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This paper is intended to identify and analyze the dominant factors influencing knowledge sharing among the
employees within the Department of Support and Engineering Services at PT Inco Tbk, Indonesia. This research
was conducted at the Department of Support and Engineering Services (SES) PT Inco Tbk, Indonesia using
ddescriptive statistical analysis and mmultiple regression analysis to identify the factors affecting the performance
of knowledge sharing among employees within the department of SES PT Inco Tbk, Indonesia. Based on the
result of mmultiple regression analysis, the research demonstrated that the performance of knowledge sharing was
simultaneously influenced by the following factor: knowledge sharing mechanism, supporting tools or medias,
cultural approach, motivational factor and inhibitor factor of knowledge sharing, however, we found that only
knowledge sharing mechanism partially influenced the performance knowledge sharing of the employees in
achieving the targets and missions of the Department of SES, PT Inco Thk, Indonesia.
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Background

In the era of knowledge economy, businesses have
been viewing knowledge as a potential source to
achieve competitive advantage (Cabrera et al., 2006;
Bock et al., 2005). Knowledge management (KM) is
a key factor that can help businesses in sustaining
their competitive advantage in dynamic environments
(Kankanhalli et al., 2005; Appleyard, 1996; Leonard,
1995; Liebeskind, 1996; O’Dell & Grayson, 1998;
von Krogh, 1998). Thus, organizations must promote
knowledge sharing as a key success in implementing
knowledge management system in order to enhance
the knowledge base and to gain competitive
advantages.

Scholars and practitioners alike have increasingly
regarded an organization’s ability to facilitate the
sharing and utilization of knowledge as critical for
organizational effectiveness (cf. Bock and Kim 2002,
Kogut and Zander 1996, Nonaka and Takeuchi 1995,
Tsai 2001). Particularly in the emerging structure of
distributed organizations, effectiveness is dependent
on how well knowledge is shared between
individuals, teams, and/or units (Alavi and Leidner
2001, Argote et al. 2000, Goodman and Darr 1998,
Pentland 1995). Growing evidence suggests that
organizations are more productive when they are able
to successfully create the conditions in which

knowledge is shared by potential providers and then
actively put to use by the recipients of new
knowledge (Argote et al. 1990, Baum and Ingram
1998).

By systematically sharing knowledge between its
members, an organization avoids redundancy in
knowledge production, secures diffusion of best
practice and enables problem solving by making
relevant personal knowledge available to the
problem-solving process regardless where the
knowledge is originally obtained and stored in the
organization. Sharing knowledge among
organizational members is not a new phenomenon.
Employees have always to some extent sought to
cover their lack of knowledge by asking their
colleagues, getting training from more experienced
colleagues, receiving supervision from their
superiors, etc.

Knowledge originates individual’s intelligence
but exists in the routines, procedures, systems,
software, practice and norms of the organization,
which are difficult to imitate (Davenport and Prusak,
1998). The flow of knowledge depends on knowledge
sharing behaviors of the employees. However,
sharing one’s knowledge with others does not
conform to human’s nature. People are afraid that
they will lose knowledge power in the organization if
they share knowledge with others (Davenport, 1997).
Therefore, in the execution of knowledge
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management  activities, knowledge sharing is
identified as the most difficult one (Ruggles, 1998).
These phenomena are in consistent with Davenport
and Prusak (1998) who described that knowledge
sharing is often unnatural because people think that
their knowledge is valuable and important. Generally,
people who possess great amounts of knowledge are
unwilling to share it. Sharing knowledge is difficult to
occur because it is an unnatural act (Lee and Al-
Hawamdeh, 2002). Previous studies indicated that
employees in general are reluctant to share
knowledge (Husted, Michailova, and Minbaeva,
2005; and Chiu, Hsu, and Wang, 2006). Furthermore,
a survey revealed that the biggest challenge
organizations face with regard to KM is “changing
people’s Dbehavior,” particularly with regard to
knowledge sharing (Ruggles, 1998).

