model shows well fit with gathered data but it is better to delete two paths from the initial model based on p-level. The
modified model shows excellent fit with the data.

This study provides guidelines for managers of marketing department for increasing MKS on their department
between employees. Research output indicates that for encouraging MKS, the most important factor is self-efficacy
on MKS. Managers can enrich MKS in ways such as: creating enabling environment for successful MKS, introducing
successful employee in MKS and providing social persuasion to employees. Designing a reward system that covers
both economic and social reward is a good idea for increasing MKS. Research findings tell managers that for
fostering MKS in their marketing department, they should focus on minimizing MKS related risks(economic and
social) rather than MKS related benefits. On the other hand, employees should ensure safety due to sharing their
marketing knowledge.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

1. Ajzen I, Fishbein M. (2000). Attitudes and the attitude-behavior relation: reasoned and automatic processes. In European Review of Social
Psychology, ed. W Stroebe, M Hewstone. Chichester, England: Wiley. In press.

Ajzen, I (1991)”The theory of planned behavior”, Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Process, Vol 50, No 2, pp179-211.

Ajzen, 1. and M. Fishbein. (1980). Understanding Attitudes and Predicting Social Behavior. Englewood Clfifs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Ali, J, and Hassan, B (2006)” An Empirical Examination of Knowledge-Sharing Model In Information Systems Groups”, Journal of
Information & Knowledge Management, Vol. 5, No. 2, PP 143-150.

Rl

Indian Journal of Marketing @ December, 2009 47



oo

10.
11.

12.
13.

14.

15.

16.

17.
18.

19.

20.

21.

41.

42.
43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

Arbuckle, J. L (1999). AMOS 4.0. Chicago:Smallwaters.

Ba, S., Stallaert, J., Whinston, A.B. (2001). Research commentary: Introducing a third dimension in information systems design — The case
for incentive alignment. Information Systems Research, 12 (3), 225-239.

Bandura, A. (1977) Self-efficacy: Toward a unifying theory of behavioral change. Psychological Review, 84 (2), 191-215.

Bandura, A. (1986) Social Foundations of Thought and Action. NJ: Prentice Hall.

Bender, S., Fish, A. (2000), “The transfer of knowledge and the retention of expertise: the continuing need for global assignments”, Journal
of Knowledge Management, Vol. 4 No.2, pp.125-37.

Bentler, P. M. (2000). EQS 6 structural equations program manual. Encino, CA: Multivariate Software Inc.

Birkenshaw, J., Holm, U., Thilenius, P. and Arvidsson, N. (2000), “Consequences of Perception Gaps in the Headquarters-Subsidiary
Relationship”, International Business Review, 9, (3), pp.321-44

Bock, G. W., & Kim, Y. G. (2002). Breaking the myths of rewards. Information Resources Management Journal, 15(2), 14-21.

Bock, G.W. and Kim, Y.G. (2002). Breaking the myths of rewards: an exploratory study of attitudes about knowledge sharing. Information
Resource Management Journal, 15(2), 14-21.

Cabera, E. F, and Cabera, A (2005)” Fostering Knowledge sharing through people management practice”, International Journal. of Human
Resource Management, Vol 16, No 5, PP 720-735.

Cabrera, A., Collins, W. C., and Salgado, J. F. (2006)” Determinants of individual engagement in knowledge sharing”, International Journal of
Human Resource Management, Vol. 17, No. 2, PP. 245-264.

Chen, L. Y. (2006)”Effect of Knowledge Sharing to Organizational Marketing Effectiveness in Lar ge Accounting Firms That Are Strategically
Aligned”, TheJournalofAmericanAcademyofBusiness, V19, No. I, PP. 176-182.

Coleman, J. S. (1988) “Social Capital in the Creation of Human Capital,” The American Journal of Sociology (94), pp. 95-120.

Connell, J. and Voola, R. (2007). Strategic alliances and knowledge sharing: synergies or silos?. JOURNAL OF KNOWLEDGE MANAGE MENT, 11
(3), 52-66.

Connelly, C.E. and Kelloway, E.K. (2003). Predictors of employees’ perceptions of knowledge sharing culture. Leadership and Organizational
Development Journal, 24(5), 294-301.

Cross, R., Parker, A., Prusak, H. & Borgatti, S.P. 2001. Knowing what we know: supporting knowledge creation and sharing in social networks.
Organizational Dynamics, Vol 30, PP 100-120.

