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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this paper is to highlight the role of middle managers in the knowledge sharing process by presenting the
results of a survey aiming to reveal the elements of middle managers’ knowledge sharing maturity and individual and
organizational characteristics affecting them. The paper is based on quantitative research. The data were gathered
through questionnaires. Based on 400 usable survey responses, the authors applied principal component analysis,
decision tree, analysis of variance, and post-hoc test to reveal the elements of middle managers’ knowledge sharing
maturity and the differences individual and organizational characteristics result in them. The study results indicate that
middle managers’ knowledge sharing maturity is measured with four elements and based on individual and organizational
characteristics there are differences in certain elements. The originality of the paper is that past research did not
investigate middle managers or their knowledge sharing maturity, only focused on the organizational level of knowledge
management maturity. The effect of individual and organizational characteristics on knowledge sharing maturity has not
been investigated either. This paper focuses on these aspects. The results of the survey could help not only middle
managers, but top managers and other employees as well in learning how to foster knowledge sharing.
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INTRODUCTION

In the 1970s Chandler (1977) emphasised that middle managers’ jobs cover exclusively the supervision of lower
hierarchical levels, nowadays a large body of literature discusses their role from other aspects as well (Uyterhoeven, 1989;
Sayles, 1993; Eaves, 2014). Middle managers have to fulfil two major integrating tasks: the integration of top management
and workforce, and their own integration across functional lines (Schlesinger and Oshry, 1984). Balancing the demands
and interests of these organisational members and short- and long-term business demands (Schlesinger and Oshry,
1984) are also their tasks, besides becoming adept at the integration of “hard” technical skills and “soft” skills (Barnes et
al., 2001). They need to possess inter-personal skills as well, since they have to work closely with others within and also
outside the organisation (Sayles, 1993). During work knowledge is required and shared. Knowledge sharing often used as
keyword in journals (Walter and Ribiere, 2013) and representing the key knowledge management process in organisations
is fundamental for generating new ideas and developing new business opportunities (Lin, 2007a). Forming behavior and
helping the development of personal relationships with others is considered one of the most remarkable tasks of
knowledge sharing (Wang and Noe, 2010; Obermayer-Kovacs and Komlési, 2014). Finally, the significance of knowledge
sharing is emphasised by Dunford (2000, p.296) as follows: “much of the key knowledge is held by individuals unless
there is some structure to retain it within the organisational memory”.

In the first section of the paper, middle managers and their previous study directions are presented. Then knowledge
management maturity focusing on the organizational level is explained. This is followed by knowledge sharingand its
influencing factors. The second section presents the research framework, while the third introduces the methodology. The
results of the study can be found in the fourth section, the discussion and conclusion in the fifth. The paper ends with the
practical implications and the future research plans.

Middle managers

In the last 30 years there has been no universally accepted definition of middle managers (Csepregi, 2012a). Uyterhoeven
(1989, p.136) states that a middle manager is someone “who is responsible for a particular business unit at the
intermediate level of the corporate hierarchy”. Ireland (1992, p.18) describes them as employees working between an
organisation’s top-level and first-level managers, and their jobs contain the integration of “the intentions of top-level
managers with the day-to-day operational realities experienced by first-level managers”. Regarding their organizational
position Staehle and Schirmer (1992, p. 70) emphasise that middle managers are “employees who have at least two
hierarchical levels under them and all staff employees with responsibility for managing personnel”. Besides the number of
levels below them, the possession of functional speciality is also highlighted concerning their determination (Conway and
Monks, 2011).

Previous studies investigating middle managers can be divided into two categories (Csepregi, 2012a). One of them
examined the middle manager - top manager relationship (Dutton et al., 1997; Nonaka, 1988; Pappas et al., 2003;
Mantere, 2008) while the others dealt with the middle manager - subordinate relationship (Crouch and Yetton, 1998; Xin
and Pelled, 2003; Glasg and Einarsen, 2006). However, Kaplan (1984, p.38) pointed out that middle managers’ vertical
relationships also extend to the superior's superior and the subordinates’ subordinates. Moreover, middle managers are
engaged in horizontal/lateral relationships with peers, other middle managers’ superiors and subordinates, as well as
professionals in other organisations, not only in vertical relationships (Kaplan, 1994). Such multidirectional relationships
were also identified by Uyterhoeven (1989, p.137): “the middle manager wears three hats in fulfilling the general
management role”, as a subordinate, as a superior, and as an equal, having to manage relationships upwards,
downwards, and laterally.

Thus middle managers can also be determined as employees working below the top management (CEO and/or top
managers) and being responsible for and working with employees hierarchically lower than themselves. They play a
significant role in vertical and horizontal organisational communication and influence the management of knowledge at
medium- and large-size enterprises as well (Csepregi, 2012b).