In order to accelerate the implementation of
knowledge management in Indonesia, it is therefore
necessary to identify factors affecting the knowledge
sharing as a prerequisite to implement knowledge
management system within Indonesia environment.
PT. Inco Tbk, one of multinational nickel mining
company operated in South Sulawesi Province of
Indonesia, has many overseas workers who mostly
well educated and expert in certain competencies.
Therefore, PT Inco Tbk is an interesting sample to be
further analyzed whether knowledge sharing has
occurred, what dominant factors affecting the
knowledge sharing, and to what extend the
knowledge transfer has improved the firm
performance despite the fact that many overseas
workers at the company have different culture with
the local workers. The main objective of this paper is
to identify several factors influencing the knowledge
sharing among employees at the Department of
Support and Engineering Services (SES) PT Inco
Tbk, Indonesia both formal and informal manners and
how the the knowledge from outside of the
organization has been transfered into the internal
organization.

Theoritical Framework

In the new global economy, knowledge has become a
central issue of primary resource for individuals.
Davenport and Prusak (1998) found that knowledge
had been recognised where it has become the most
significant outline of capital needed. Knowledge is
needed to ensure and sustain a competitive advantage
for an organisation. Davenport and Prusak (1998) also
claimed that organisations can no longer expect that
the practices which helped them attain success in the
past will definitely ensure future success. Otherwise,
organisations need to make a difference themselves
on the basis of what they recognise. Knowledge
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should become as value, and then organisations will
embark on amission to use knowledge to their
advantage.

Petersen and Poulfelt (2002) complained that
while the concept of knowledge has been thoroughly
discussed from diverse perspectives in the literature,
there is still a lack of definitions for knowledge
sharing. To them, knowledge sharing “takes place
each time you communicate what you are doing, who
you are, or what you know to one person or to many
people”, and “covers a variety of activities — a talk
with a colleague at the coffee pot, an educational
situation, a document in a database, an email, an
information board with notices, etc.” Several more
definitions of knowledge sharing have been
uncovered by the authors. Lee & Al-Hawamdeh
(2002), defined knowledge sharing as the deliberate
act in which knowledge is made reusable for one
party through its transfer by another. Wiig (1999)
defines it simply as “networking to become
acquainted with what others know” . Christensen
(2003) states that knowledge sharing is about
identifying accessible knowledge that already exists,
and storing and subsequently applying this knowledge
to make processes faster, better or safer than they
would have otherwise been.

Ipe’s (2003) conceptual framework focuses on
the individual level analysis of knowledge sharing.
Four factors—nature of knowledge, motivation to
share, opportunity to share, and culture of work
environment—have been identified in Ipe’s
framework. Ipe also pointed out that motivation to
share has to be determined by both internal and
external factors. Internal factors emphasize attitudinal
aspects of the individual whereas external factors deal
with the individual’s relationship with others as well
as the situational factors such as rewards. Bock et al.
(2005) conducts research to find the effects of
extrinsic motivators, social psychological forces and
organizational climate on the behavioral intention in
knowledge sharing.

Synthesis of prior research reveals that
motivational factors on knowledge contribution
reflect three levels of driving force (Bock et al.,
2005). The three levels of driving force are individual
benefits, group benefits, and organizational benefits
respectively. Individual benefits mean self-interest
and individual gains (Constant et al., 1994; Wasko
and Faraj, 2000). Group benefits mean reciprocal
relationships with others (Constant et al., 1994;
Kalman, 1999; Wasko and Faraj, 2000). As for
organizational benefit, it refers to organizational gains
and commitment (Kalman, 1999).

According to Osterloh and Frey (2000), there are
two factors influenced the knowledge sharing i.e.; (1)
workers are extrinsically motivated when they could
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directly satisfy their needs due to physical insentive
and formal needs. Money is a goal which provides
satisfaction independent of the actual activity itself
(Calder and Staw, 1975). (2) workers are intrinsically
motivated when their motivation to do activities are
due to their personal satisfaction to know something
new or challenging. Intrinsic motivation is valued for
its own sake and appears to be self sustained (Calder
and Staw, 1975). Just like giving knowledge for
sharing, solving simple problem, or showing as an
expert person.

In general, the motivation in work environment
can be traced back from the literatures describing
some instruments to improve job satisfaction and
efficiency in overall. Based on a model proposed by
Reeser and Loper (1973), human has basic needs that
drive them to work; such needs stimulate their
behavior so that top level management should take
into account in recognizing every worker since each
person has different need. We describe the
classification of human need into 5 (five) catagories
i.e.; physiology, safety, love, esteem, and self
actualization.

