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Organisaatioiden vélinen kilpailu on koventunut viime vuosikymmeninad glo-
balisoitumisen takia. Myo6s kansainvilisyys on lisddntynyt. Uusien innovaatioi-
den avulla voidaan parantaa yritysten kilpailukykya. Tastd syystd yrityksien ja
organisaatioiden tulisi kiinnittdd huomioita uusien innovaatioiden luomiseen.
Tietdmyksen jakamisella ja innovaatiokyvykkyydelld on osoitettu olevan posi-
tiivinen yhteys. Tdhdn perustaen tietdmyksen jakamiseen pitdisi kiinnittdd
enemmdn huomiota. Kuitenkin nykyiset tietimyksen jakamisen teoriat ovat
joko liian abstrakteja tai jdttdvit relevantteja osa-alueita teorian ulkopuolelle,
jonka syystd ne eivit ole hyodyllisid akatemian ulkopuolella. Tdssd pro gradu -
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tutkimuksella.
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ABSTRACT
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In the global economy, innovations have become more important than ever.
Knowledge sharing has been shown to improve both innovation capability and
speed. Hence, in order to improve international cooperation among workers
and organizations supporting knowledge sharing has become increasingly im-
portant. However, the current theories on knowledge sharing have been formed
at a too high level of abstraction or leave out essential factors of knowledge
sharing to be of any real practical help for practitioners and academics. In order
to meet the need for such a theory, this thesis attempted to create a new frame-
work, which encompassed all relevant factors. These are cultural, individual,
organizational and technological factors. The framework was created based on
a thorough literary review after which the framework was tested against results
from semi-structured interviews carried out in both Western organizations and
in Japanese organizations.

The results from the interviews were then used to modify the pre-
sented framework. Based on the results it can be concluded that cultural influ-
ences need to be taken into account when studying knowledge sharing. Moreo-
ver, culture has an influence on aspects outside of just individuals and organi-
zations. Culture influences trust and certain aspects of technical tools. These six
aspects form the core of the framework. In addition, each contains attributes
that are influenced by culture. Overall, it can be stated that the research pre-
sented in this master’s thesis is essentially a first stepping-stone towards a new
and more encompassing theory on knowledge sharing in international context.

Future research should focus on further validating the presented
framework by using quantitative methods.

Keywords: Knowledge sharing, culture, innovation
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1 Introduction

During the last few decades, competition amongst organizations has been
increasing greatly. This is due to improvements in information technology and
globalization. According to Teece (2000, 49) companies will have to adapt to
become “Knowledge-generating, knowledge-integrating, and knowledge-
protecting companies”. The increase in competition forces organization to come
up with new products and services faster than ever before. In order to succeed
in producing new products and services companies need to be more innovative.
These innovative products and services will in turn have a positive impact on
the financial and organizational performance of the company (Wang and Wang,
2012). In order to produce new knowledge, existing knowledge needs to modi-
tfied and combined. However, as there are variations on culture amongst differ-
ent groups of people, the ways individuals and organizations interact also vary.
In order to be able to take the variations into account and adjust policies accord-
ingly, a deep understanding of how knowledge sharing and culture interact
needs to be possessed by key individuals. More research into this subject has
been called by for example Wang and Noe (2010) who reviewed existing studies
and highlighted possible new approaches for research.

Before delving in any further, the concept of knowledge needs to be de-
tined. However, the definition of knowledge can be relatively complex due to
its intricate nature and its relation to information and data. Especially infor-
mation and knowledge have been used to mean the same concept, which can
make discussing knowledge hard to understand. Hence, definition of
knowledge is required to clarify the topic.

1.1 Defining Knowledge

The definition of knowledge can be relatively difficult hence the differ-
ences and relationships between data, information and knowledge are defined
first. Data is observable facts about the world. Refining and combining data will
result in formation of information related to the data. Combining and refining



related pieces of information produce knowledge related to the context (Alin,
Taylor & Smeds, 2011). In literature the terms information and knowledge have
sometimes been used with the same definition but in this thesis knowledge and
information are used to different constructs. Davenport and Prusak (1998, 5)
defined knowledge as “ a mix of framed experiences, values, contextual infor-
mation, and expert insights that provides a framework for evaluating and in-
corporating new experiences and information.” It can also be noted that just as
data is processed to form information, knowledge is the result of processing
information (Bhaga et al. 2002).

There have been numerous attempts to describe knowledge. Gurud and
Nayyar (1994) proposed three dimensions for knowledge: simple versus com-
plex, tacit versus explicit and finally independent and systematic. Simple versus
complex knowledge define how much related information is needed to fully
represent a specific part of knowledge. Complex knowledge requires more re-
lated information in order to be understood where as simple knowledge re-
quires only a little extra information to be understood. Independent and sys-
tematic knowledge refer to the context of the knowledge i.e. can the knowledge
be easily understood by itself or does the knowledge need to be described in the
context of its origin. The final classification divides knowledge into two catego-
ries based on explicitness of knowledge. Hence, the two categories are: tacit and
explicit knowledge. Explicit knowledge is information encoded in documents,
procedures or instructions and it is thus easily accessible and easy to share (No-
naka and Takeuchi, 1995). Tacit knowledge is defined as hard to express, expe-
rience based and related to the context the knowledge was created (Joia and
Lemos, 2010). In relation to tacit knowledge Polanyi (1958) noted that we know
more than we can express verbally. It is previously shown that both explicit and
tacit knowledge play key parts in innovation (Wang and Wang, 2012).

In this research, the definition of knowledge is based on the definition by
Davenport and Prusak (1998). The dimensions of knowledge most relevant to
the research are in the explicit - tacit dimension and hence this dimension will
be emphasized. The emphasis is on this dimension is due to the fact that most
of the shared knowledge are generally divided based on the explicit - tacit di-
mension. Now that these basic concepts have been defined, the next chapter
will discuss the research topic in more detail.

1.2 Defining The Research Question

Providing employees and individuals with the correct knowledge at the correct
time will result in an improved innovation speed and quality. However, in or-
der for this to be possible the existing knowledge needs to be managed in a sys-
tematic way. Knowledge management can be used to support access to timely
knowledge, and to support innovation processes. Supporting knowledge shar-
ing is a key aspect in knowledge management. Policies supporting knowledge
sharing will encourage individuals to share knowledge, which has not been
previously available to other employees. Once the influence of culture on



knowledge sharing is understood in more detail, better knowledge sharing pol-
icies can be created. This in turn will encourage sharing of previously unshared
knowledge with in the target audience.

As will be shown in this research, there are previous models on
knowledge sharing and on culture. Models that include both culture and
knowledge sharing, however, have not been thoroughly studied together in
existing research. In addition to this, the existing models only consider a limited
selection of the relevant factors or are formed at a too high level of abstraction
to be of any real use (Goh, 2002; Bhagat et al., 2002; Moller and Svahn, 2004; Lin,
2007; Boh et al., 2013). Previously literary reviews have concluded that more
research is needed in regards to culture and knowledge sharing (Wang and Noe,
2010). Hence, the goal of this research is to create a better model on how culture
affects knowledge sharing. The main research question can be defined as fol-
lows:

How does culture affect knowledge sharing in innovation processes?

To answer the main research question an additional research question is formed
in order to achieve a more thorough understanding of the research field.

What aspects of knowledge sharing are affected by culture and how
are they connected?

In order to answer these questions, key relationships and concepts related
to the topic need to be discussed in more detail. Firstly, innovation models will
be discussed to understand the context of the research. The reason for studying
innovation models is to give the reader a deeper understanding of how
knowledge sharing is related to organizations. Secondly, cultural models need
to be discussed in order to understand what aspects of culture are important to
the context of this research, and to understand how culture affects individuals
and organizations. Thirdly, the relationship between knowledge sharing and
national culture needs to be discussed in order to understand how these two
concepts are related. Once these three steps have been taken, a more detailed
discussion of the current models of the cultural influences of knowledge shar-
ing is presented. The second and the third step will be carried out in the form of
a literary review. In chapter four the research question is discussed in more de-
tail before the research methodology is presented. After this the results of the
interviews are presented and analyzed in detail. Finally, conclusions and future
research will be discussed in the last chapter of this thesis.
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2 Key Concepts

As described in the previous chapter, the relationship between innovation and
knowledge management needs for further discussion due to its complex nature.
The fundamental reason for a more detailed description is to gain an under-
standing of how the concepts are related. Discussing knowledge sharing with-
out understanding innovations would be a failed attempt as the two concepts
are closely related (Lin, 2007, Wang and Wang, 2012). Hence, in this chapter
will have the following structure: first, innovation and innovation models are
studied in order to understand why knowledge management and knowledge
sharing is important. Second, the fundamental models of knowledge manage-
ment are presented. Finally the relationship between innovation and
knowledge management is discussed.

2.1 Innovation Types and Innovation Models

Understanding innovation processes is important, as they are the principal way
of theorizing what innovation is comprised of. However, before discussing in-
novation processes, there is a need to understand what innovation is, and what
it is not. Innovation has been analyzed in great detail within the academia.
There are numerous different definitions for innovation starting from Schum-
peter (1934) and slowly evolving as more research on the topic has been carried
out. However, for the context of this research Trott’s (2005) definition of innova-
tion is most suited. Trott’s (2005, 15) definition of innovation as follows:

Innovation is the management of all activities involved in the process of idea genera-
tion, technology development, manufacturing and marketing of a new (or improved)
product or manufacturing process or equipment.

From the definition it is clear that knowledge assets within as well as out-
side the organization have become more important than ever, and are critically
important for the improvement of innovation success.
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Innovations can be divided into two categories: radical and incremental
innovations (Pedersen and Dalum, 2004). Radical innovations are innovations
that are a revolutionary step forward from the previous state. These types of
innovations will make major parts of previous knowledge, technical solutions,
production processes unneeded. As radical innovations represent a big leap
forward they also create uncertainty within the market as new processes and
products will need to be developed. Most radical innovations are based on a
long-term a research and development process, which is usually measured in
years. Incremental innovations on the other hand represent an innovation,
which is build upon previous innovations. These types of innovations are usu-
ally based on a shorter process than radical innovations and they can come
from cross-functional teams instead of long research and development process-
es. Incremental innovations do not produce uncertainty as previously used pro-
cesses can mostly be used without bigger modifications (Popadiuk and Choo,
2006).