Knowledge management maturity models

An entity’s development is represented by maturity models (Klimko, 2001). The existing knowledge management maturity
models can be categorized into two groups, depending on whether they are based on the Software Engineering Institute’s
(SEI) Capability Maturity Model (CMM) or not. An example of ‘CMM-based’ knowledge management maturity models is
Paulzen et al. (2002) Knowledge Process Quality Model. The levels are usually named after the corresponding levels of
CMM. ‘Non-CMM-based’ knowledge management maturity models contain examples of KPMG’s (2000) Knowledge
Journey, or Klimko’'s (2001) KMMM. These models differ in the number of levels from CMM-based knowledge
management maturity models. The other two types of maturity models are the ‘staged’ and the ‘continuous’ maturity
models. In ‘staged’ maturity models a single entity’s development is described by a limited number of maturity levels
characterised by certain requirements and have to be achieved in a strict order (Paulk et al., 1994). ‘Continuous’ maturity
models maturity is interpreted in the context of processes and organisations can simultaneously develop in different
‘process areas’ (Klimko, 2001). An example of the continuous maturity model is the ‘Knowledge Management Profile’
maturity (Gaal et al., 2011) that has revealed the importance of knowledge sharing as well.
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Knowledge sharing and influencing factors

Moeller and Svahn (2004, p.220) stress that knowledge sharing is “sharing not only codified information”...”but also
management beliefs, images, experiences, and contextualized practices”. While, Li (2010, p.40) defines knowledge
sharing as an activity, but one in which “participants are involved in the joint process of contributing, negotiating and
utilizing knowledge”. From another viewpoint, knowledge sharing is described as a choice being used and selected
differently by different individuals (Bhatt, 2002). According to Mueller (2012, p.436) at least two people, groups, or
organizations are involved in knowledge sharing “the sender, who is willing and able to share knowledge, and the receiver,
who is willing and able to combine this new knowledge with his or her existing knowledge and use it". We define
Kknowledge sharing as a two-way process between the knowledge giver(s) and receiver(s), as parties, who exchange
their knowledge found in their minds or the knowledge found in electronic or traditional documents. In our viewpoint
knowledge sharingcan also be simultaneous (parties involved are all present), or consecutive (parties make their
knowledge explicit). Christensen’s (2007, p.37) states that the goal of knowledge sharing “can either be to create new
knowledge by differently combining existing knowledge or to become better at exploiting existing knowledge”. Storing
public knowledge, compared to private knowledge, can result in knowledge sharing (Magnier-Watanabe and Senno,
2010), whilst the value of costs and benefits of knowledge sharing is valued differently, since it depends on the goal
orientation forming the knowledge types being share and the partners to it is shared with (Swift et al., 2010).

Since knowledge sharing requires the willingness to cooperate (Assudani, 2005; Zboralski, 2009), several studies have
been published measuring individual knowledge sharing from the point of view of employee’s willingness and intention
towards knowledge sharing or investigated self-reported knowledge sharing behaviours (Reychav and Weisberg, 2010;
Suppiah and Sandhu, 2011). Willingness can be characterised by “the extent to which an individual is prepared to grant
other group members access to his or her individual intellectual capital” (de Vries et al. 2006, p.117). Willingness can also
appear when conceptualizing knowledge sharing: at the source’s willingness to share knowledge and the receiver’s
willingness to acquire the source’s knowledge (Gupta, Govindarajan, 2000). The reciprocal feature of knowledge sharing,
when one gets something valuable in return, is also connected to willingness (Vuori and Okkonen, 2012). This appears
more dominantly among new employees, who in order to gain knowledge are more willing to share theirs with others
(McAdam et al., 2012). Finally, the willingness to share knowledge can result in a more effective knowledge resource
management of organizations (Amayah, 2013). Knowledge sharing intention is “one’s expectation of exchanging
information, skills, or expertise with others, and where such sharing will benefit the sharer’s organization” (Witherspoon et
al., 2013, p.252). The different intentions of knowledge sharingcan also influence with whom the knowledge is shared
(Wang and Noe, 2010). Studies have shown that those are more likely to express their intentions to knowledge sharing
who are confident in their ability to share useful knowledge (Cabrera et al., 2006; Lin, 2007a). Finally, according to
Brachos et al. (2007) the perceived usefulness of knowledge depends on the extent to which the knowledge is perceived
as meaningful, accurate, valid and innovative.

In earlier studies investigating knowledge sharingfocused on the influence of the organisation (Seba et al., 2012; Yang and
Maxwell, 2012; Amayah, 2013) and thus the organisational perspective was dominant and measured. While other studies
were conducted from the behavioural perspective (Matzler et al., 2008; Chow and Chan, 2008, Holste and Fields, 2010)
and in this case knowledge sharing was influenced by individual behaviour.

RESEARCH FRAMEWORK

Recognising middle managers’ multidirectional relationships (Uyterhoeven, 1989), and reviewing the interviews made with
them that revealed the significance of their knowledge sharing practice, our study into middle managers’ knowledge
sharing examined both their vertical and horizontal relationships, within and between different organisational units. Our
study did not investigate the leadership function, where only the middle manager—subordinate relationships would have
been examined. Instead, it focused on the knowledge sharing function and its maturity.