Davenport, T. and Prussak, L. (1998), Working Knowledge: How Organizations Manage What They Know, Harvard Business School Press,
Boston, MA.

. Davenport, T.H (1997)”Information Technology”, Oxford, Uk: Oxford University press.
. Davenport, TH, DW Delong and MC Beers (1998).Successful knowledge management projects. Sloan Management Review, Vol 39, No 2, PP 43-57.
. Davis, E.D. (1989)” Perceived Usefulness, Perceived Ease of Use, and User Acceptance of Information Technology”, MIS Quarterly, Vol 13,No

3, pp319 — 340.

. Dawson, R. (2001). Knowledge capabilities as the focus of organizational development and strategy. Journal of Knowledge Management, 4(4), 320-327.
. Day, G.S. (1994)” continuous learning about markets”, California Management review, Vol. 36, No. 4, PP. 9-31.

. Drucker, Peter F(1977), People and Performance, Harper college Press.

. Fishbein, M and Ajzen, I (1975)” Belief, attitude, intention, and behavior: An introduction to theory and research”, Reading, Mass.; Don Mills,

Ontario: Addison-Wesley.

. Glazer. R. (1991), “Marketing in an Information-Intensive Environment: Strategic Implications of Knowledge as an Asset”, Joumal of Marketing, 55 (4), 1-19.
. Hansen, M. T. 2002. Knowledge networks explaining effective knowledge sharing in multiunit companies. Organization Science, Vol 13, PP 232-248.
. Hendriks, P (1999). Why share knowledge? The influence of ICT on the motivation for knowledge sharing. Knowledge and Process Management,

Vol 6, No 2, PP 91-100.

. Huber, G.P., 1991. Organizational learning: The contributing processes and the literatures. Organization Science 2 (1), 88—115.
. Ikhsan, S. O. S. S., Roewlan, F. (2006)” Knowledge management in a public organization: a study on the relationship between organizational

elements and the performance of knowledge transfer”, Journal of Knowledge Management, Vol. 8, No. 2 , PP. 95-111.

. Ipe, M. (2003)” Knowledge Sharing in Organizations: A conceptual framework”, Human resource Development Review, Vol. 2, No. 4, PP. 337-359.
. Joreskog, K. G. and Sorbom, D. (1993). Lisrel 8: Structural Equation Modeling With SIMLIS Command Language. Chicago: Scientific Software International.
. Kalman, M.E. (1999) ‘The Effects of Organizational Commitment and Expected Outcomes on the Motivation to Share Discretionary Information

in a Collaborative Database: Communication Dilemmas and Other Serious Games’. Unpublished dissertation, University of Southern California.

. Kaser, P.A.W. and Miles, R.E. (2002). Understanding knowledge activists’ successes and failures. Long Range Planning, 35(1), 9-28.
. Kelley, H. H., and Thibaut, J. W. (1978) Interpersonal Relations: A Theory of Interdependence, Wiley, New York.
. Kim, S and Lee, H. (2006). The Impact of Organizational Context and Information Technology on Employee Knowledge sharing capability.

Public Administration Review,66(3), ,370-385.

. King, W. R. (2006). MAYBE A “KNOWLEDGE CULTURE” ISN’T ALWAYS SO IMPORTANT AFTER ALL!. Information System Management,

Winter, 88-89.

Knowledge: New Product Development as Knowledge Management’, Journal of

Kwok, s. H, and Gao, s. (2005)” Attitude Twoard Knowledge Sharing behavior”, Journal of Computer Information Systems, Winter 2005-2006,
PP 45-51.

Kyriakidou, O (2004)” developing Knowledge Sharing Culture”, Management service, June, pp22-23.

Law, C. C. H., and Ngai, E. W. T. (2007)”An empirical study of knowledge sharing and learning behaviors on firm performance”, Expert Sytems
With Applications, In press.

Lee, J. (2001), “The impact of knowledge sharing, organizational capacity and partnership quality on IS outsourcing success”, Information and
Management, pp.323-35.

LI T., CALANTONE R.J., “The impact of market knowledge competence on new product advantage: conceptualization and empirical
examination”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 62, October, pp. 13-29. 1998.

Liao, s. H, Chang, J. C, Cheng, S. C and Kuo, C. M (2003)” Employee relationship and knowledge sharing: a case study of a Taiwanese finance
and securities firm”, Knowledge Management Research & Practice (2004) 2, 24-34.