Another categorization between different innovation types is based on
how and what the innovation aims to achieve. Afuah (1998) divides innovations
into three categories: technological, market and administrative innovations.
Technological innovations result in a new product, a process or a service, which
aims to either meet a market need or to introduce an improvement into an or-
ganizations processes. Market innovations can be considered to be related to
Kotler & Armstrong’s (1993) marketing-mix, i.e., improvements in product,
price, place or promotion. These types of innovations are mostly concerned
with how to market a new product. The last category of innovations is accord-
ing to Afuah (1998) administrative innovations, which he divides into strategy,
structure, systems and people. Innovations in this category are concerned with
how to improve the organizational structure and administrational processes.

Xu et al. (2010) divides innovation processes into two categories: linear
and non-linear types. Linear types consist of technology push and market pull
whereas non-linear types are a collection more complex theories such as chain-
linked and Open Innovation models. Technology push consists of first develop-
ing the technology and then marketing it to the consumers. The steps in a tech-
nology push model are: developing basic science, developing technology, man-
ufacturing, marketing and sales. Market pull type innovation is when market
demands are met by developing in demand products and services. The stages
of a market pull are: market need, development, manufacturing and sales. It is
clear that in both of the presented innovation types the different phases of the
innovation process overlap to at least some extent as the knowledge and prod-
ucts of each phase are needed in the next step.

Du Preez and Louw (2008) categorized innovation into six different gener-
ations: technology push, market pull, coupling model, interactive model,
network model and Open Innovation. The first two generations are what Xu et
al. (2010) call linear innovation types and the latter generations are non-linear
types. The third and fourth generation models are improvements on the linear
models and typically include feedback loops and iterations. When comparing
the fifth and sixth generation of innovation models, i.e. the network model and
Open Innovation, some similarities can be found. The network model, as seen
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in figure 1, emphasizes the accumulation of knowledge, system integration and
networking of external sources. While external sources of knowledge are im-
portant, the development is done all within a single organization. As internal
development is done in relative secrecy, management of knowledge assets be-
comes an important aspect of the daily routine.
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Figure 1 Fifth generation innovation model (du Preez and Louw, 2008)
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In the sixth generation model presented by du Preez and Louw (2008)
knowledge sources also include external sources. This is the main difference
between the two generations. Due to having access to external knowledge
sources also, the sixth generation model is often called Open Innovation. Open
innovation was first theorized by Chesbrough (2003). He theorized that organi-
zations should use both internal and external knowledge sources in addition to
internal and external ways to commercialize the innovations made. Hence, in
Open Innovation unused intellectual properties and knowledge can be licensed
to other organizations, which can then use it to further their own business
agenda and research needs. In addition intellectual properties from external
sources can be licensed in order to be developed more internally. Figure 2
shows the sixth generation innovation model.
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Figure 2 Sixth generation innovation model (du Preez and Louw, 2008)
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According to Gassman and Enkel (2004), Open Innovation consists of
three core processes: the outside-in process, the inside-out process and the cou-
pled process. The outside-in process is defined as importing knowledge sources
from customers, suppliers, and other external knowledge sources to improve
the organization’s innovativeness. Inside-out process is defined as the process
of licensing intellectual property created within the company to outside organi-
zations and markets. Finally, the coupled process means working in collabora-
tion with another organization while engaging in both inside-out and outside-in
knowledge transfer between the organizations. Organizations using Open In-
novation can choose the correct process based on the situation. Cross industry
commercialization, where innovations in one industry are commercialized in
another industry, is a viable strategy with Open Innovation. In addition, Open
Innovation processes can be classified based on two dimensions: participate-
invitational dimension and suggestive-directed dimension (Philips, 2010). In the
participate-invite dimension, organizations can decide whether to invite specific
individuals to submit new ideas to the organization or to open the “suggestion
box” where individuals can submit their new innovations and ideas to be stud-
ied in more detail. On the suggestive-directed dimension, topics for new inno-
vations can either be open without any limiting conditions or the organization
can state the topic to which the innovations need to be related.

Organization’s strategy for Open Innovation should be decided on the
context of the needed innovation. The choice between closed innovation strate-
gies and Open Innovation strategies depend on the type industry and on the
organization. High modularity is required for Open Innovation as only the
needed parts can be insourced or licensed to the markets. The effects of highly
modularized industry can be seen in telecommunications industry where col-
laboration on future technologies and standards across companies is common.
Another key aspect is the industry speed. Open Innovation can help organiza-
tions to integrate external knowledge much faster than with closed innovation.
Industries where development speed is fast organizations can better keep up
with the competition with an Open Innovation strategy. Finally, organizations,
which carry out research, can benefit from an Open Innovation strategy as un-
used intellectual property and innovations can be licensed to other industries
and organizations thus providing the innovators another source of revenue.
(Gassman and Enkel, 2004)

The innovation generations discussed by du Preez and Louw (2008) and
Xu et al. (2010) share some aspects. All of the processes result in creation of new
innovations, which are build on previous knowledge. Getting the right
knowledge to individuals, who then use it to create new knowledge and new
innovations is critically important. In first to fifth generation innovation models
members of the same organization develop the innovation within the innovat-
ing organization. In the sixth generation model, i.e. Open Innovation, organiza-
tions can use the previously described processes to bring new knowledge to the
organization and to license unused knowledge to outside organizations. How-
ever, in order to make innovation processes more efficient the right knowledge
needs to be available to users at the right time regardless of the innovation pro-
cess type used. In first to fifth generation models access to knowledge can be
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arranged within the organization but there is still need to have an up-to-date
listings where information can be found. In Open Innovation, managing
knowledge becomes even more important as external networks can be used to
gain access to new knowledge in addition to spreading knowledge about possi-
ble licensing of intellectual property to other organizations.

Overall, all of the presented innovation classification types are concerned
with one goal: innovations. The main reason for analytical studies of innovation
is to understand better how to support the processes and how to improve inno-
vation speed and capability. In order to improve innovations, access timely
knowledge is needed. Organizations can help to improve this availability of
knowledge but it still needs to be managed in order to be easily accessible to
those who need it. Thus, it can be stated that innovation processes need to have
some support for managing knowledge availability and accessibility.

2.2 Knowledge Management, Knowledge Sharing and Barriers

As discussed before all innovation processes require access to timely
knowledge and information. Organizations need to manage available infor-
mation sources and access to knowledge in order to improve innovation speed.
Knowledge management has received increasing attention from researchers
and practitioners as a possible tool to increase productivity. Knowledge man-
agement is defined by du Plessis (2007, 3) as follows:

“... a planned, structured approach to manage the creation, sharing, harvesting and
leveraging of knowledge as an organizational asset, to enhance company’s ability,
speed and effectiveness in delivering products or services for benefits of clients, in
line with its business strategy.”

As the given definition clearly states, the aim of knowledge management is to
exploit and create knowledge in such a way that it is beneficial for the organiza-
tion. One of the key theories in knowledge management is the SECI model cre-
ated by Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995). The SECI model details how knowledge
is created in organizations. The model consists of four stages: socialization, ex-
ternalization, combination and internationalization. Socialization is the sharing
of tacit knowledge to other members of the organization. This is done to in-
crease tacit knowledge about a relevant subject within the organization as well
as in collaborating organizations. Ways of socialization are varied and include
meetings and brainstorming. Externalization describes converting tacit
knowledge to explicit knowledge and it is used to make tacit knowledge codi-
fied. Externalization allows the knowledge to be shared much easily with other
individuals. At the combination phase of the cycle previously externalized
knowledge is combined with other explicit knowledge to produce new explicit
knowledge. The final stage in the SECI model is the internalization of the ex-
plicit knowledge to expand the member’s tacit knowledge assets. While there
has been some critique on the SECI model, see for example Gourlay (2006), and
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Glisby and Holden (2003), it still remains one of the key cornerstones in
knowledge management. The main critique for the SECI model proposed is
based on the claim that the SECI model is based on a clearly Japanese cultural
phenomenon and thus is not as valid in other countries (Glisby and Holden,
2003). Nevertheless, most critics still agree that the SECI model serves as a good
foundation (Glisby and Holden, 2003; Mclean, 2004).

Knowledge management in organizations is not as simple as the previous-
ly presented SECI model might lead the reader to believe. On one hand, explicit
knowledge can be shared within the organization with relative ease once tech-
nical and organizational support for knowledge sharing has been implemented.
On the other hand, distributing tacit knowledge is difficult, as the knowledge
has not been made into explicit form. In addition, the externalization process of
transforming tacit knowledge into an explicit form can cause problems. As Po-
lanyi (1967, 4) stated:” we know more than we can tell.” Turning tacit
knowledge into explicitly codified document, which can be easily shared can
take a long time before the individual can clearly codify it.

Knowledge sharing means the act of making knowledge, skills, and expe-
riences available to others and it takes place in the individual and organization-
al level (Lin, 2008). At the organizational level the goal of knowledge sharing is
to enable others, both individuals and organizations, to improve their perfor-
mance and innovativeness based on the knowledge housed within the organi-
zation (Riege, 2005). Sharing knowledge is important to both organizations and
individuals as sharing enables knowledge to be utilized more effectively (Jack-
son et al., 2006). It has also been shown that knowledge sharing improves or-
ganization’s innovation performance (Calantone et al., 2002).

Difficulties of disseminating knowledge are not just limited to the types of
knowledge that is used. Pawlowski and Pirkkalainen (2012) defined barriers to
be as “any challenge, risk, difficulty, obstacle, restriction or hindrance that
might prevent a single person, a group or an organization to reach an objective
and success in a specific context when the challenge is related to acting or work-
ing in a collaborative cross border setting.” As the definition clearly states, the
number of different types of barriers can be enormous. In fact, Pirkkalainen and
Pawlowski (2013) found over 119 different types of barriers by carrying out a
thorough literary review. Fortunately, these barriers can be grouped to form
smaller more abstract groups. Pirkkalainen and Pawlowski (2012) group barri-
ers into five smaller categories: organizational/contextual, social, technical, le-
gal, and cultural. Riege’s (2005) research, while of much smaller scope i.e. not
taking legal factors into account, supports these findings on the parts that are
applicable to the context.