The purpose of our study was to reveal the elements describing middle managers’ knowledge sharing maturity and the
components of middle managers’ individual and organizational characteristics resulting in differences in these elements.

Focusing on middle managers our study aimed to answer the following research questions:

Q1: With what elements can the knowledge sharing maturity of middle managers working at medium-and large-sized
enterprises be described?

Q2: How do individual and organizational characteristics influence the knowledge sharing maturity of middle managers
working at medium-and large-sized enterprises?

Knowledge sharing maturity refers to middle managers’ (not organizations’) knowledge sharing development level and is
defined by two dimensions (‘availability’ and ‘usefulness of knowledge’) and two directions (middle manager—middle
manager and middle manager—subordinate) (Csepregi, 2012b). ‘Availability’ is the extent to which the middle managers,
their subordinates, and other middle managers are willing to spend time helping one another by sharing their knowledge.
‘Usefulness of knowledge’ refers to whether the middle managers, their subordinates, and other middle managers possess
the knowledge useful for others (Csepregi, 2012b). Considering these dimensions and directions, the values showing the
development level of the knowledge sharing maturity elements can be revealed. Based on these values however the study
aimed neither to create a complex index nor to differentiate among knowledge sharing maturity levels. Instead, it aimed to
reveal individual and organizational characteristics resulting in differences within the elements creating (at least) two
classes, one characterised by ‘the most favourable result’ (higher value=higher knowledge sharing development level) and
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the other by ‘the least favourable result’ (lower value=lower knowledge sharing development level). Concerning ‘individual
characteristics’, the middle manager's age, functional area, and the length of working years at the organization are
examined. ‘Organizational characteristics’ focus on the type of, the activity of, and the customer claims fulfilled by the
middle manager’s organization (Csepregi, 2012a). Although, previous studies gathered information of these categories,
they did not investigate them further (Amayah, 2013; Suppiah and Sandhu, 2011). In this paper we focus on these, often
neglected, individual and organizational characteristics and knowledge sharing maturity (Fig 1).
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Fig 1: Research Model

Three hypotheses were stated concerning the study.

H1: The knowledge sharingmaturity element of middle managers working at medium- and large-sized enterprises can be
revealed by the two dimensions and directions.

H2: There can be differences in the knowledge sharingmaturity elements of middle managers working at medium- and
large-sized enterprises on the basis of individual characteristics.

H3: There can be differences in the knowledge sharing maturity elements of middle managers working at medium- and
large-sized enterprises on the basis of organizational characteristics.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
Data collection

Having no database containing the number of middle managers it was difficult to identify their total number in Hungary.
Thus we had to look into the registered number of medium- and large-sized enterprises in the statistics of the Hungarian
Central Statistical Office (KSH). Based on these data, it was possible to determine the registered number of middle- and
large-sized enterprises in Hungary. It was 5,545 in 2007, and the average number of these enterprises between 2007 and
2010 was 5,780 (KSH, 2010). This is the theoretical population of the study. 4,000 enterprises covering a wide range of
economic sectors were selected randomly for the study, and cover letters and questionnaires were sent by post or
electronically, with the request to be filled in by at least one middle manager (Csepregi, 2012a; Csepregi, 2012b).

Measures

The questionnaire regarding knowledge sharing maturity contained questions about the extent of ‘availability’ and
‘usefulness of knowledge' based on a five point Likert scale. Availability was measured from the following standpoints: the
middle managers’ availability for other middle managers when the middle managers in our sample are asked for help,
other middle managers’ availability for the middle managers when they ask for help; and the same regarding the middle
manager-subordinate availability. On the other hand, the usefulness of knowledge is measured from the following
standpoints: the usefulness of the knowledge supplied by the middle managers to other middle managers, the usefulness
of the knowledge shared by other middle managers to the middle managers in our sample; and the same regarding the
middle manager-subordinate usefulness of knowledge (Csepregi, 2012a).
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The questionnaire also asked information concerning the middle managers’ ‘individual characteristics’, such as their age,
length of working years at their organisation (determining being newcomers or old-timers) and the functional area where
they work, and regarding the characteristics of their organizations such as the type of, the activity of, and the customer
claims fulfilled by their organization. The type of the middle manager’s organization aimed to reveal the ownership of their
organization considering the combination of the followings: national or foreign owned, privately or state owned. The activity
of their organization aims to focus on the dominating organizational activity: service or production. The customer claims
fulfilled by the organization refers to the demands of customers based on a five point Likert scale in which the two
extremes are not changing and fix customer claims, and often changing and complex customer claims (Csepregi, 2012a).