Lin, C. P. (2007). To Share or Not to Share: Modeling Tacit Knowledge Sharing, Its Mediators and Antecedents. Journal of Business Ethics,
70,411-428.

Lorenzon, A., Van Baalen, P.J and Pilotti L. (2005)” MARKETING KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT IN STRATEGIC ADOPTION OF A CRM
SOLUTIONS: GLOBAL SUPPORTS AND APPLICATIONS IN EUROPE”, Working Paper

Lukas, B. A., Hult, G. T. M., and Ferrel, O. C. (1996)” A theoretic perspective of the antecedents and consequence of organizational learning in
marketing channels”, Journal of Business research, Vol. 36, No. 3, PP. 233-244.

(contd. on page 61)

48 Indian Journal of Marketing ® December, 2009



BIBILIOGRAPHY

1) Badal, P.S. and Dhaka, J.P., “Production, Utilisation and Marketing of Milk in Bihar: A Case Study of Gopalganj District”, The Bihar Journal
of Agricultural Marketing, Vol.IV, No.3, July-December, 1998.

2) Deepak Shah and Sharma, K.N.S., “Estimation of Supply Functions for Milk”, Indian Journal of Agricultural Marketing, Vol.8, No.2, 1994.

3) Raj Vir Singh and Vijay Paul, “Resource Use Efficiency in Milk Production in Hill Economy”, Indian Journal of Agricultural Economics,
Vol.47, No.3, July-September, 1992.

4) Ramesh Kolli and Kulsrestha, “Contribution of Livestock to National Income”, Dairy India, 1997.

5) Shalender Kumar and Agarwal, S.B, “Resource Productivity and Factor Use Efficiency of Milk Production in Rural Areas of Mathura District
(U.P)”, Indian Journal of Agricultural Economics, Vol.47, No.3, July-September ,1992.

6) Vasani, H.P, Kuchhadiya, D.B. and Shiyani, R.L. “Input Use Efficiency of Buffalo Milk Production in Rajkot District (Gujarat)”, Indian Journal
of Agricultural Economics, Vol.47, No.3, July-September, 1992.

(contd. from page 39)

16. Winer, 99.

17. Camponovo et al, “Mobile customer relationship management: an explorative investigation of the Italian consumer market,” Proceedings
of 4th International Conference on Mobile Business 11-13 july, Sydney (2005).

18. Sinisalo, 774.

19. Sinisalo, 772.

20. Geysken et al, “The market valuation of internet channel addition,” Journal of Marketing vol. 66 (2002): 102-119.

21. Turban et al, Information Technology for Management: Transforming Organizations in the Digital Economy, 6th ed. ( John Wiley & Sons,
Inc., 2008), 335.

22. greycells.com

23. Turban et al, Information Technology for Management: Transforming Organizations in the Digital Economy, 6th ed. ( John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 2008), 334.

24. Winer, 101..

25. Yujong Hwang and Dan J. Kim, “Customer self-service systems: The effect of perceived Web quality with service contents on enjoyment,
anxiety, and e-trust,” Decision Support Systems 43 (2007): 746-748.

26. Peeru Mohamed H. and Sagadevan. A. — Customer Relationsip Management — A step by step approach by Vikas publications, Mumbai 2002
edition p.91,92.

(contd. from page 48)

50. MacNeil, M. C. (2004). Exploring the supervisor role as a facilitator of knowledge sharing in teams. Journal of European Industrial Training, 28
(1), 93-102.

51. Madhavan, R. and Grover, R. (1998) ‘From Embedded Knowledge to Embodied

52. Major, E., Cordey-Hayes, M. (2000), “Knowledge translation: a new perspective on knowledge transfer and foresight”, Foresight, Vol. 2 No.4, pp.411-23.

53. Maltz, E., Kohli, A.K., 2000. Reducing marketing’s conflict with other functions: The differential effects of integrating mechanisms. Journal of
the Academy of Marketing Science 28 (4), 479-492.
Marketing 62(4): 1-12.

54. Martin Fishbein and Icek Ajzen, “Attitudes and Opinions,” Annual Review of Psychology, 23 (1972), 487-544.

55. Martins, N. (2002). A model for Managing Trust. International Journal of Manpower, 23 (8), 754-769.

56. Matusik, F. S. and Hill, C. W. L. (1998). The utilization of contingent work, knowledge creation, and competitive advantage. Academy of
Management Review, 23 (4), 680-697.