Barriers represent a challenge for the researchers and practitioners, as the
manifesting barriers and its cause is not always clear. In addition, solutions that
work in one context might not work in another. Linna and Jaakkola (2010) stud-
ied the currently available cultural analysis tools but concluded that while there
are numerous tools available there is a lack in comprehensive tools. Pirk-
kalainen and Pawlowski (2013) for example list different types of social soft-
ware and common barriers related to them. They also analyze what type of
software is suited to certain activities. However, while there exists research on
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different types of barriers, according to Riege (2005) there is a lack in practical
guidance and benchmarking techniques to study the effectiveness of overcom-
ing knowledge sharing barriers.

2.3 Relationship Between Innovation and Knowledge Manage-
ment

The relationship between innovation and knowledge management is a complex
one. As knowledge is an integral part in managing innovation, knowledge has
become a critical component in knowledge intensive industries as well as tradi-
tional industries. In previous chapter the definition of innovation was stated to
be processes related to new idea creation and exploitation (Trott, 2005). Hence,
it is clear that organizations focusing on improving their innovation speed and
quality need to concentrate on how to exploit existing knowledge more effec-
tively and how to create new knowledge based on the existing knowledge (No-
naka and Takeuchi, 1995).

du Plessis (2007) identified three main factors influencing the usage of
knowledge management in order to support innovation. First, organizations
can gain a competitive edge through better utilization of knowledge and col-
laboration. Cantner et al. (2011) analyzed German corporations and their inno-
vation performance in companies that use knowledge management and com-
pared them with companies who do not use knowledge management. The re-
sults from Cantner et al. (2011) derived show that organizations using
knowledge management are more successful in product innovation and in
market novelties, i.e., introducing completely new products and services to the
market. Similar results were also derived by other researchers also (c.f. Vaccaro
& et al., 2010; Carneiro, 2000). These results indicate that knowledge manage-
ment has an affect on innovation capabilities of the organization. Hence, organ-
izations, which exploit available knowledge resources more effectively, can gain
an advantage over competitors.

The second reason according to du Plessis (2007) is that knowledge man-
agement can reduce the complexity in innovation processes. Once access to
knowledge becomes easier the creation of new knowledge less complex. In ad-
dition, knowledge management makes finding people and other sources with
the needed knowledge much easier. The relationship between improved inno-
vation capabilities and knowledge management is discussed by Lopéz-Nicolas
& Merono-Cerdédn (2011) who conclude that knowledge management directly
impacts innovation.

The third driver du Plessis (2007) identified is that knowledge within and
outside of the organization is more accessible and more available to those who
need it. Nonaka & Takeuchi (1995) analyzed organizational knowledge creation
and concluded that the interaction and conversion between tacit and explicit
knowledge creates new knowledge. However, as this process cannot take place
solely within one person, knowledge needs to be shared between individuals
and organizations. In fact, sharing knowledge is key to new knowledge creation
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(Alin et al. 2011). Finding knowledge outside of the organization and sharing
knowledge within the organization are both key processes in Open Innovation
as presented in a previous chapter. As Open Innovation gains popularity, the
importance of knowledge sharing will increase.

The different roles of knowledge management in innovation are discussed
by du Plessis (2007). First of five roles described it that knowledge management
enables codification and sharing of tacit knowledge. More experienced employ-
ees can share their insights into different situations with newer employees and
thus help newer employees learn. The second role is that knowledge manage-
ment helps the codifying tacit knowledge into models, which are usable by oth-
er individuals and organizations. The place where this is easiest to observe is in
work dealing with process models. The third major role is its enabling role in
collaboration. By enabling more collaboration, knowledge management helps to
create more new knowledge and increase the diffusion of tacit knowledge with-
in the organization. The fourth role knowledge management has in innovation
is to ease management of activities related to the knowledge management
lifecycle. This means that needed knowledge is made available to those who
need it at the right time in addition to supporting creation, collecting, sharing
and using created knowledge artifacts. Knowledge management’s fifth role is to
help create a culture of sharing and creating knowledge. All these roles help
knowledge management make organizations function more efficiently.

The role of knowledge management in continuous innovation is discussed
by Xu et al. (2010). In the process knowledge management is supporting inno-
vation processes. The process consists of idea generation, research development,
prototype manufacturing, market sales diffusion and internationalization,
which is supported by the knowledge management process. Figure 3 shows the
presented process. Knowledge management’s supporting role enables organi-
zations to improve their actions related to innovations. In each phase,
knowledge management can support individuals by enabling the distribution
of created knowledge to other users. With this process, the knowledge is dis-
tributed amongst the individuals who need to use it. As the new knowledge is
combined with older knowledge that individuals have more new knowledge is
created.

Idea Research Prototyping Marketing
Generation Development Manufacturing Sales Diffusion

SO G I c

Internalization (Analysis, reflection, synthesis)
— A

KM process

nowledge Bases

Figure 3 Global Networking Process (Xu et al., 2010)
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As explained in this chapter, the relationship between knowledge man-
agement and innovation is a supportive one. Knowledge management supports
innovation processes regardless of the innovation process type by enabling in-
dividuals and organizations to access knowledge when it is needed. The com-
bination of explicit and tacit knowledge is needed in order to produce new
knowledge and innovations (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995;. Alin et al. 2011) and
knowledge management supports the exchange. Based on the driving factors
described by du Plesis (2007) and the process model by Xu et al. (2010) motiva-
tion for organizations to use knowledge management strategies can be under-
stood by its connection to innovations. In addition to this, another big reason to
have a knowledge management policy is because it has been shown that when
correctly applied knowledge management has an effect on the corporate per-
formance of the organization (c.f. Wang & Wang, 2012; Lépez-Nicolas & Mer-
ono-Cerdan, 2012; Cantner et al., 2011).
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3 National Culture and Knowledge Sharing

Multinational organizations are facing ever more challenging collaborative en-
vironments that require the actors to understand how to interact with individu-
als of different backgrounds. In this chapter, the influence of national culture,
cultural models and knowledge sharing frameworks are discussed in more de-
tail. The goal for this is to give the reared a better understanding what is na-
tional culture, how does it affect knowledge sharing and knowledge manage-
ment and an overview of the previous research on the culture’s affect on
knowledge sharing. Firstly, national culture is discussed in more detail by
studying existing cultural models, and how they are used in a research context.
In the second part of this chapter, the results of a thorough literary review are
presented to show the impact of culture on knowledge sharing. In the later
parts of this chapter, literary review results are then used to form a foundation
in order to understand the relationship between culture and knowledge sharing
in an international context.

3.1 National Culture and Knowledge Sharing

National culture has numerous effects on knowledge sharing, which will be
discussed in more detail in chapter. While there are numerous different types of
cultural modes but for the purpose of this study only models, which can be
used to help analyze knowledge management, and especially knowledge trans-
fer, are studied more closely. In the field of knowledge management culture can
refer to either national culture or to organizational culture (Ford & Chan, 2003).
In this thesis, culture will refer to national culture, which Mabawonku (2003)
defined as ““[...] definitive, dynamic purposes and tools (values, ethics, rules,
knowledge systems) that are developed to attain group goals” This definition
will serve as a starting reference for how national culture is used in this re-
search. It should be mentioned that national culture varies to a certain extent
within a single nation and that neighboring countries will share some aspects of
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culture (Hofstede, 1980; Williamson, 2002). In Hofstede’s (1980, 65) research he
found that not only was there notable variance in the answers from one country
but also that there was significant overlap between different countries. Hence,
the use of “national culture” to mean the culture of one nation would imply that
the special features of the countries would most likely be left out. This is in con-
trast with Farber (1950, 37) who states that assuming that every individual in a
nation shows national characteristics, which a researcher can identity, is prob-
lematic. In addition, according to McSweeney (2002) assumptions that local site
analysis, such as in the research by Hofstede (1980), show the presupposition of
national uniformity. However, recently Fischer and Poortinga (2012) found no
evidence to support the claim that individual value dimension and country
value dimension should be treated separately from each other. This suggests
that cultural values based on so-called “national culture” can be used to analyze
also the values of individuals. In addition, the use alternative terms such as ge-
ographic culture is infrequent in the research context, therefore national culture
will be used in this research.

Various studies have shown that organizational culture has a significant
impact on the success of knowledge management (Davenport and Prusak, 1998;
Magnier-Watanabe and Senoo, 2010). Hofstede (1980) theorized that organiza-
tional culture has its roots in national culture. Ford and Chan (2003) also argued
for the mediating role of organizational culture in reference to national culture.
Magnier-Watanabe et al. (2011) concluded in their research that multinational
organizations need to consider national culture in order to improve knowledge
management effectiveness. In fact there are numerous studies (e.g. Ford and
Chan, 2003; Voelpel and Han, 2005), which will be discussed in more detail in
this chapter, that show some connection between national culture and
knowledge sharing. Hence, it can be concluded that researching how national
culture effects organizations and individuals in the context of knowledge shar-
ing in multinational organizations will be fruitful as the results will help to me-
diate the effects of national culture and improve knowledge sharing strategies,
and policies. In this chapter first an overview of national culture and culture
models are discussed before the effects of national culture on knowledge man-
agement are studied in more detail.

3.2 Cultural Models

As previously stated, culture can be studied from numerous perspectives. Be-
fore going into further details, it should be noted that the limitations based on
the discussion about national culture need to be taken into account. All of the
models make assumptions and have some limitations but they can serve as a
starting point in order to gain a deeper understanding about the cultural differ-
ences between countries. The previously presented definition by Hofstede (1980)
showed, national culture can be considered to be analogous to programming,
which is imprinted from an early age to the members of the group. The learning
of culture starts during childhood when children learn from their parents and
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other individuals. Bergen & Luckmann (1966) called this primary Socialization.
Secondary socialization occurs once the individual starts learning role specific
knowledge and culture. Hence, the learning happens gradually and deeper un-
derstanding of culture takes a long time to achieve. Understanding the impact
of culture can be hard as the rules and guidelines are not given in an explicit
form but are learned via socialization from other individuals. Not understand-
ing cultural differences can lead to difficulties when interacting in a multicul-
tural setting (Moral et al., 2009).