RESULTS
Descriptive statistics

Between 2007 and 2010, 400 completed questionnaires, being the final sample of the study, were returned from middle
managers in manufacturing/production(12%), maintenance(13%), logistics(8%), finance/accountancy/controlling(10%),
quality management(4%), human resources(14%), project management(8%), commerce/purchase/sale/marketing(17%),
and research and development(14%). The organisations they represented were in commerce, building trade, processing,
logistics/warehousing, mining, telecommunications, agriculture, tourism/catering, education, government, healthcare/
social support, estate agency, financial intercession, information technology, electricity/ gas/fume/water supply, and other
economic sectors, having a variety of ownership ranging from being fully national and private owned(36%), fully national
and state owned(14%), with a national majority and privately owned(9%), with national maturity and state owned(8%), with
foreign majority(7%) and fully foreign(26%). These organizations were involved either only in production activity(28%), or
mainly in production activity(33%), or mainly in service activity(18%), or only in service activity(21%) (Csepregi, 2012a).

Hypotheses testing

Concerning hypothesis 1 we chose principal component analysis (PCA) to describe knowledge sharing maturity by certain
number of elements and to retain as much of the information (variation) of the original variables as possible. As a result of
PCA the number of principal components is also less then the number of variables, since this method reduces the number
of variables (Myatt, Johnson, 2009). To determine the appropriateness of the data set for PCA Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)
measure of sampling adequacy and Bartlett's test of sphericity were used. The KMO test with the value of 0.740 was
above the accepted limit of 0.5, which is held as a critical value. The Bartlett test yields a high Chi-square value of
1105.361, and a significance level of 0.000 which was under the accepted limit of 0.05. Thus both tests verified that the
data were appropriate for PCA. The percentage of the cumulative eigenvalues in the Total Variance Explained table rose
up to 80.614% when taking into account four components (% of Variance: Component_1: 21.085; Component_2: 20.395;
Component_3: 19.943, Component_4: 19.190), which thus fulfilled the aim of our initial assumption regarding the number
of elements (Csepregi, 2012a; Gaal et al., 2012a). Regarding rotation varimax rotation method was chosen. Table 1.
presents the four principal components with the belonging variables and their principal component loadings after rotation
(Csepregi, 2012a).

Table 1. Knowledge sharing maturity elements

Knowledge sharing maturity Variables Component
elements (components) loadings

Middle manager - middle manager |Availability of other middle managersto middle managers .858
availability Availability of middle managersto other middle managers .833

Middle manager - subordinate Availability of subordinates to middle managers .858
availability Availability of middle managersto subordinates .854

Middle manager - middle manager |Usefulness of other middle managers’ knowledge to middle managers .899
usefulness of knowledge Usefulness of middle managers’ knowledge to other middle managers 823
Middle manager - subordinate Usefulness of subordinates’ knowledge to middle managers .756
usefulness of knowledge Usefulness of middle managers’ knowledge to subordinates 874

Regarding hypothesis 2 and hypothesis 3 to reveal the differences in the knowledge sharing maturity elements concerning
the influencing factors decision tree, as the first method, was chosen. With individual and organizational characteristics as
influencing factors, it was possible to determine the elements being the stronger classifiers and to reveal classes within
these elements (influencing factors). After separating the classes, their group means were compared in pairs with analysis
of variance. This was followed by separating the classes with ‘the most favourable results’ within each element of
influencing factors from the classes with ‘the least favourable results’ (Table 2.). Based on these, the most and the least
favourable results of the classes were combined and with these combinations additional groups (the least-least favourable
and the most-most favourable results) were formed (Table 3.) (Csepregi, 2012a).
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Table 2. Decision tree based class separation

elements working years organization organization
Middle . .
manager - | o (s |lESS than|more than national, na\_tlonal,
: ard soft state | privately
middle ) ) 3years | 3years - - owned | owned - -
manageravai 2 ) . .
lability (@] (@] service |production
Middle less thanlmore than national, | national, @) 2)
manager - | ‘hard’ ‘soft’ 3vears | 3 vears ) ) privately | state ) )
subordinate ) 2 }El) 321) owned | owned
availability (1) (1)
Middle
manager - not often
middle changing,|changing,
manageruse ) ) ) » . . . ) fix | complex
;:ﬁlonﬁfezgfe less than|more than (1) @
- 3years | 3years
Middle ) )
manager - younger | older
subordinate - - than 35 | than 35 - - - - -
usefulness @) @)
of
knowledge
(1)strongest classifier, (2)second strongest classifier

Table 3. Combination of influencing factor elements

Individual characteristics Organizational characteristics

KS maturity
elements

Middle manager -
middle
manageravailability

least-least
most-most favourable | least-least favourable most-most favourable
favourable

‘hard’

—less than 3 years

—more

‘soft’
than 3 years

national,state owned
—service

national,privately owned
—production

Middle manager -
subordinateavailability|

less than 3 years

—‘hard’

more than 3 years

—'soft’

national,privately owned
—service

national,state owned
—production

Middle manager -
middle
managerusefulness of
knowledge

less than 3 years

more

than 3years

not changing,fix

often changing,complex

Middle manager -
subordinateusefulness

less than 3 years
—younger than 35

of knowledge

more than 3 years
—older than 35

Depending on the number of these groups, analysis of variance or post hoc test was chosen, because by comparing the
groups with the least-least favourable and the most-most favourable results we aimed to reveal whether significant
difference exists between them, based on the individual or organizational characteristics. During the post-hoc test to prove
that the means of the groups with the most-most and the least-least favourable results actually differ first we conducted a
Levene’s test of homogeneity of variance. When variances were assumed to be equal (variances were homogeneous) as
the result of Levene’s test, we used the LSD test and when variances was not assumed to be equal (variance were not
homogeneous) we applied the Tamhane test. The results of the analysis are presented in Table 4.
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Table 4. Combination of influencing factor elements