The Self determination theory (SDT) describes
that extrinsic motivation can be divided into 4
dimensions i.e.;

1. External regulation is a behavior exposed to
satisfy external needs or external rewards, for
example, a manager will be disappointed or sad
because his/fher workers do not share their
experiences.

2. Introjected regulation is a control behavior
to avoid a mistake or to achieve a wish or pride, for
example, a worker is requested to share his/her
knowledge to the manager, so he or she will feel
guilty if he or she does not do that.

3. ldentified regulation is a behavior exposed
due to a person’s value asuming that sharing
knowledge is important, for example, a worker feels
pride when he or she could share his/her knowledge
to others.

4. Integrated regulation is an integration that
occurred when the regulation is fully assimilated at
each worker in which each worker believes in that
regulation as their value and need, for example,
believe in sharing knowledge as something good for
them and company.

In achieving the goal of firm, the management
has to satisfy physiological and physical needs to the
company. Certain workers might feel achievement
motivation or realize doing valuable things derived
from their job or challenging task and high
responsibility. Workers have to realize that their jobs
are a good opportunity for improvement, growth, and
their development. In other word, a reward is an
important factor to drive the occurance of knowledge

sharing, and they know that the knowledge they
given to others is valued and appreciated. As a result,
they will be motivated when their job will need a
variety of experties and skills.

According to Adler and Cole (1993),
standardization and documentation activities are an
important factor to transfer the knowledge since it
will rapidly flow through out the entire people within
the organization or firm. Any habit such as interaction
each other, learning best practices, and adapting to the
entire syetem of local company is an effective
approach.

In  general, knowledge obtained from an
organization will affect the system of the organization
either positive or negative impact when the
knowledge sharing occurred (Argote, 1999).
Knowledge sharing mechanism could occure through
training, mentoring, knowledge group, brainstorming,
IT system and expatriates.

The knowledge sharing in an organization is
manifested itself through a knowledge or performance
chance at the respective unit or receiver. Knowledge
sharing is a flow of expertise and experience obtained
naturally at a certain unit of an organization
(Davenport, 1997; Ipe, 2003). Other authors defined
that internal knowledge sharing is traditions and
routinities to share knowledge and experiences among
units within the organization (Calantone, Cavusgil, &
Zhao, 2002; Moorman & Miner, 1998). The process
of sharing is very important since individual
knowledge has no longer given significant impacts
except that the knowledge is shared to others (Nonaka
& Takeuchi, 1995).

According to Levitt and March (1988),
knowledge is embeded in organizational routinities
and standard operating procedures of products and
processess of equipments and technology, maps and
structures, norms and cultures and about on how
these activities are generally done. Meanwhile
Ciabuschi (2005) described another way in viewing
knowledge sharing as a transfer process, access, and
knowledge adaptation among groups.

Based on previous studies, there are at least five
factors affecting knowledge sharing i.e., motivation
(Szulanski, 1996); Osterloh dan Frey, 2000),
knowledge sharing mechanism  (Adler and
Cole,1993), culture (Schneider and Barsoux, 2003),
supporting medias for knowledge sharing (Ciabuschi,
2005), and inhibitor factors affecting knowledge
sharing (Szulanski, 1996).

Szulanski (1996); Osterloh dan Frey (2000)
described that motivation has a critical role during
process of knowledge sharing. Calder and Staw
(1975) stated that the employees are intrinsically
motivated when they could directly satisfy their needs
particularly material incentives and other formal



needs such as career development. Meanwhile,
money is the objective to provide independent
satifaction to the actual activity itself.

Another important aspect that can motivate
employees in sharing and transfering knowledge is
corporate value. Corporate value or corporate culture
can shape value and behavior in an organization.
Corporate culture will determine the firm’s priorities,
appropriate and appreciated behaviors, do’s and
don’s, control system, and the best procedures to
respond crisis and mistakes or errors (Storey, 2001).

Further, Adler and Cole (1993), stated that the
standardization and documentation of activities is an
important tool in transferring knowledge as it will
flow more quickly to the entire team in a company.
Adapting organizational habits or traditions like to

Table 1. Cultural differences of some continents
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interacting each other and learning best practices into
the local conditions throughout the company will be
very effective. Knowledge sharing mechanism can be
carried out, among other, through training and
mentoring prgrams, knowledge group, brainstorming,
IT system and expatriates. Allen (1977) added that
individuals are the link or information carriers
because they can restructure the information and
apply it into the new context. Based on this
understanding, the presence of expatriates is
extremely effective way to facilitate the knowledge
sharing through the exchange of employees among
units within the company in different countries.