Hence, understanding how cultures differ in other countries can improve
interaction with individuals and organizations from other cultures. Comparison
of cultures can be done via cultural models. While it can be argued that all cul-
tural models are crude simplifications of real culture (McSweeney, 2002), they
still can provide a starting point for individuals to understand what parts of
cultures are the most similar and which ones differ the most (Fischer and
Poortinga, 2012.) First cultural model discussed is Hofstede’s cultural dimen-
sion theory (1980), which can be used to compare differences in national culture.
Hofstede’s model is widely referenced and used within the academia. The cul-
tural dimension theory consists of five features: power distance, individualism,
masculinity and uncertainty avoidance index. In 1991 Hofstede added a fifth
dimension to the theory: long-term orientation. Power distance describes how
vertical the society is. Individualism describes the culture on an individualistic-
collectivistic scale. Masculinity describes how the culture emphasizes certain
aspects of masculine or feminine features. Uncertainty avoidance index de-
scribes how uncertainty avoiding a society is. Finally, long-term orientation de-
scribes among other features how much for example long-term relationships
are emphasized in the culture. As these five features can be used to describe a
country relatively easily, Hofstede’s model is still being used very widely in the
academia. However, as the primary study was conducted within IBM locations
it could be argued that the values show more IBM’s organizational culture than
the local culture (McSweeney, 2002). However, newer publications by Hofstede
(Minkov and Hofstede, 2012) continue to support the model. In addition Hof-
stede’s model is frequently used within the relevant research context (for ex-
ample Alawi et al., 2007).

A second cultural model, which has started gaining popularity in the re-
search community, is the seven dimensions of culture as proposed by
Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner (1998). The model derived by
Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner includes some aspects that do not appear
on Hofstede’s research. The values proposed by Trompenaars & Hampden-
Turner are: individualism vs. collectivism, universalism vs. particularism, neu-
tral vs. affective, specific vs. diffuse, achievement vs. ascribed status, internal vs.
external and time orientation. On one hand, the influences of Hofstede’s work
can be clearly seen in some of these values that were chosen to be included. The
individualism vs. collectivism dimension corresponds to Hofstede’s Individual-
ism dimension, and the achievement vs. ascribed status dimension is similar to
Hofstede’s power distance index. On the other hand, values such as time orien-
tation are clearly missing from Hofstede’s cultural dimension theory. It is clear
that the model proposed by Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner offers some nov-



22

el approaches to cultural models and that by using the proposed model new
perspectives can be gotten.

Lewis (2006) approached culture from a completely different perspective
and suggested a cultural model radically different from the previously present-
ed ones. He divides cultures into three groups, which are: linear-active, multi-
active and reactive cultures. Linear-active cultures are defined as doing one task
at a time with an emphasis on plans, scheduling and organizing. Example coun-
tries include Germany and Switzerland. Multi-active cultures are defined as
culture where multiple actions are carried out at the same time, planning based
on priority and not schedule with respect to thrill and importance of each ap-
pointment. Example countries include Italy, Latin American countries and Arab
countries. The third and the final category is reactive cultures. In these cultures
the importance of high courtesy, respectfully listening to other individuals is
emphasized, and respectfully reacting to proposals. Example countries include
China and Japan. The model Lewis’s proposed is of value and can provide
some insight into aspects of culture that are missing in Hofstede’s cultural di-
mension theory. However, as the Lewis” model is relatively simple it needs to
be used in combination with other models in order to provide fruitful results.

All of the presented cultural models offer some insight into how cultures
differ from one another. Hofstede’s (1991) cultural dimension theory has vast
support from the research community, including from knowledge management
researchers. When comparing Hofstede (1991) and Trompenaars & Hampden-
Turner (1998) some of the proposed dimensions clearly overlap. Hence, both of
the models can provide suitable insight when properly used in a suitable con-
text. However, when considering the context of knowledge management and
knowledge sharing, some dimensions of the Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner
model such as time orientation are seen to be less relevant and are rarely used
when studying knowledge sharing. Nevertheless, future research could be done
with the model created by Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner (1998) as it clearly
provides a different perspective than Hofstede’s model. The cultural model
proposed by Lewis greatly differs from the previous two models. The insight of
the model relates to are tasks processed concurrent or one-at-a-time and how
affection relates to individuals. While these are all important aspects, however,
they have received less focus from the academia.

It can be concluded that there are no perfect cultural models and some
models are more applicable in certain situations than others. For example, all of
the presented cultural models do not directly include the concept of “face”,
which is an important factor when modeling Asian cultures. “Face” is defined
as “the respectability and/or deference, which a person can claim for himself
from others, by virtue of the relative position he occupies in his social network
and the degree to which he is judged to have functioned adequately in the posi-
tion” (Ho, 1976, 883). When interacting with individuals with East-Asian ori-
gins, especially within a business environment, understanding the concept of
face is important to successful interaction. As Ueltschy et al. (2009, 973) put it:”
To save one’s face means not only saving one’s own face, but also that of a
competitor in order to maintain harmony.” The models presented do not direct-
ly include the concept of face but for example Hofstede’s individualism dimen-
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sion can be thought to include it. It is understandable that all models make
simplifications and use abstraction in order to have a wider applicability. This is
shown in the methods that Hofstede (1980) used. The cost of losing details
makes deeper understanding of the subject harder. Nevertheless, finding a bal-
ance between the details and the level of abstraction is an optimization problem,
which researchers have to solve when creating new cultural models.

3.3 Analysis of Models on The Cultural Influences on
Knowledge Sharing

The effects of National culture on knowledge management and
knowledge sharing in organizations are numerous and finding ways to de-
crease the barriers will most likely result in more effective and successful
knowledge management strategies, and tools. Understanding how national cul-
ture affects organizations and individuals involved in knowledge sharing situa-
tions is a key aspect of knowledge management. Proper support to knowledge
management strategies and policy development will enable knowledge man-
agement initiatives to support innovation processes in the target organization.
While there have been other attempts to detail the effects of national culture on
knowledge sharing, such as Goh (2002), Ford & Chan (2003), Moller and Svahn
(2004), Boh et al. (2013), all of these have concentrated on a subsection of
knowledge sharing. These models will be presented and discussed first in this
section. However, it will be shown that there exists no comprehensive frame-
work detailing how national culture really affects knowledge sharing and what
aspects of different components are affected. This gap will be addressed in
more detail in chapter 4.

The results from the literary review can be roughly divided into three cat-
egories: conceptual models, factors relating to organizations and results relating
to individuals. The division between conceptual models and the other two cate-
gories is simple. The models approach the research topic from a more abstract
level and do not discuss factors influencing in detail. In the influencing factors
part specific results are presented. In the latter two categories results are divid-
ed individual factors and organizational factors. The division is made based on
how the factors relate to the two constructs. Obviously there are aspects that
relate to both organizations and individuals and therefore such results will be
discussed in both sections.

3.3.1 General Models Related to Knowledge Sharing

As discussed in the previous chapter there are numerous models on cul-
ture, which can be used to analyze culture and how culture differs between
countries. In this chapter the relationship between knowledge sharing models
and culture is discussed in more detail and some of the most famous models are
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presented. It should be noted that in this chapter only the frameworks of the
models are discussed. The constructs contained within the models are discussed
in more detail in chapter 4. Generally it can be said that knowledge sharing
models, which include culture, are a relatively new research topic. In fact, more
research on this field was called by Wang & Noe (2010), who in their article re-
viewed existing knowledge sharing research and possible new directions.
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Figure 4 Model of Knowledge Transfer in a Cross-Boarder Context (Bhagat et al. 2002)

Bhagat et al. (2002) created a cultural model (figure 4) detailing
knowledge transfer in a cross-border context. According to Google Scholar
search it has been cited 531 times, which makes it the most cited knowledge
sharing model presented in this research. The model consists of knowledge
types, nature of transacting cultural patters, and cognitive styles. The relation-
ship between knowledge types and knowledge sharing is influenced by the
other two constructs, nature of transacting cultural patterns and cognitive styles.
The nature of transacting cultural patterns consists of two dimensions, which
are horizontal-vertical and individualist-collectivist. Bhagat et al. (2002) place
emphasis on the individualism-collectivism dimension as it defines how partic-
ular knowledge is processed and used. The vertical-horizontal division repre-
sents the relationships between people in a society. For example, people who
live in vertical society place more emphasis on authority where as horizontal
cultures place more emphasis on equality. The individualism-collectivism di-
mension represents how individuals view their position in a society. This
means that individuals in a collectivistic society are more closely linked to col-
lections of people, e.g. work, and are motivated by obligations and duties the
collective imposes. Individualistic cultures put more emphasis on individualis-
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tic needs, rights and preferences. In this model the US would be characterized
as vertical-individualistic, Japan as horizontal-collectivistic and Finland as hori-
zontal-individualistic country. It is theorized that knowledge transfer between
vertical-individualist cultures and horizontal-collectivist cultures is the least
efficient. The cognitive styles construct is theorized to have a mediating effect
on the transfer. If the attributes of the construct are studied in more detail it can
be understood that some aspects of the individual, such as tolerance for ambi-
guity, are key to the efficiency of knowledge transfer. However, Bhagat et al.
(2002) noted that, some of these cognitive skills are in fact influenced by culture.
For example, individuals from vertical societies are more tolerant to ambiguous
knowledge where as individuals from vertical-individualistic culture are more
likely to possess signature skills, which have been developed to distinguish one
from others.
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Figure 5 Framework proposed by Méller and Svahn (2004)

Moller and Svahn (2004) used the work of Bhagat et al. (2002) as a founda-
tion for creating a model detailing knowledge sharing in business networks.
The influence of the original work can be clearly seen in Méller and Svahn’s
work, as the two frameworks clearly resemble each other. Key differences be-
tween works of Bhagat et al. (2002) and Moller and Svahn (2004) are that the
model proposed by Moller and Svahn (2004) is much simpler as the researchers
have excluded cognitive styles and replaced the knowledge types used in the
original work with a much simpler division. Nevertheless, the inclusion of net-
works creates a new perspective on how the relationship between the organiza-
tions and individuals in the transfer are affected. The division between stable,
incremental, and dynamic networks allows for better understanding of the rela-
tional context in which the knowledge is transferred. The original model devel-
oped does not consider the relationship between the individuals and organiza-
tions hence Moller and Svahn’s (2004) work improves the original work. How-
ever, the downside of the updated model is that it leaves out the construct for
cognitive styles, which makes the model more abstract and thus harder for the
practitioners to use.
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Figure 6 Effective knowledge transfer framework (Goh, 2002)