Comparisons

KS maturity (I)least-least (J)most-most Mean Difference | Std. Erro S|g
Analysis
elements favourable favourable ((EN))

Middle manager - Post-hoc ‘hard’ area ‘soft’ area .1396526
middle -.71131990°
- LSD -less than 3 years -more than 3 years 3 0
9 manageravailability
=8 Middle manager -
m - *
= 'g subordinateavailabi POLS;BOC Iesf;g?g, 2%‘;”5 morsgggna?e);ears -.60637711 '140;3 653 (())O
s 8 lity
=N Middle manager -
< - *
SN < bordinateusefuln Post-hoc less than 3 years more than 3 years -51494057 .1431285 | .00
o Tamhane -younger than 35 -older than 35 7 3
ess of knowledge
Middle manager - younger than 35 older than 35 Mean Square F Sig
middle ANOVA Between Groups 8.845 9.022 .00
managerusefulness Within Groups .980 3

of knowledge

KS maturity Analvsis (I)least-least (J)most-most Mean Difference | Std.Erro | Sig
elements y favourable favourable (1-) r .
Middle manager -

middle Post-hoc national, state owned - |national, privately owned

-.66090039" .16568276 | .000

< 3 . -

E =8 manageravailability LSD service -production

Il Middle manager - ) ) )

g ;‘:3 subordinateavailabi Post-hoc | national, prlva_ltely owned| national, statg owned -.80199013" 18884672 | .000

S g lity LSD -service -production

okl Middle manager - not changing,fix often changing,complex [VEERRS[IEIEE] F Sife}
middle ANOVA |Between Groups 8.515 8.679 .003

managerusefulness Within Groups 981

of knowledge

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Based on the analysis and the follow-up interviews conducted with middle managers, the following theses could be stated.

T1: The knowledge sharing maturity of middle managers working at medium- and large-sized enterprises is determined by
the availability among middle managers, the availability among the middle managers and their subordinates, the
usefulness of knowledge among middle managers, and the usefulness of knowledge among the middle managers and
their subordinates.

The availability among middle managers is the middle manager—middle manager availability and measuring the value of
their availability. While the availability among the middle managers and their subordinates stands for the middle manager—
subordinate availability. Here also the value of their availability was revealed. The usefulness of knowledge among middle
managers focuses on the middle manager—middle manager usefulness of knowledge and determines the value of the
usefulness of knowledge to each other. The usefulness of knowledge among the middle managers and their subordinates
is the middle manager—subordinate usefulness of knowledge and reveals the value of the usefulness of knowledge to
each other. The higher the values are, the higher the knowledge sharing maturity is (Csepregi, 2012a).

The remaining theses are also considered valid for middle manager working at medium- and large-sized enterprises.

T2.1: There are differences in the availability among middle managers primarily by the middle managers’ functional area
and secondly by the length of their working years.

This means that middle managers primarily working in ‘soft’ functional areas as in the areas of HR, R&D, project
management, commerce, purchasing, sales, and marketing and secondly have worked there for more than three years
are more available for other middle managers and vice versa. The explanation is twofold. First, because middle managers
working in ‘soft’ functional areas are characterised by high levels of interaction, furthermore other middle managers need
to keep up-to-date with what goes on in their organisations. Relationship orientation in these areas and having good
relationships with others is dominant and significant. Second, middle managers acquire knowledge during the length of
their working years. The longer this is the easier it is to understand one another, their organisations, and its goals. These
old-timers help the work of others by being available. Their role should be promoted to achieve the motivation of old-timer
— newcomer knowledge sharing (Hermanrud, 2012). Thus teamwork, the ability to work as part of a team, and sharing
knowledge are of high importance (Rosendaal, 2009). Successful team performance and its connection to trust have been
widely studied, and trust has also been declared to be a key feature of successful and effective teams (Berry, 2011;
Politis, 2003).