According to Richard Lewis (1996), there are
three dimensions that may represent a pattern as in
Table 1.

Linear Active | Tasking oriented, depending on facts and numbers or figures,
more focus on logical thinking and analysis, to the point,
individualistic and less expression emotionally.

Northern Europe, Nordic and
Anglo Saxon

Multiactive Relationship-oriented, more intuitive in decision making Latin and Arabian
approach.
Reactive Appreciate to harmony and adaptative, very sentitive to other | Asian

people’s needs and attention, less direct communication to
avoid confrontation and emotion expression.

Source: Richard Lewis (1996)

According to Schneider and Barsoux (2003), cultural
consists of traditions, communication, hopes,
including social aspect that may also influence
knowledge sharing. In terms business perspective,
socialization is a process in which new employees
absorp corporate culture and become a part of value
and behavior in the company. This can be done
through training program for the development of
group spirit or can be absorbed informally from the
observation of other employees and learning the
language in the organization as well as the local
legenda.

According to Forsgren (2005), value and
corporate value can be a glue to bind the overall
company. The glue refers to a set of value to be
shared, belief, similar goal, norm, and vision at all
levels of the company. The difference culture among
employees coming from different nations can be
unified in a corporate value.

It is widely accepted that facilities are needed to
support the knowledge sharing. Ciabuschi (2005)
described that information technology is an important
potential key to support the process of knowledge
sharing. Supporting facilities of knowledge sharing is
used by employees to perform knowledge sharing

either among employees within the organization or
from outside the organization that can be done
through internet, training cemter, library, and canteen.

Szulanski theory (1996) described that the

inhibitor factors of knowledge sharing could be in the
form of limited absorptive capacity, casual
ambiguities, and communication difficulties between
transmitter and receiver. Such diffculties can be
caused by remote job location, limited time for
interaction, hierarchy structure of organization, and
the presence of competition among employees. The
limitation of receiver on either absorptive capacity or
casual ambiguities is the limitation of receiver in
receiving tacit knowledge.
Multinational companies often encounters difficulties
in implementing knowledge sharing. There are at
least two reasons than can inhibit knowledge sharing
i.e., first, difficulty in transfering tacit knowledge
since it cannot be transferred by oral or writen, and
second, the presence of competition and difference
challenge among units.

Based on the above descriptions, it can be
concluded that there are at least five variables that can
influence the performance of knowledge sharing as
follows;
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1.  Knowledge sharing mechanism . As
described by Adler and Cole (1993), knowledge
sharing mechanism is very important to be done,
among other, through gathering and interaction each
other, learning best practices and adapting them into
the local conditions of the whole company. Another
relevant study was conducted Burke and Cooper
(2005) describing that training activities can expand
the models of people and knowledge in the
organization.  Similarly, Argote (1999) also
introduced the knowledge group to produce
knowledge together and some other theories.

2. Suporting facilities of knowledge sharing.
This is a part of the knowledge management system
to accelerate and facilitate the transfer of knowledge
amongst the employees.

Knowledge
Sharing
Mechanis

"~

Facilities
Provided for
Knowledge

Sharing

Cultural
Approach

Motivation
al Factors

Inhibitors of
Knowledge
Sharing

3. Culture. Culture as a way to do knowledge
transfer can take place through employment
relationship, authority, and social relationships
(Schneider and Barsoux, 2003).

4.  Motivation factor. According to Calder and
Staw (1975), employees are extrinsically motivated
when their needs are fulfilled, such as career and
money. In addition, Storey (2001) also pointed out
that corporate value can also motivate employees in
knowledge sharing.

5. Inhibiting factors of knowledge transfer.
Szulanski (1996) explained that the inhibiting factors
may be limitations on the capacity of the recipient
(absorptice capacity), a difficult relationship
between giver and receiver, as well as a separate
work sites and so on.