Goh (2002) created a framework, as shown in figure 6, detailing factors in-
fluencing effective knowledge transfer between facilities for technical
knowledge. Within the scope of this research, Goh’s (2002) research is among
the top cited works. However, the approach taken by Goh (2002) differs from
the previously presented ones, as he takes a less abstract level of research. Goh
(2002) used a literary review to find factors that have a significant effect on
knowledge transfer and then combined into a conceptual framework. The
framework proposed by Goh (2002) consists of leadership, support structures,
knowledge recipient, knowledge types and high propensity to knowledge shar-
ing components all of which are directly, or indirectly, related to effective
knowledge transfer. On one hand, the constructs of the model share some as-
pects with the previously presented models. For example, both Goh (2002) and
Bhagat et al. (2002) have a construct detailing knowledge types. On the other
hand, Goh’s (2002) model is more detailed which makes it much easier to apply.
However, the framework does not take national culture into account, which
was discussed in previous models. In addition, the framework proposed by
Goh (2002) leaves out interaction between organizations and individuals out of
scope. Finally, as the conceptual framework is based on a literary review it has
not been validated by a separate qualitative or a quantitative research.
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Figure 7 Lin’s Framework (2007)

Another framework theorizing knowledge sharing was proposed by Lin
(2007), which is detailed in figure 7. The framework consists of three bigger
constructs, which break down to smaller parts. The constructs are: individual
factors, organizational factors and technological factors. These three constructs
are directly related to knowledge sharing process. The individual factors consist
of enjoyment in helping others and knowledge self-efficacy. Organizational fac-
tors consist of top management support and organizational rewards. The final
construct, technology factors, consists of ICT use. Lin’s knowledge sharing pro-
cess construct consists of knowledge donating and knowledge collecting factors.
The results of the study show that all attributes besides organizational rewards
and the link between ICT use’s and Knowledge donating were supported. The
rest of the technological, individual and organizational factors increased will-
ingness to either donate or collect knowledge. Lin’s (2007) model considers a
new aspect that has not been considered at all in the previous models. This as-
pect is the technological factors construct. Technological factors should also be
studied as most interaction in a cross-boarder knowledge transfer will take
place via technical tools. Hence, understanding what technical factors are im-
portant for knowledge transfer leads to more efficient utilization of the tools.

While Lin’s (2007) work has been cited less than Goh’s and Bhagat et al.”s
research, Lin’s work applied structural equation modeling to form the frame-
work. To the knowledge of the researcher any other of the presented models
have not been used in a quantitative study where as the framework proposed
by Lin has been created based on a quantitative study. However, once again the
effects of national culture have been left out of scope the framework and thus
Lin’s model would require an extension, which would take culture’s impact
also into consideration. By updating the model it becomes more usable in an
international knowledge-sharing context.
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The most recent attempt to model culture’s impact on knowledge transfer
has been done by Boh, Nguyen & Xu (2013) who studied knowledge transfer
across dissimilar cultures. The model can be seen in figure 8. Their model con-
sists of four constructs linked to knowledge transfer. The constructs are: trust,
cultural alignment - individualism, cultural alignment - power distance and
openness to diversity. With closer study it can be seen that the cultural align-
ment constructs are in fact same as dimensions proposed earlier by Hofstede
(1980) and by Bhagat et al. (2002). In addition Boh, Nguyen & Xu (2013) propose
a construct for trust, which can be also found in Goh’s framework. The pro-
posed model takes into account that culture also has an effect on knowledge
transfer by including individualism and power distance constructs, which were
also included in model proposed by Bhagat et al. (2002), and Moller and Svahn
(2004). However, Boh, Nguyen & Xu (2013) conclude that cultural factors ap-
pear to have little influence in knowledge transfer. This is in contrast to other
presented models. In addition, the model assumes that trust is not culturally
affected. For example, Moller and Svahn (2004) theorized about the influence of
culture on trust, which in in contrast to assumptions made by Boh, Nguyen &
Xu (2013). In addition, in the cultural dimension theory proposed by Hofstede
(1980) it is shown that trust building takes longer in Asian cultures than in
Western cultures. Building a long-term relationship eases with creating trust. In
business world long-term commitment can be shown for example by hiring lo-
cal staff and having managers, who are able to speak the local language. Never-
theless, the addition of cultural factors into the model supports the idea that
cultural factors should be included when studying knowledge sharing in a
cross-border context.

From the presented models on how culture affects knowledge sharing and
cross-border knowledge transfer it is clear that current models are still at a high
level of abstraction, which limits the applicability of the different models to
separate domains. Nevertheless, from all of the models presented some com-
mon features can be derived and used as a foundation in the creation of new
models. For example features like trust have been included in numerous mod-
els and hence it should be studied in more detail. It should be noted that clearly
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there is still more research required as none of the models includes individualis-
tic, organizational, technical and cultural factors. In addition, factors like will-
ingness and trust, which have been included in multiple models should also be
studied more closely. If such a framework was to be created factors derived
from the previous models should be included in addition to an emphasis on the
impact of culture on each construct.

3.3.2 Results Related to Organizations and Management

Knowledge management strategies were also found to be influenced by culture.
For example, Strach and Everett (2006) stated that Japanese organizations are
more likely than western counter parts to not have a formal knowledge man-
agement strategy and that employees” job descriptions less defined than in
western organizations. While this might seem as a weakness in the Japanese
system the long initial training period use in Japanese organizations can be seen
as a way to built trust (Moller and Svahn, 2004) and as a way to transfer tacit
knowledge to the trainee (Strach and Everett, 2006, Nonaka, 1991). This type of
training results in a generalist training, which is in contrast to the specialist
training valued in Western organizations (Glisby and Holden, 2003). Nanoka
(1991) stressed the importance of personal commitment to knowledge sharing
the importance of employees to identify with the company. Strach & Everett
(2006) also supports these findings. Employee identification with the company
helps to create a common identity, which in turn helps to lessen the barriers for
knowledge sharing. Creating trust between individuals and the organization
can help identification with the company. By creating an atmosphere of trust
and culture of knowledge sharing, managers can improve knowledge-sharing
results (Goh, 2002; Usoro et al. 2007) and thus improve the innovation capabil-
ity of the organization. However, creating such a culture can be difficult as
Smith et al. (2010) noted. Not only do individuals not understand the im-
portance of their knowledge sharing culture (Riege, 2005) also demonstrating
the real value of knowledge management to top managers is a challenging task
(Smith et al, 2010). In addition knowledge management strategies need to be
customized to fit national culture (Magnier-Watanabe et al, 2011; Tong & Mitra,
2009), which in turn require additional effort depending on the local culture.
Therefore, these findings imply that knowledge management and knowledge
sharing practices are indeed influenced by culture and it needs to be taken into
account. In addition employee identification with the company can be influ-
enced by the decisions and actions that managers make and in turn this helps to
increase the effectiveness of knowledge sharing.

National culture influences knowledge management and knowledge shar-
ing as evidenced by (Mangier-Watanabe and Senoo, 2011; Ford and Chan, 2003).
Many companies fail to reach their knowledge management goals as individu-
als fail to see how knowledge management goals and organizational goals are
connected (Riege, 2005). In order for knowledge management initiatives to suc-
ceed there needs to be clear managerial level support for it (Zheng, Yang &
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McLean, 2010; McNichols, 2010; McBeath and Ball, 2012). By showing the em-
ployees that knowledge management and knowledge sharing are key success
factors and creating a knowledge sharing culture, employees are more willing
to share their knowledge. Trust is a key aspect when creating a supportive cul-
ture for knowledge sharing (Smith et al. 2010; Boh et al., 2013; Goh, 2002; Al-
Alawi et al., 2007; McBeath and Ball, 2012; Usoro et al, 2007; Moller and Svahn,
2004). Without trust individuals are afraid of sharing critical knowledge. Shar-
ing critical information might lead to fears of losing one’s job (Riege, 2005; Noll
et al, 2010). National culture shows it’s effects in regards to trust also. Collective
cultures need more time for building trust (Moller and Svahn, 2004). Hofstede
also theorized this in his long-term orientation dimension of the cultural di-
mension model. Building trust helps to overcome the fear of losing face (Usoro,
et al, 2007) and to encourage employees to share controversial ideas (Martin-
sons and Davidson, 2007). Trust also improves knowledge transfer between
foreign subsidiaries and headquarters (Boh, 2013). Hence, building trust be-
tween individuals and organizations is critical success factor for knowledge
sharing and building trust should be a top priority for all managers.

For multinational organizations cultural competences of managers are a
key asset and knowledge transfer between employees of similar status and
background were found to improve knowledge transfer (Moller and Svahn,
2004). Understanding that different cultures have different communication
styles helps to improve interaction between individuals (Moller and Svahn,
2004). Therefore, it is important for managers to understand the importance of
facilitating communication between individuals on all levels of the organization
(Alin, Taylor and Smeds, 2011). Supporting communication helps to overcome
barriers relating to language and cultural problems. Training programs can also
be used to improve knowledge transfer between individuals and organizations,
and to overcome technical and cultural barriers (Noll et al., 2010; McNichols,
2008). In addition, the management of organizational knowledge is influenced
by national culture (Cordeiro-Nilsson and Hawamdeh, 2011). Hence, the cul-
tural competences of manager and employees play a key role in knowledge
management initiatives in multinational organizations. Sufficient attention cul-
tural competencies should be paid when interacting with individuals and or-
ganizations from other cultures.