While middle managers primarily working in ‘hard’ functional areas as in the areas of manufacturing, production,
maintenance, logistics, quality management, finance, accountancy, and controlling and secondly have worked there for
less than three years, thus being newcomers, are less available for other middle managers and vice versa. It is
challenging to encourage knowledge sharing across organizational units since employees have limited interaction with
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other units and managers (Mehra et al., 2006). The explanation is twofold. The first explanation lies with the low interactive
nature of ‘hard’ functional areas. Employees perceiving a work environment representing practices, procedures, or
behaviours like this will presume this behaviour is expected (Pullig et al., 2002). Relying on rules and regulations, being
task oriented, and the domination of individual work and responsibility also require people who like control, rules, individual
work and responsibility. Thus, middle managers working in these areas may seem less open, and less available compared
to those working in ‘soft’ functional areas (Csepregi, 2012b). In ‘hard’ functional areas the knowledge outflows can
represent the loss of the area’s knowledge, as a results uncertainty concerning knowledge sharing may occur, whether it
is viewed as welcomed by others or not (Boh and Wong, 2013). The second explanation stems from the length of working
years, thus being newcomers. The interest in knowledge sharing can differ between newcomers and old-timers (dsterlund
and Carlile, 2005). Thus newcomers may be viewed by other middle managers as having different interest in knowledge
sharing, besides being unaware of the organizational goals or communication practices and lacking in adequate
experience (Csepregi, 2012b). This is understandable, but can be misleading. Newcomers are willing to share their
knowledge in exchange for gaining the knowledge they should have (McAdam et al., 2012). Moreover, employee’s
personal characteristics and their purpose can also have an effect on the extent of knowledge sharing, e.g. newcomers
trying to impress colleagues may use techniques that others do not (Wang and Noe, 2010).

T2.2: There are differences in the availability among the middle managers and their subordinates primarily by the middle
managers’ length of working years and secondly by their functional area.

Meaning that middle managers who primarily have worked at their organizations for more than three years and secondly
work in ‘soft’ functional areas are more available for their subordinates and vice versa (Gaal et al., 2012b). The length of
working years in their organisations results in reciprocal middle manager—subordinate trust based on familiarity with one
another, their common workplace, and their collaboration during their work (Csepregi, 2012b). Trusting and collaborating
also lead to greater willingness to share knowledge and expertise (Delong and Fahey, 2000). A previous studies have
examined the relationship between trust and the willingness to share knowledge and also knowledge sharing behaviour
(Hinds and Pfeffer, 2003; Renzl, 2008; Ho et al., 2010). Furthermore, the support of managers for knowledge sharing has
been shown to be positively related to the willingness to help others and to share knowledge with them (Connelly and
Kelloway, 2003; Lin, 2007b). The experience and knowledge gained in these areas and the middle managers support
provided during these working years result in enhanced subordinate acceptance and respect and influence subordinates
to be willing to share their knowledge. The extent of subordinates willing to share knowledge is also influenced by the
support received during the years (Tan and Zhao, 2003). So in the highly interactive nature and cooperative climate of
‘soft’ functional areas middle managers are found more available, more willing to share knowledge. In a ward and
cooperative climate knowledge providers (as middle managers) seem more accessible and willing to share their expertise,
knowledge (Alavi et al., 2005).

Furthermore, middle managers primarily being newcomers, have worked at their organizations for less than three years
and secondly work in ‘hard’ functional areas are less available for their subordinates and vice versa (Gaal et al., 2012b).
Trust based on middle manager—subordinate familiarity does not have time to develop since middle managers do not have
time to familiarise themselves with their organisations and/or functional areas. The lack of time thus inhibits knowledge
sharing as well (Davenport and Prusak, 1998). Moreover, the lack of trust can lead to competitive confusion concerning
the other being an ally or a competitor (Powell et al., 1996). Consequently, the middle manager-subordinate availability is
lower than they would have been otherwise. In addition, the rules, the routines, the quantitative targets and their
realisation dominate ‘hard’ functional areas more than ‘soft’ functional areas. Having these does not mean that open
knowledge sharing can appear or be fostered, but creating a warm and cooperative climate can facilitate the willingness to
share (Boh and Wong, 2013). On the other hand, the rules, target and their realization are considered generally accepted
and known by subordinates, which is not always the case. Thus, middle managers may fail to perceive the need to be
available for their subordinates, and can be less available than they could be otherwise. By default, subordinates can also
be less available for their middle managers because they have to find solutions to problems without their middle
managers’ collaboration. During this problem solving process they interact with tasks and gain, create new (tacit)
knowledge measured by knowledge application and acquisition (Novick and Bassok, 2005; Buehner et al., 2008, Shariq
and Vendelo, 2008).

T2.3: There are differences in the usefulness of knowledge among middle managers by the middle managers’ length of
working years.

The results show that the knowledge of middle managers, who have worked at the organization for more than three years,
is more useful for other middle managers and vice versa. Thus the length of working years in their organization mattered.
Being old-timers and thus having the knowledge and the understanding of the organisation has significance alongside
earning the trust of other middle managers (Csepregi, 2012a). The credibility and the likability of a person have a great
effect on the usefulness of knowledge (Sussman and Siegal, 2003). Considering the usefulness of someone’s knowledge
it is also a judgement made in a particular context (Menon and Varadarajan, 1992). In the case of middle managers the
usefulness is judged based on the length of working years.