Performance of

—> Knowledge Sharing

Figure 1. Factors affecting the performance of Knowledge Sharing



Research Method

This research was conducted at the Department of
Support and Engineering Services (SES) PT Inco
Tbk, Indonesia, a multinational nickel mining
company in South Sulawesi Province, Indonesia, in
which the headquarter is located in Brazil. This
department is expected to support the production
capacity improvement, cost reduction, and continue to
support the commitment of PT Inco regarding the
environment, health and safety (EHS) entire PT Inco
contract of work. A questionnaire-based study was
conducted to test the sample consisting of all
employees, around 150 employees at SES department
including 15 expatriates from Canada, New Zealand,
and Australia. Questionnaires were sent to all
employees voluntarily complete the questionnaires
with the overall response rates of 100 percent were
achieved. Multiple regression analysis was used to
identify some influencing factors as follows,
knowledge transfer mechanism (X1), supporting
facilities to allow knowledge transfer (X2), cultural
approach (X3), motivational factors (X4) and
knowledge transfer inhibitors (X5) against
employees’s knowledge sharing performances at SES
department (), PT Inco Thbk.

Statistical analysis of F test was used to identify
whether the independent variables or predictors of
X1, X2, X3, X4 and X5 would influence to the
dependent variable or response of Y simultaneously.
The t test was also carried out to identify whether
each variable would influence to the dependent
variable of Y partially using significance degree of
0.05. The R correlation showed correlation tight of all
X variabel together correlated with Y variabel. R?
value showed determinant coefficient, how significant
the Y variable was simultaneously affected by all X
variables. Determinant coefficient (R? for this
research was classified as low since R? value was less
than 0.6 atau 60 %. Some operational definitions used
in this study are described as follows;

1. Knowledge sharing performances is the
effectiveness of knowledge sharing performances
occured at Support and Engineering Services
Department, PT Inco to achieve mission and
goals of the department.

2. Knowledge transfer mechanisms are mechanisms
or methaods are currently used by SES employees,
PT Inco to transfer knowledge among them and
getting knowledge from outside and transfer it to
internal organization such as training, mentoring,
knowledge group, brainstorming, expatriate and
IT system.

3. Supporting facilities to allow knowledge transfer
are facilities provided by the company in order to
enable knowledge transfer among employees and
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knowledge transfer from outside of organization.
Supporting facilities can be intranet, library,
meeting room, training centre and canteen.

4. Motivational factors are some factors motivate
SES employees to share their knowledge such as
monetary incentives, career development and
corporate value.

5. Cultural approach is the relationship between and
authority as well as the relationship between
social environment and workers in seeking
information and knowledge within the company.

6. Knowledge transfer inhibitors are some factors
which influence to barrier the knowledge transfer
process such as antara lain: the difficulties of
tacit knowledge transfer, the competitions among
employees, exclusives structural hierarchy, work
location, and lack of time for interaction.

Results and Discussion

The questionnaire used was subdivided into six
sections; respondents’ profile, knowledge sharing
performance (Y), knowledge transfer mechanism
(X1), supporting facilities (X,), cultural approach
(X3), motivational factors (X4); and knowledge
transfer barriers (Xs). The questionnaire used a five
point Likert scale in which the respondents were
asked to rate their response with “5” as strongly
agree, and “1” as strongly disagree. The measurement
is an interval scale since it posseses all the properties
of ordinal scale with one additional property (Coakes
and Steed, 2003). The instrument for knowledge
sharing effectiveness or performance was adopted
from Liebowitz and Chen (2001) as well as Sveiby
and Simons (2002). The level of effectivess in
knowledge sharing was grouped into five categories
(very high, high, moderate, low and very low).
According to Liebowitz and Chen (2001), “very high”
performance indicated that the organization has done
very well in knowledge sharing. An integrated system
strategy provides a direction for knowledge sharing.
Company culture also supports the behaviors of
knowledge creation, inquiry, and sharing. Supporting
technologies, tools and equipment are rovided to
foster communication. A “good” knowledge sharer
means that the organization does well in knowledge
sharing. Rating “moderate” knowledge sharer means
that even though tehre are some knowledge sharing
culture, there needs to be supporrting technologies,
flexible guides, maps, processes, and pathways for
locating and sharing knowledge. A clearer knowledge
sharing strategy needs to be put in place. To be
ranked a “low” or “very low” level means the culture
and environment in the organization resists
knowledge sharing. Very little, if any, strategies,
technologies, and communication channels for
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knowledge sharing are present in the organization.
The following tables represent respondent’s
perceiption on the performance of knowledge sharing
at the the SES department of PT Inco Tbk, Indonesia

with respect to knowledge transfer mechanism (Xj),
supporting facilities (Xj), cultural approach (X3),
motivational factors (X,), and knowledge transfer
barriers (Xs).