The role of incentive use to encourage knowledge sharing is still debated
in the scientific community. Researchers have derived results, which indicate
that incentives encourage knowledge sharing in organizations (Matsuo and
Easterby-Smith, 2008; Kubo, 2002) while other research shows that there is no
link between incentives and knowledge sharing (He and Wei, 2009) but no de-
finitive answer has been derived. There has been some research on the connec-
tion between national culture and incentives (Voelpel and Han, 2005; Glisby
and Holden, 2003). The forms of incentives are also still open to research. Voel-
pel and Han (2005) noted that non-monetary incentives are less effective for
individuals in higher positions than for individuals in lower in the hierarchy.
Hence the incentive system would need to take cultural differences into account.
In the Japanese context, Nanoka and Takeuchi (1995) noted that tacit
knowledge is preferred in Japan where as explicit knowledge is preferred in the
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west. This combined with the Japanese group orientation, which eases
knowledge sharing, implies that there might be a need for incentive systems to
be customized for different nationalities. There is also a need to customize the
incentive system based on the contribution as Japanese and Westerners mentali-

ties differ in improvement philosophies (Strach and Everett, 2006; Traviranus,
2010). Japanese individuals prefer incremental improvement where as west-
erners prefer substantial change (Strach and Everett, 2006). This factor would be
evident in for example in the number of new knowledge artifacts created and
improvements on already existing artifacts. Overall it can be said that the role
and type of incentives used in an organization still requires more research espe-
cially in the context of cultural differences.

In addition to managerial support, knowledge management also needs
support via access to technical tools and software, which support knowledge
management and knowledge sharing between individuals and the organization.
The main reason why tools are discussed in the organizational results section is
because the organization, in which individuals work and interact, is responsible
for tool selection and support. Willingness to use the technical tools is a key as-
pect but it needs support from the organization (Goh, 2002). Management can
support technical tool usage by offering training session to employees in order
to guarantee that employees are technically skilled enough to overcome any
technical barrier that might be present in the organization. Organizations
should encourage individuals to customize the tools used as it improves
knowledge management and sharing practices (Cabitza, Columbo & Simone,
2013). Customization also increases tacit knowledge on the tools used, which
can in turn be used to improve the tools being used in the organization. Sup-
porting interaction, both formal and informal, with the chosen tools is another
important factor for knowledge sharing (Alin, Taylor & Smeds, 2011; Taminiau,
Smit & de Lange, 2007; Goh 2002). Creating a trusted and open environment
where knowledge sharing is essential to improve knowledge sharing culture in
the organization. Creating an open knowledge sharing culture will encourage
individuals to share ideas, which might not normally be shared. Numerous
studies show that insights and lessons learned from previous projects, especial-
ly from failed projects, should be housed in the system (Eppler and Sukowski,
2000; MacGrecor, Hsieh and Kruchten, 2005). Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995)
noted that currently used tools usually display the influence of western national
culture. Hence, taking national culture into account also in the tools used will
improve employees” willingness to participate. In addition, the fear of “losing
face” due to language and other cultural problems can be lessened, or even cir-
cumvented, by creating subcategories for foreign languages and the translating
the most important findings to a more common language (Voelpel and Han,
2005). Organizations can also use cultural analysis tools to analyze cultural fac-
tors (Linna and Jaakkola, 2010). The use of such tools helps organizations to
understand cultural differences. Using effective tools in the creation and adap-
tion of knowledge sharing strategies for individuals and organizations from
different cultures will help make knowledge creation and sharing processes
more efficient.
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As the results from the literary review show, organizations have numer-
ous factors to consider when implementing and improving knowledge man-
agement and knowledge sharing in a multinational organization. From the ear-
ly results it is clear that organization needs to foster a culture of knowledge
sharing, which is clearly supported by the management. Creating a culture of
sharing knowledge can be challenging but taking the suggestions presented by
Smith et al. (2010) into consideration should lead to more efficient results. Indi-
viduals in the organization need to understand the value of tacit and explicit
knowledge and their relation to the knowledge management and knowledge
sharing goals set by the organization. This can be achieved by having mentor-
ing and training sessions with more experienced individuals and teams. Sup-
porting communication and cultural training can help overcome cultural barri-
ers and thus improve results when interacting in an international environment.
National culture clearly has an effect on knowledge sharing strategies and
therefore when creating knowledge sharing strategies national culture needs to
be considered. However, current models on culture’s impact on knowledge
sharing are limited and thus better models are needed in order to fully under-
stand which parts of the organization need to focus more on cultural aspects.

3.3.3 Results Related to Individuals

Individuals are key components in knowledge management and knowledge
sharing. However, there are key differences related to national culture, which
needs to be taken into account in knowledge sharing initiatives. For example,
the national culture in Japan places more emphasis on tacit knowledge where
as western culture places more emphasis on explicit knowledge (Glisby and
Holden, 2003). This would impact how individuals interact in knowledge shar-
ing situations for example the types of documents and meetings used to dis-
tribute knowledge would be different. Westerners would place more emphasis
on knowledge in explicit format i.e. documents where as Japanese would more
likely share knowledge in unofficial meetings. In addition to the difference in
types of knowledge shared the person receiving the information would also
differ. The low individualism score of on the cultural dimension theory indi-
cates that Japanese organizations and individuals are more likely to share
knowledge within already established networks (Magnier-Watanabe and Senoo,
2010; Glisby and Holden, 2003). The effects of the low score can be seen in the
interconnectedness of the Japanese society and organizations. Kodama (2009)
discussed the details of the networking effect and knowledge sharing in Japa-
nese organizations and emphasized the importance collaboration, co-creation,
and teamwork. Hence, knowledge sharing in Japan would more likely take
place in unofficial meetings, which are relatively unstructured and allow free
interaction among the participants. In contrast to this, western knowledge shar-
ing would more likely take place via explicit documents and formal meetings.
In order to bridge this gap between the two styles, individuals involved in such
an interaction need to be aware of these differences. Understanding that the
difference in culture affect how individuals knowledge sharing patterns will
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help to improve knowledge sharing results once strategies have been custom-
ized.

However, in western cultures information is seen as possible access to
more influence and is not easily shared (Glisby and Holden, 2003). It is easy to
understand that individuals, who see knowledge as influence, would most like-
ly not be eager to share their influence and thus decrease and share their power
within the organization. Trust can help to overcome barriers to knowledge
sharing (McBeath and Ball, 2012; Gruenfeld et al. 1996; Al-Alawi et al., 2007;
Goh, 2002; Usoro et al., 2007). Creating trust between the individuals and or-
ganizations involved in knowledge sharing is essential. However, individuals
from collective cultures require more time to build trust (Moller and Svahn,
2004), which needs to be taken into account when building trust to improve
knowledge sharing results. Trust can be created by showing long-term com-
mitment in the collaboration, which in turn can be done by establishing a per-
manent office in the country. As Usoro et al (2007) showed, trust is not a single
factor component but actually consists of multiple factors. Competency-based
trust in community is linked with increased knowledge sharing. Integrity-based
trust predicts knowledge sharing. Benevolence-based trust is linked to online
knowledge sharing in communities of practice. Trust building should therefore
be combined with the building of culture of sharing. Once a culture of trust,
supporting all three types of trust, has been created, the members of the organi-
zation are more willing to share their knowledge. This can be achieved by man-
agers encouraging trust building and promote knowledge-sharing environment
at organizations.

Willingness to share is a critical component for knowledge sharing. Voel-
pel and Han (2005) studied knowledge sharing in a foreign multinational cor-
poration China. They discovered that incentives and culture were the two major
factors influencing Chinese employees” willingness to share knowledge. Incen-
tives were also found to increase knowledge sharing Matsuo and Easterby-
Smith (2008) who studied Japanese companies. In addition, Kubo (2002) dis-
cussed the positive relationship between incentives and employee performance.
Hence, there are indications that incentives have a relationship to increased
knowledge sharing. However, Glisby and Holden (2003) questioned the rela-
tionship between incentive use and willingness to share when comparing West-
ern and Japanese employees as in some situations Westerners seemed to need
incentives while the Japanese did not need incentives. This is in contradiction of
the previously presented results. Riege (2007) questioned the long-term effects
of incentive use in knowledge sharing. Thus if the incentive system works once
it has been implemented and it has a positive effect on knowledge sharing the
question becomes how long does the same incentive system work. Due to the
diminishing return of the incentive system the amount of knowledge shared
will also diminish with time. Nevertheless, organizations can have an effect on
how willing individuals are to share their knowledge by creating a properly
customized incentive strategy (Voelpel and Han, 2005). However, how cultural-
ly influenced these incentive systems need to be, and how tailored to the each
individual they need to be is still under discussion and more research is re-
quired.
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An interesting aspect in knowledge sharing where national culture is
shown is individuals’ perspective on improvement. Strach and Everett (2006)
theorize that Western cultures place more emphasis on substantial change
where as for example Japan places emphasis on constant improvement. This
idea can be seen in the concept of kaizen in Japan, which emphasizes the idea of
continuous improvement (Imai, 1986). The idea of kaizen can also be found in
other East-Asian countries. Another related concept is the Wabi-Sabi, which
invites to find beauty in imperfection (Treviranus, 2010). Young et al. (2012)
discussed a failed knowledge management initiative from Taiwan, which failed
due to users unwillingness to share their work. The cause of the unwillingness
was theorized to be due to fear of “losing face”. However, based on the princi-
ples of kaizen and wabi-sabi, sharing of unfinished ideas and works should be
made possible if the presence both concepts is invited into a trusted organiza-
tional environment. This is due to the fact that trust lessens the effect of face
(Usoro et al., 2007). These concepts could also improve the adaption rate of
Open Innovation and lessen the barrier of “not-invented-here” -syndrome
(Katz and Allen, 1982) thus giving the individuals access to new sources of
knowledge.

The early results from this literary review show that trust and willingness
play a key role for knowledge sharing in individuals. Based on the literary re-
view it seems that national culture affects how willing to share knowledge indi-
viduals are and with whom they want to share with. Trust is also affected by
national culture and the effects can be clearly seen on an individualism-
collectivism axel. As discussed also in the organizational section, language
skills and cultural competencies have a big role also. In addition to the most
important factors listed here there are numerous of other factors effecting
knowledge sharing from an individual’s perspective. For example, having bad
experiences in knowledge sharing most likely increases the barriers for sharing
in the future (Luna-Reyes et al., 2004). Another factor is that the individuals
need to have technical competencies to use the tools at the organization (Wu
and Lee, 1999). Should the individual not have the technical competency re-
quired to use the tools in the organization willingness to share knowledge most
likely decreases. Organizations can, however, influence willingness to share by
creating a trusted environment, where sharing is encouraged and by creating
training programs where the biggest barriers for knowledge sharing are dis-
cussed and possible solutions for the barriers are discussed. In addition incen-
tives can be used to increase knowledge sharing. However, as previously dis-
cussed there is a need for customization for different nationalities.