Whilst the knowledge of middle managers, who have worked at the organization for less than three years being
newcomer, is considered less useful for other middle managers and vice versa. These newcomers still lack the experience
regarding the organizational communication practice that could assist their knowledge sharing(Csepregi, 2012a). They
also enter the organization with a social identity influencing their view of other social identities and also their learning
process (Hermanrud, 2012). Interview with middle managers revealed that other middle managers thus behave reservedly
with them, do not trust them until they get to know them and their work better. It takes time to earn trust and find others
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knowledge useful. Since unjustified trust can result in the misuse or even the misapplication of knowledge (Sondergaard et
al., 2007, Wang and Noe, 2010). Other middle managers may not consider the newcomers’ knowledge useful enough
during the first few working years. Perceiving one’s knowledge useful is related to the degree to which one believes that a
mechanism could result in the enhancement of one’s performance. (Boh and Wong, 2013). However, if other middle
managers believe that newcomers do not have the knowledge they need to enhance their performance, they will not find
their knowledge useful. Adopting or forcing the experience or successful practices learned at previous organizations may
also lead to resistance when the culture, practice of their organization significantly differs from the previous ones.
Organizational culture and its importance and effect on employees’ knowledge sharing has been widely studied (Alavi et
al., 2005; Balogh et al., 2011; Bogdany and Costa, 2013; Bognar, 2014; Pasher and Ronen, 2011; Suppiah and Sandhu,
2011; Lambe, 2014) One of the three stages of acculturation is adaptation which is considered to be negative if someone
feels mistreated and shown resistance (Nahavandi and Malekzadeh, 1993). However by integration, being a mode of
acculturation, psychological adaptation could be achieved easier and acculturative stress could be lower and thus more
favourable inter-group relations could be achieved (Berry et al., 1987; Nahavandi and Malekzadeh, 1988).

T2.4: There are differences in the usefulness of knowledge among the middle managers and their subordinates primarily
by the middle managers’ length of working years and secondly by their age.

This means that the knowledge of middle managers, who primarily have worked at the organization for more than three
years and secondly are older than 35, is considered more useful for their subordinates and vice versa. The length of
working years results in enhanced experience and knowledge of their organisation and their particular functional area.
This leads to subordinates’ acceptance and/or respect towards old-timers. Age, if combined with length of working years,
also leads to enhanced acceptance and/or respect (Csepregi, 2012b). Prior to this study, other Hungarian researchers
(Bakacsi et al., 2002; Heidrich and Alt, 2009) had reached similar conclusions studying the Hungarian propensity for high
power distance and paternalistic leadership style. Therefore, higher regard for older rather than younger middle managers
is accepted in Hungary.

In contrast, the knowledge of middle managers, who primarily have worked at the organization for less than three years,
thus being newcomers, and secondly are younger than 35, is less useful for their subordinates and vice versa. These
newcomers have insufficient experience of their functional areas and of coordinating and communicating with their
subordinates (Csepregi, 2012b). Acceptance for middle managers less than 35 years old in Hungary is harder. No matter
how useful the knowledge might be, it only becomes useful for others with time that helps middle managers to become
older, thus more respected, to develop adequate relationships with others. Interviews with middle managers revealed that
knowledge shared by younger newcomers is usually problem-specific and of short-term relevance. Furthermore, these
younger newcomers may force their expertise / knowledge acquired through education and experience gained earlier in
their careers onto their subordinates and meet with resistance, particularly if there is a clash of organisational cultures.
These organizational culture clashes can also occur during the merger or acquisition of organizations (Heidrich and
Chandler, 2011).

T3.1: There are differences in the availability among middle managers primarily by the type and secondly by the activity of
their organization.

The results show that middle managers primarily working at national and privately owned organizations and secondly
working at organizations producing mostly and only physical products are more available for other middle managers and
vice versa. First, privately owned organization are more flexible and less characterized by bureaucracy, however the rules
and regulations in medium- and large-sized organizations are also necessary. The interviews with middle managers
showed that competitions occurring with other organizations inspire middle managers to help each other, to be available
within the organization. Thus the organizational goals are achieved and competition with organizations is more successful.
In organizations mainly dealing with production activity, before buying resources/ selling products middle managers have
to find time to discuss the significant conditions with other middle managers (Csepregi, 2012a). Since successful
production and selling is the common goal of manager, having a good relationship and co-operating with others and
members of the supply chain is of high importance. However supply chain members being in competition may cause the
need to maximize their self-interest having its effect on knowledge sharing willingness (Cheng et al., 2008).

While, middle managers primarily working at national and state owned organizations and secondly working at
organizations providing mostly and only services are less available for other middle managers and vice versa.
Bureaucracy being a general feature of state owned organizations, here in some cases unnecessary rules and regulations
result in routine and exhausting paper work. In order to manage and control knowledge one of the many forms of
bureaucracy is the commoditization of knowledge (Brivot, 2011). In these organizations by having no external competition,
middle managers are neither fostered to work together with other middle managers, nor do they feel the need to help
others. The different functional areas are also separate, relationship barely exists between middle managers and their co-
operation is nearly unremarkable (Csepregi, 2012a). Interviews with middle managers showed that not every middle
manager feels the need to help others in case of problems related to services provided to customers, thinking those who
cause it will/lhave to solve it. This shows that during service activities the individual features dominate, resulting in less
available and cooperative middle managers (Csepregi, 2012a). Concerning training and cooperation, information
asymmetry and the lack of willingness can also appear from middle managers (Ekpo et al., 2014).