Table 2. The respondent’s perceiption on the performance of knowledge sharing with respect to knowledge transfer mechanism
(X4), supporting facilities (X,), cultural approach (X3), motivational factors (X,), and knowledge transfer barriers (Xs).

. . Categories
Factors influencing
No Total
knowledge transfer . .
Very High High Moderate Low Very Low
1 |Knowledge transfer 4,74% | 19,30% | 30,88% | 23,86% | 21,23% |100,00%
mechanism

2 |Supporting facilties 6,33% 14,98% 23,21% 25,11% 30,38% |100,00%
3 |Cultural approach 10,05% 33,01% 27,27% 20,10% 9,57% |100,00%
4  |Motivational factors 8,42% 22,11% 38,95% 27,37% 3,16% |100,00%
5 E;‘::’;"rzdge transfer 358% | 16,21% | 31,37% | 26,74% | 22,11% |100,00%

Table 2a. The respondent’s perceiption on the performance of knowledge sharing with respect to knowledge transfer mechanism.

No Knl\c;wledgg Transfer Category Total
echanism (X,) Very High| High |Moderate Low Very Low
1 |Training 11 27 22 21 14
2 |Mentoring 2 21 28 33 11
3 |Knowledge group 6 21 33 17 18
4 |Brainstorming 3 16 37 24 15
5 |Expatriate 0 6 24 20 45
6 |IT system 5 19 32 21 18
Total 27 110 176 136 121 570
Percentage 4,74% 19,30% | 30,88% | 23,86% | 21,23% |100,00%
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Table 2b. The respondent’s perceiption on the performance of knowledge sharing with respect to supporting facilties.

No Supporting Facilities Categories Total
X2) Very High] High [Moderate Low Very Low
1 |Intranet 16 20 19 16 24
2 |Library 1 7 20 26 41
3 | Training centre 5 22 28 24 15
4 |Meeting room 7 14 32 30 12
5 [Kantin 1 8 11 23 52
Total 30 71 110 119 144 474
Percentage 6,33% 14,98% | 23,21% | 25,11% | 30,38% |100,00%

Table 2c. The respondent’s perceiption on the performance of knowledge sharing with respect to cultural approach.

Categories
No |Cultural Approach (X3) Total
Very High| High |Moderate Low Very Low
1 |Social approach 14 32 26 26 16
5 Work and authority 7 37 31 16 4
approach
Total 21 69 57 42 20 209
Percentage 10,05% | 33,01% | 27,27% | 20,10% 9,57% |100,00%

Table 2d. The respondent’s perceiption on the performance of knowledge sharing with respect to motivational factors.

Motivational Factors Categories
No X Total
(Xa) Very High| High [|Moderate Low Very Low
1 |Monetary incentives 16 23 25 26 5
5 Incentives non 7 29 39 29 5
monetary
3 |Corporate value 9 20 35 30 1
Total 16 42 74 52 6 190
Percentage 8,42% 22,11% 38,95% 27,37% 3,16% |100,00%

231
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Table 2e. The respondent’s perceiption on the performance of knowledge sharing with respect to knowledge transfer barriers.

Knowledge Tranfer Categories
No Barriers (Xs) Total
5 Very High| High Moderate Low Very Low
Difficulties to transfer
1 tacit knowledge 3 12 26 33 21
2 |Competition factors 0 5 31 32 27
3 Structural hierarchies 4 16 37 17 21
4 Different locations 3 18 27 26 21
5 Lack of time to interact 7 26 28 19 15
Total 17 77 149 127 105 475
Percentage 3,58% 16,21% 31,37% 26,74% 22,11% |100,00%

The result of multivariate regresion analysis using SPSS is presented in the following table 3 as follows;

Table 3. The result of Multiple Regression Analysis using SPSS

Research variable Regression (enter method)
Coeff. Regression (B) | SE t value Sig T (p)

Constant 0,7870 1,071 7,349 0,000
X1 0,129 0,054 2,411 0,018
X2 0,078 0,067 1,161 0,249
X3 0,063 0,079 0,798 0,427
X4 0,057 0,061 0,925 0,358
X5 -0,053 0,032 -1,651 0,102
F Ratio 7,986 0,000
Multiple R 0,557