As discussed in the organizational results chapter, technical tools, which
can be modified to the individuals needs, can have a supporting effect in will-
ingness to share. Ease of use (Davis, 1989) decreases time required to use the
software, which in this case is sharing of knowledge. With the increase in the
This again encourages knowledge sharing behavior and improves innovation
speed as access to new and timely knowledge is improved

As has been shown in the last few chapters, there are previous frame-
works, which either cover knowledge sharing and culture at least in some parts.
However, it can be said that none of the existing models covers all of the rele-
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vant aspects in this context. Therefore, a new, more detailed framework is
needed. This gap in research will be in the results section of the thesis. The re-
sults of the literary review a conclusion the following table summarizes where
the impact of culture can be seen in the knowledge-sharing context.

Table 1: National culture’s influences on knowledge sharing

Category
Individual

Organization

Barriers

National culture (Hof-
stede 1980; Mangier-
Watanabe and Senoo,
2010; Ford and Chan,
2003; Riege, 2005)
Language skills (Moller
and Svahn, 2004; Riege,
2005; Ford and Chan,
2003)

Technical skills (Luo,
1999)

Organizational culture
(Mangier-Watanabe
and Senoo, 2010; Riege,
2005; Ford and Chan
2003; Al-Alawi et al.,
2007)

Support from man-
agement (Lin, 2007;
McNichols, 2010; Goh,
2002; Ford and Chan,
2003; Tseng, 2008)
Culture of sharing
(Smith, McKeen &

Singh, 2010)
Existence of
knowledge sharing

policies (Strach and Ev-
erett, 2006)

Has a connection to

National culture
Organization
Trust
Willingness

Individual
Trust
Willingness
Tools



Trust

Willingness

Tools
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Cultural patterns (Hof-
stede, 1980; (Usoro et
al., 2007;
Types of trust (Usoro et
at., 2007)

Organizational culture
(Glisby and Holden,
2003; Moller and Svahn,
2004; Echeverri-Caroll,
1999; Al-Alawi et al.,
2007

National culture (Glis-
by and Holden, 2003;
Al-Alawi et al., 2007
Incentives (Voelpel and
Han, 2005; Kubo, 2002;
Riege, 2005; Matsuo and
Easterby-Smith, 2003)
Previous sharing expe-
rience (Riege, 2005; Al-
Alawi et al. 2007)

Willingness to use
tools (Riege, 2005; Mat-
suo and  Easterby-
Smith, 2008)

Usability of tools
(Riege, 2005; Matsuo
and Easterby-Smith,
2008)

- Organization
- Individual

- Willingness

- Tools

- Individual

- Organization
- Trust

- Tools

- Organization
- willingness
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4 Research Methodology

In this chapter, research methodology is discussed. As shown in the previous
chapter, currently there exists a gap in the knowledge sharing theories. Hence,
this research aims to fill the gap by contributing to a new theory. There exists a
constant update cycle between theory and the data, which theory is built on.
Theories are tested on data and updated based on the results of the data only to
be tested against new data sets or data is gathered and then theory is derived
from it only to be tested again with new data (Markus et al., 2002). Research
methods within information technology can be broadly divided into two cate-
gories: qualitative and quantitative methods (Lee and Hubona, 2009; Myers and
Avison, 2002). Qualitative methods are based on for example interviews and
use descriptive data, e.g. words, as a foundation (Creswell, 2009, 21). Quantita-
tive methods on the other hand use numbers as the foundation (Creswell, 2009,
21). In addition, there is also a third research methodology called mixed meth-
odology, which consists of both qualitative and quantitative research methods
(Venkatesh et al., 2013). Typically qualitative research methods are used in
building theories and quantitative research methods are used for theory valida-
tion (Creswell, 2009, 23). Kuhn (1961) summarized that in order to carry out a
fruitful quantitative study, significant effort in qualitative work should be used
to prepare the research.

Quantitative research methods are based on measuring specific features,
which can be counted based on a predetermined category and scale. The goal of
quantitative methods is to test theories based on relationships of the models.
These kinds of results are seen for example when studying one social phenom-
enon in one country with quantitative methods allows the results to be general-
ized to other countries also. Generally, it can be said that quantitative research
methods can be used to gain a broader understanding and generalizability of a
phenomena. The downsides of quantitative studies are for example the data
amounts needed and the cost of carrying out a large questionnaire. (Creswell,
2009)

Qualitative methods are based on the experiences of individuals and the
data at the foundation is, unlike in quantitative methods, based on words (Cre-
swell, 2009, 21). A typical qualitative research method is interviews where par-
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ticipants provide descriptions and analysis based on their own understanding
of the phenomenon at hand. Based on these interviews then the researcher
gathers themes present in the data. This is why quantitative methods are useful
when the researcher is starting to gather deeper understanding of the phenom-
ena at hand (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Therefore, quantitative studies can pro-
vide more insight into a specific phenomenon within a certain context where as
quantitative studies give a broader but less detailed results.

The choice between quantitative and qualitative research methods for car-
rying out research depends on numerous aspects such as what is the research
question (Creswell, 2009). Moreover, the two methods can be used in the same
research in mixed method researches (Venkatesh et al., 2013). In the field of
knowledge management, and specially knowledge sharing, both qualitative
and quantitative research methodologies have been used. The major difference
between the two research methods is the scope of the research as quantitative
studies use larger dataset to derive results from. Qualitative studies usually lim-
it data to a few dozen interviews from which the results are the derived. For
theory building qualitative methods offer an alternative way for preliminary
validation where as quantitative methods offer a way to validate previously
theorized models and to study the generalizability the results (Creswell, 2009).

Based on the literary review, it can be concluded that applicable frame-
works for the research context is limited and the frameworks based on quantita-
tive studies that exist do not fully cover all relevant factors that would explain
how national culture affects knowledge sharing. Qualitative studies have tried
to explain how knowledge sharing is affected by national culture but these
frameworks are limited by the fact that they haven’t been tested in a larger con-
text. While these previously developed models can be used to create a founda-
tion, they need to be expanded to truly fit the context of this research. Hence, in
order to understand the intricate relationship between knowledge sharing and
national culture new research is needed to scope how and where the effects of
national culture can be seen. Hence, in order to contribute to the filling of the
gap in the research, a qualitative research needs to be carried out in order to
better understand the knowledge needed to fill the research gap. This approach
is inline with guidelines provided by Creswell (2009).

As stated before a qualitative approach has been chosen to in order to
build new knowledge to fill the existing gaps in knowledge. More particularly,
the research is based on design science research. Hevner at al. (2004, 85) stated
that the design-science research can start with a simplified version of the real
research problem and thus this methodology is suited for the needs of this re-
search as in order to answer the research question certain limitations to the
scope of the research need to be placed. As previously stated, none of the previ-
ously existing research takes into account cultural, individual, organizational
and technical factors but only a subset of these. Thus, design science research is
chosen as to be the method used to answer the research questions.

Design science research is a problem solving process, which is aims to
solve real life problems by building an artifact and evaluating the built artifact
against how well the artifact solves the problem. Building of the artifact is based
on existing knowledge and the goal is to solve an existing problem by designing
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an artifact, which can be used to overcome the problem. Once an artifact has
been designed it must be evaluated to test its effectiveness. as the design pro-
cess is an iterative and incremental process the evaluation phase will provide
crucial information to the design of the artifact. In design science research test-
ing is included in the different phases and the built artifact will be updated
based on the results. (Hevner at al, 2004)

Thus, this research is based on design-science research with the goal to de-
sign and evaluate an artifact, which aims to answer how and where does cul-
ture affect knowledge sharing. As design-science is an iterative and incremental
method, the results from the literary review will be compared and modified
based on the evaluation data. The data was gathered with a semi-structured
interview, which has been build based on the results of the literary review. The
interview questions can be found in Appendix 1. The semi-structured inter-
views, that were conducted, were analyzed in accordance with the guidance of
Strauss & Corbin (1990) who have written on grounded theory. The interviews
were coded using axial coding as described by Jarvinen (2004, 72). During the
interviews the interviewees were encouraged to describe influencing factors
and attributes in their own words. Then axial coding the interviews was used to
gather influence factors, which are then grouped into bigger, more abstract
groups. This was done by analyzing the deeper meaning of the interviewees’
“answers. Once theoretical saturation was achieved in categories, smaller at-
tributes were gathered to gain a deeper understanding of the influencing factors.
This was done to gain a deeper understanding into what aspects within the
bigger influencing factors are important. The results section was then build up-
on the results of this process. The unsupported concepts from the literary re-
view are also discussed in detail to gain a deeper understanding of how the in-
terview results differ from the literary review.

In this chapter the research methodology has been described. In the fol-
lowing chapter the interviews results are discussed in more detail and prelimi-
nary evaluation against the literature review results is carried out. In addition,
the interconnections that the results have are analyzed in order to gain a deeper
understanding of the how the different influence factors are linked to each other.
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5 Influences on knowledge sharing: Results of the In-
terviews

In this chapter, the interviews that were carried out to answer the research
questions are discussed. First, a description of the interviews and selection of
participants is described. In the second part the results from the interviews are
presented.

5.1 Description of Interviews

As described previously, in order to answer the research questions a qualitative
approach was chosen. In order to get a comprehensive understanding of the
research topic, a wide range of individuals were chosen for a semi-structured
interview. A semi-structured interview is a qualitative research method, where
the order of the questions and the specific wording of the questions can be
modified by the researchers based on the answers of the interviewee (Robson,
2002). In addition to answering the questions, the interviewees were encour-
aged to express their own opinion on the topic.