57. Menon, A and Varadarajan, P.R. (1992)” A Model of Marketing Knowledge Use within firms”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 56, Ocotber, PP. 53-71.

58. Menon, A. and Varadarajan, P.R. (1992) ‘A Model of Marketing Knowledge Use Within Firms’, Journal of Marketing 56(4): 53-71.

59. Moormon, C, and Miner, A. S. (1998)” organizational improvisation and organizational memory”, Academy of Management review, Vol. 23, No.
4, pp. 698-723.

60. Muthen, 1. K and Muthen, B. O (1998). Mplus Users Guide. Los Angeles: Authors.

61. Nonaka, I. and Takeushi, H. (1995), the Knowledge-Creating Company, Oxford University Press, Oxford.

62. Ohmae, K. (1983 ). The ‘strategic triangle’ and business unit strategy. The McKinsey Quarterly, No.Winter,9-24.

63. Osterloh, M., & Frey, B. S. 2000. Motivation, knowledge transfer and organizational forms. Organization Science, Vol 11, PP 538-550.

64. Petty RE,Wegener DT, Fabrigar LR. 1997. Attitudes and attitude change. Annu. Rev. Psychol.48:609-47

65. Porter, M. (2001), “Strategy and internet”, Harvard Business Review, Vol. 79 No. 3, March, pp. 62-78.

66. R. Deshpande, ed.. Using Market Knowledge. (Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc., 2001), cited in J. Fahy and A. Smithee, “Strategic
Marketing and the Resource Based View of the Firm,” Academy of Marketing Science Review, (1999) <www.amsreview.org/articles.htm>.

67. Rossiter, J. (2001) “What is Marketing Knowledge? Stage 1: Forms of Marketing Knowledge’,

68. Ryu, S., Ho, S.H. and Han, 1. (2003).Knowledge sharing behavior of physicians in hospitals. Expert Systems with Applications, 25(1),113-22.

69. Salgado, J.F. and Moscoso, S. (2000) ‘Autoeficacia y criterios organizacionales de desempen™o’ (‘Self-Efficacy and Organizational Performance
Criteria’, in Spanish), Apuntes de Psicology’a, 18: 179-91.

70. Samieh, H. M and Wahba, K. (20070. Knowledge Sharing Behavior From Game Theory And Socio-Psychology Perspectives. Proceedings of the
40th Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences

71. Schumacher RE, Lomax RG. (1996). A beginner’s guide to structural equation modeling. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc.

72. Schumacher, R. E. and Lomax, R. G. (1996). A beginner’s guide to structural equation modeling. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc.

73. Shaer, P. J., and Lee, V. C. (2004)”information technology as a facilitator for enhancing dynamic capabilities through knowledge management”,
Information and Management, vol. 41, PP. 933-945.

74. Shaw, M. J., Subramaniam, C., Tan, G. W. and Welge, M. E. (2001), “Knowledge Management and Data Mining for Marketing”, Decision Support
Systems, 31, pp.127-37

75. Stajkovic, A.D. and Luthans, F. (1998) ‘Self-Efficacy and Work-Related Performance: A Meta-Analysis’, Psychological Bulletin, 124: 240-61.

76. Taylor, W. A. (2004). Organizational Readiness for Successful Knowledge Sharing: Challenges for Public Sector Managers . Information Resources
Management Journal, 17(2), 22-3.

77. Trussle, S. (1998). The rules of the game. The Journal of Business Startegy, 19 (1), 16-19.

78. Tsai, M.T and Shih, C.M (2004)” Impact of marketing knowledge management among managers on marketing capabilities and business performance”,
International journal of managementm Vol 21, No 4, PP524-530.

79. Tseng, Y.M (2006)” International Strategies and Knowledge Transfer Experiences of MNCs’ Taiwanese Subsidiaries”, the journal of American
Academy of Business, Vo 1. 8, No 2, PP120-125.

80. Venkatesh, V. and Davis, F.D. (1996)” A model of the antecedents of perceived ease of use: development and test”, Decision Sciences, Vol 27, No
3, pp451-82.

81. Vroom, V.H. (1964) Work and Motivation. New York: John Wiley.

82. Weerawarden, j., and O’Cass, A. (2004)” Exploring the characteristics of the market-driven firms and antecedents to sustained competitive advantage”,
Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 33, PP 419-428.

83. Yang, J. T, (2007)” Individual attitudes and organizational knowledge sharing”, Tourism management, In press.

Indian Journal of Marketing ® December, 2009 61