T3.2: There are differences in the availability among the middle managers and their subordinates primarily by the type and
secondly by the activity of their organization.
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This means that middle managers primarily working at national and state owned organizations and secondly working at
organizations producing mostly and only physical products are more available for their subordinates and vice versa (Gaal
etl al, 2013). Within state owned organizations because there is no fear of fierce competition thus middle managers and
their subordinates are not afraid of losing their jobs and have time to help others (Csepregi, 2012a). Bureaucratized
sharing process may not always require the imposition of increased administrative controls, rules and regulations instead
one can remain in direct control of the knowledge resources, and also decide what is needed and what is not needed to be
shared (Brivot, 2011). Because of the bureaucratic features and working in the same area, there is time when needed to
share knowledge which is the key to success. In organizations producing products the different work areas are more
separated and here middle managers and their subordinates often meet and/or work together which facilitates their
availability (Csepregi, 2012a). In case of problem occurring in their area and/or affecting production subordinates, because
of their interest, are also fostered to be available and to find solution to the problem. For this the competence of problem
solving is needed that covers the ability to work with others in order to identify and implement solutions to problems
(Matook and Maruping, 2014).

While middle managers primarily working at national and privately owned organizations and secondly working at
organizations providing mostly and only services are less available for their subordinates and vice versa (Gaal et al.,
2013). The fierce competition existing at these organizations also determines the middle manager-subordinate
relationships. Furthermore, middle managers assuming their subordinates know what they need to know and can
accomplish their work without their help results in a gap between them. Especially in organizations providing services,
damage occurs when individual features dominate and the middle manager and subordinates are not motivated to work
together, thus being less available (Csepregi, 2012a). However, perceived manager support and their encouragement to
share knowledge can enhance knowledge sharing and its usefulness (Cabrera et al., 2006; Kulkarni et al., 2006).

T3.3: There are differences in the usefulness of knowledge among middle managers by the customer claims fulfilled by
their organization.

Thus middle managers working at organizations fulfilling often changing and complex customer claims are considered
more useful for other middle managers and vice versa. In these organizations communication is indispensable. Therefore
communicating and sharing necessary knowledge plays an important role in fulfilling the required claims (Csepredi,
2012a). Furthermore, often changing customer claims require up-to-date middle managers as well. This can be achieved
by understanding how consumers indirectly and/or directly interact, communicate and competently manage these
interactions and communicate in order to maximize satisfaction among customers (Ekpo et al., 2014).

Whilst middle managers working at organizations fulfilling not changing and fix customer claims are less useful for other
middle managers and vice versa. Interviews showed that in these organizations middle managers accept and are
accustomed to rules and solutions that have to be applied and are rarely subject to change. Paroutis and Saleh (2011)
revealed that there is a relationship between knowledge sharing and old habits of doing things. Middle manager also have
old habits concerning their work, often conduct routine work, and are not open to solutions changing their routines, thus
finding others ideas and knowledge not seems to be useful and important (Csepregi, 2012a).

T3.4: There are no differences in the usefulness of knowledge among the middle managers and their subordinates on the
basis of organizational characteristics.

Since no class could be revealed by decision tree it was not possible to conduct any further analysis. This means that no
significant differences could be revealed based on the investigated organizational characteristics concerning the middle
manager-subordinate usefulness of knowledge.

This study revealed that the knowledge sharingmaturity of middle managers working at medium- and large-sized
enterprises in Hungary is measured by four elements. Differences were found in three knowledge sharing maturity
elements on the basis of two of the investigated individual characteristics. The influencing individual characteristics were
functional area, active working years or age. In the remaining one case (middle manager-middle manager usefulness of
knowledge) the effect of only one influencing factor (length of working years) resulted in difference. Furthermore
differences were found in two knowledge sharing maturity elements on the basis of two of the investigated organizational
characteristics. The influencing factors were the type and the activity of the organization. Concerning the other two
knowledge sharing maturity elements, in one case (middle manager-middle manager usefulness of knowledge) only one
influencing factor (customer claims fulfilled by the organization) resulted in differences, and regarding the other (middle
manager-subordinate usefulness of knowledge) no differences could be revealed based on the influencing factors.

PRACTICAL IMPLICATION AND FUTURE PLANS

The results of this study could help not only middle managers but top managers and other employees as well. Their
knowledge sharing maturity can be measured and developed. Moreover, individual and organizational characteristics
affecting knowledge sharing maturity could also be determined.

As a continuation of this study the following options could be considered: by repeating the survey among middle
managers, changes in their knowledge sharing maturity and regarding individual and organizational characteristics could
be revealed; by investigating managers/ employees from other organizational levels, their knowledge sharing maturity
could also be revealed, and their results could be compared with the recent results; by extending the study to other
countries the Hungarian results could be compared with other countries’ results considering the national cultural
differences as well.
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