R Square 0,310

Adj. R Square 0,271

Note: df (5.94); t-table = 1,290 (a.= 0.05) and t-table = 1.660 (a = 0.1)

Based on the result of multivariate regression analysis
as presented in table 3, the multivariate regression
equation was then formulated as follows;

Y = 0,787 + 0,129X1 + 0,078X2 + 0,063X3 +
0,057X4-0,053X5+e  (Eg-1)

The multivariate regression equation (Eg-1)
indicates that the performance of knowledge sharing
within the SES department is positively influenced by
four independent variables i.e., knowledge transfer
mechanism (X;), supporting facilities (X5), cultural
approach (X3), motivational factors (X,); and
negatively influenced by the independent variable of

knowledge transfer barriers (Xs). Such influences are
also further supported by the analysis result of Fisher
or F test showing that the value of F (calculated) is
larger than the the value of F (table). Based on the F-
test, therefore it can be concluded that the
performance of knowledge sharing within the SES
Department is simultaneously influenced by all
independent variables i.e., knowledge transfer
mechanism (X;), supporting facilities (X5), cultural
approach (X3), motivational factors (X,), and
knowledge transfer barriers (Xs).



The partial influence of each independent variable
was then further examined using t-test. The t test
indicates that only knowledge transfer mechanism
(X1) has partial influence to the knowledge sharing
performances with a significant degree of 0,018 (less
than 0.05) compared to the other independent
variables i.e., supporting facilities (X;) with
significant degree of 0,249, cultural approach (Xs)
significant degree of 0,427, motivational factors (Xg)
significant degree of 0,358, and knowledge transfer
barriers (Xs) significant degree of 0,102 (all larger
than 0.05). Each of independent variable is further
discussed in the following sections.

Knowledge Transfer Mechanism

The result of multiple linier regression shows that all
five factors are simultaneously significant to the
effectiveness of knowledge sharing of employees
within  SES department i.e., knowledge transfer
mechanism (X;), supporting facilities (Xy), cultural
approach (Xs3), motivational factors (X,;) and
knowledge transfer barriers (Xs). However, pearson
correlations show that only 1 independent variables
could be considered as a dominant factor influencing
the knowledge sharing performances (Y) i.e,
knowledge transfer mechanism (X;). Argote (1999)
stated that knowledge transfer mechanism occured
through training, knowledge group, mentoring,
brainstorming, IT system, and expatriates.

These mechanisms are in consistent with the real
situation at the SES department of PT Inco Tbk,
Indonesia where knowledge sharing mechanisms was
conducted. As can be seen from table 2 and 2a,
among 95 total of respondents, most responses
concentrate on a moderate scale (30.88%), followed
by a low scale (23.86%) and a very low scale
(21.3%). The most favorite knowledge transfer
mechanism, in the range scales of moderate to very
high, are training and knowledge group that each
counted around 63,2%. This finding is also in a good
agreement with the previous works, for example,
Burke and Cooper (2005) stated that organizational
development such as training techniques can also help
company in expanding and integrating the mental
models of the people participating in the training.
Argote (1999) introduced knowledge group involving
all members to share, yield, evaluate, and combine
knowledge to produce knowledge belongs to all
members.

Supporting Medias or Tools for Knowledge Sharing
(X2)

As shown in the result of regression analysis, the
performance of knowledge sharing among the
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employees of the SES department of PT Inco Tbk,
Indonesia is not partially influenced by the supporting
medias or tools since the value of significant degree is
larger than 0.05 i.e., 0.249. Despite the fact that there
are many tools or medias available to be used for
knowledge sharing as shown in the table 1b, but such
medias haven’t been used optimally to share their
knowledge among employees. As can be seen from
table 2b, among total of 95 respondents, 55.5%
responses fall into low to very low scales, while the
rest falls into moderate to very high scales. This
phenomena indicates that the employees of the SES
department of PT Inco Tbk, Indonesia, are very rare
using the supporting medias or tools available in the
company for knowledge sharing rather than preferring
to interact physically through a meeting or training.

Cultural Approach Factors (X3)

Similar to the independent variable of the supporting
medias or tools, the knowledge sharing performance
of the employees of the SES department of PT Inco
Tbk is not either partially influenced by the cultural
approach factor as indicated by the value of
significant degree of 0.427 (larger than 0.05). This
indicates that most employees within the SES
department of PT Inco Tbk, Indonesia is lack of
knowledge self-efficacy as a stereotype of Indonesian
culture. As previously described, among 150
employees at the SES department only 15 expatriates
while the rest are Indonesian. According to Constant
et al (1994), sharing expertise is an opportunity to
enhance sense of self-worth. When knowledge self-
efficacy increases, people gain confidence in terms of
what they can do. When people think that their
expertise can improve work efficiency and increase
productivity, they will be more inclined to share
knowledge with others (Bock et al., 2005, Jarvenpaa
and Staples, 2001; Kankanhalli et al., 2005; Kulkarni
et al., 2007; Shin et al., 2007; Wasko and Faraj,
2005).

Most likely, the willingness of the employees of
the the SES department of PT Inco Thk, Indonesia to
share their knowledge only occured in term of of job
relationship and authority, but unlikely happened in
terms of social relationship. As can be seen in table
2c¢, the number of responses prefer to work and
authority approaches is higher than those prefer to
social approach. According to Schneider and Barsoux
(2003), the cultural approach is closedly related to the
aspect of socialization. In terms of real business
perspective, however, new employees receive
company’s values dan are influenced by behavior and
values inside the company. This phenomenon is then
communicated in two forms i.e., training program and
informal learning from the employees. Therefore,
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cultural approach could be in the forms of both job
relationship and authority, as well as social
relationship with employees in seeking information
and knowledge within the company.

Motivation Factor (X,)

Based on the t-test, the knowledge sharing
performance of employees in the Department of SES,
Inco Tbk, Indonesia is not partially influenced by the
motivational factors. As shown in the result of
regression analysis model, the value of significant
degree of the motivational factor is 0.358 (much
higher than 0.05). According to Calder and Staw
(1975), the motivation factor is divided into 3 sub
factors i.e., financial incentive, career development,
and corporate value.

The employees are intrinsically motivated when
they could directly satisfy their needs particularly
material incentives and other formal needs such as
career development. Meanwhile, money is the
objective to provide independent satifaction to the
actual activity itself. Storey (2001) also added that the
corporate value could also develop a organizational
behavior model since the value itself is the main
factor of the overall company performance
achievement. Organizational culture could form
company priorities, appropriate behaviors, types of
appreciated behavior, do’s and don’s, control system
and procedures, best solution to respon crisis and
errors or mistakes. In the case of employees at the
department of SES, Inco Tbk, Indonesia, however,
the motivational factor of non financial incentives
such as staff or career development is mostly
preferable. As can be seen in table 2d, about 71.6%
respondents prefer to non financial incentives while
financial incentives and corporate value factors are
counted for 67.4% each.

Inhibitor Factor of Knowledge Sharing (Xs)

As can be seen from the result of t-test, the
knowledge sharing performance of employees in the
department of SES, Inco Tbk, Indonesia is not either
partially influenced by the inhibitor factor. According
to Szulanski (1996), inhibitor factors of knowledge
sharing could be in the form of limited absorptive
capacity, casual ambiguities, and communication
difficulties between transmitter and receiver. Such
diffculties can be caused by remote job location,
limited time for interaction, hierarchy structure of
organization, and the presence of competition among
employees.

The limitation of receiver on either absorptive
capacity or casual ambiguities is the limitation of
receiver in receiving tacit knowledge. In the case of

employees at the department of SES, Inco Tbk,
Indonesia, however, such inhibitor factors do not
influence the performance of knowledge sharing.
Table 2e shows that the majority of respondents
agreed that difficulties to transfer tacit knowledge is
considered as inhibitor factor for knowledge sharing.

Conclusion

1. Moderately, the knowledge sharing mechanism
(X1), supporting tools or medias (X2), cultural
approach (X3), motivation factor (X4) and inhibitor
factor of knowledge sharing (X5) have simultaneous
influences to the knowledge sharing performance of
the employees of the Department of SES, Inco Thk,
Indonesia in achieving the targets and missions of PT
Inco Thk, Indonesia.

2. Partially, however, only knowledge sharing
mechanism (X,) that significantly affect to the
knowledge sharing performances. This conclusion is
reasonable since PT Inco Tbk has a high
committment in staff development program to
improve the employee’s performance including
knowledge management through training, mentoring,
knowledge group and IT system development for
knowledge sharing and knowledge management
system.
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