As stated a semi-structured interview was developed based on the results
of the literary review presented in the previous chapter. Outline of the inter-
view can be found in Appendix 1. The broad outline of the questions followed
the influence factors found during the literary review. Also additional support-
ing questions were developed to help interviewee’s describe their own impres-
sions on what aspects of each influence factor are important and how do the
influence factors relate to each other. The created interview questions were test-
ed in a practice interview with an individual, who is familiar with the research
topic. The reasoning for testing the interview with this individual is based on
the fact that industry individuals might be unfamiliar with some of the dis-
cussed concepts and individuals familiar with the topic can easily point out any
remaining flaws and help to make the questions easier to understand. Hence,
the choice was made to test the interview with an individual who is familiar
with the topic in order to make final adjustments to any questions that might
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not be clear to a non-academic. Based on the feedback from this practice inter-
view some questions were modified to make the question more explicit.

In order to recruit individuals to participate to this research, candidate
organizations were approached by email. The goal was to recruit both academ-
ics and individuals working with knowledge sharing in an international setting.
Moreover, the goal was to carry an equal amount of interviews in Finland and
in Japan with equal amount of Japanese and Western individuals. The inter-
views were carried out with individuals from both academia and from the in-
dustry. The industry individuals work in organizations ranging from import-
export companies to innovation centers. The academics are individuals with
experience on topics related to knowledge management and knowledge sharing.
The age range of the interviewees ranged from mid 20°s to mid 60°s. In total
there were 9 interviews, which were divided into 4 Japanese and 5 Westerners.
There were two academics from Finland and one from Japan. Industry inter-
viewees consist of three interviews with Japanese individuals and three inter-
views with Finnish individuals.

Breakdown of the Interviewees

3 B & Japan, Industry
& Japan, Academic
Western, Academic

\ v & Western, industry

Figure 9 Breakdown of interviews

The interviews were carried out both in Finland and in Japan during late
April and early May of 2013. Most of the interviews were taped and the re-
searcher made notes during the discussion. The interviews with Japanese indi-
viduals were carried out in English and the interviews with Finnish individuals
were carried out in Finnish. The length of the interviews ranged between 21
minutes and 62 minutes with an average length of 38 minutes. However, two of
the interviewees requested not to be taped but for those interviews extensive
notes were taken and unclear answers were asked to be clarified by further
communication via email. The taped interviews were later analyzed closely for
further knowledge by gathering all relevant topics from the interviews and by
making new notes. Once the collecting of notes and topics was finished they
were compared with the original notes from the interviews.
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5.2 Results From The interviews

In this chapter first the overall results from the interviews are discussed.
Second, results related to each influence factor will be presented. Deeper analy-
sis on the implications of the results presented in this chapter will be done in
the next chapter.

The semi-structured interviews’ results show that there are multiple influ-
ence factors and smaller influence attributes associated with them. The results
from individuals from the industry and academia broadly correlated with each
other and no real difference was discovered. According to the interviews, both
academics and industry individuals concluded that culture has an influence on
individuals, organization, willingness and trust. Interconnections between trust,
individuals and organizations were also found. Additionally, the interviews
showed connections between trust and willingness, individual and willingness,
and finally organization and willingness. Also, influence relationship between
tools and willingness was found. However, a relationship between organization
and tools received mixed results, but were however mostly supportive of the
relationship. In the following subchapter the influence attributes for each influ-
ence factor are discussed and compared with the attributes found in the literary
review.

5.2.1 Cultural Influence Factors

In regards to cultural influence factors, the interviewees” reported based
on their own experiences that cultural influence factors consist of three main
factors. These three groups have been derived based on the interviews and have
been renamed by the research, as the interviewees did not use exact names for
the concepts. The three influence factors can be divided into individualism-
collectivism dimension, horizontal-vertical ~dimension and long-tern orienta-
tion. As the three mentioned influence factors do not always manifest directly
but through other aspects analysis of the interviewees’ reports was required to
understand the relationship between the influence factors. For example numer-
ous individuals reported that collectivism and horizontal structures was much
more emphasized within Japanese organizations. These cultural influences then
have an impact on both individual and organization factors. In organization the
influence of culture is manifested in a vertical structure between the manage-
ment and employees, which also manifests itself in the directed knowledge
flows. One Western individual working in an information technology organiza-
tion stated in relation to cultural influence to knowledge sharing in Japan:

“Correct knowledge comes from management”
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This shows the horizontal structure that is manifested in a top down direction
of knowledge flow. Other interviews also confirmed this observation. On the
other hand, when discussing Finnish culture it was reported that hierarchical
difference between management and employees is smaller than when com-
pared to Japan. Another influence factor was long-term orientation. The nam-
ing of this influence factor is based on the analysis of the answers, as the inter-
viewees did not use phrasing to describe the factor. The influence of long-term
orientation can be seen in, for example, how long into the future plans were
made and the time it was require to build trust. In regards to this influence fac-
tor one Western industry individual quoted a Japanese proverb, which roughly
translates as follows:

“Peaches and chestnuts, three years; persimmon, eight years”

This proverb means that different aspects of life take different time before
results can be gotten. In regards to knowledge sharing this means that different
individuals have different time before they become comfortable in sharing
knowledge with other individuals, which is specially true once intercultural
factors are introduced.

However, in regards to the preference of explicit and tacit knowledge,
which was one of the attributes found in the literary review, the interviewees
reported no difference and thus no such influence factor was found. One reason
for the lack of this influence factor could be that the research method chosen
does not study aspect in depth and hence if preference between explicit and
tacit knowledge only has a small influence it will not show up in the interviews.
If another research methodology is chosen this influence factor might be also
discovered.

Overall, it can stated that influence factors derived from the interviews
correlate with the cultural results found in the literary review with the excep-
tion of the preference between explicit and tacit knowledge -attribute. In addi-
tion a new influencing factor was found: long-term orientation. The attributes
influencing cultural factors should be updated to reflect the influence factors
found in the interviews by adding a long-term orientation attribute and remov-
ing preference between explicit and tacit knowledge.

5.2.2 Individual Influence Factors

The results related to individual influence factors consist of two attributes: cul-
tural distance and language fluency. Out of the two influence factors language
fluency was concluded to be the more important influence factor of the two.
The ability to clearly explain even complex knowledge while taking into ac-
count the language skills of the receiver is a key aspect of knowledge sharing.
According to the interviews the usage of language was found to be influenced
by culture. According to the interviewees individuals coming from Asian cul-
ture are not as eager to share if the individual sharing has not reached a certain
level of language fluency while westerners would be more eager to share
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knowledge even with lesser language fluency. A Japanese industry individual
stated:

“Similarity in language skill level makes sharing easier”

The reason for more effective knowledge sharing when the individuals sharing
and receiving are on the same fluency level is most like due to the individuals
ability to take the receivers language skills into account when transferring
knowledge. A few of the individuals interviewed stated that the lack of eager-
ness to share when the individual sharing hasn’t reached a certain level of flu-
ency was due to fear of making mistakes or embarrassment due to a small vo-
cabulary. However, trust factors would lessen the barrier for sharing even when
the individual’s language skills were weaker. Another important influence fac-
tor for individuals was cultural distance between the collaborating countries.
Closeness of culture helps to increase knowledge sharing efficiency as both the
sharer and the receiver share some of the same background influences from cul-
ture. A Western industry individual summarized the relationship between
common background and knowledge sharing:

“Common background makes collaboration easier”

This combination of language skills and a small cultural distance helps to un-
derstand what needs to be explained more and what can be left unsaid. In a
multicultural environment language skills will help in sharing knowledge but
the lack of understanding in cultural distance will hinder the transfer of the
knowledge.

Comparing the discovered influence factors with the attributes influencing
the individual proposed based on the literary review shows that the two over-
lap partly. Both of the influencing factor attribute lists share language skills and
cultural distance. However, in the influencing attributes of the individual that
were discovered during the literary review there is also technical skills attribute.
This attribute was not found in the influencing factors based on the interviews.
Overall it can be said that the influence factors derived from the interviews
partly support the current form of the factors influencing the individual. Based
on the results of the interviews, the removal of technical skills from the attrib-
utes influencing the individual should be considered.

5.2.3 Organizational Influence Factors

Organizational influence factors consists of five factors: incentives, language
skills of the managers, management support for knowledge sharing practices,
existence of formal knowledge sharing strategies and a common goal. Lan-
guage skills of the managers, management support for knowledge sharing prac-
tices, and existence of formal knowledge sharing strategies have been named by
the researcher and the rest were named by the interviewees. The discussion on
incentives gained the most attention from all interviewees. The opinions on the
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need of incentives to encourage knowledge sharing were mixed. Individuals
from industry presented mixed opinions both for the need of incentives. Most
common explanation for not needing any incentives was organizational policy
and that because sharing knowledge was expected to be done without any oth-
er incentives. On the other hand, some individuals who said that there was a
need for incentives to be used reported that the incentives did not necessarily
have to be in a monetary form. These mixed results on incentive usage are con-
sistent with the current research. The biggest factor influencing incentive usage
in addition to culture appears to be organizational policy. If knowledge sharing
was included in policies of the organization then incentives were less likely to
be needed. However, the need for incentive usage differed between Western
employees and Japanese employees as the latter group reportedly didn’t need
or needed smaller incentives for knowledge sharing. This could be based on the
fact that organizations are considered to be another family of the worker and it
is expected that the employee does his or her best to help. However, in inter-
views with younger Japanese individuals who worked for Western organiza-
tions a need for incentives was reported. The reason for this could be due to the
organizational culture of the western organization. The target of the incentives
gained some attention during the discussions. A Japanese industry individual
stated that:

“All individuals belong to a team and the team competes for incentives”

Thus the target of the incentive usage was not the individual but the group the
individual belongs to. A Western industry individual working in Japan also
reported this. Another Western industry individual noted that the internal
structure of Japanese organizations makes incentive planning more difficult
than in Western organizations.

Another big influence factor was working towards a common goal. The
common goal, which is defined by the organization and management, creates a
common incentive for all employees to share more detailed knowledge about
how to complete the task at hand. This was mentioned by most of the inter-
viewees regardless of their nationality and it seems to be one of the most im-
portant influence factors from an organizational point of view. With the crea-
tion of a common goal the organization can increase cooperation amongst em-
ployees, which in turn means more shared knowledge. One Japanese academic
stated that with the increased interaction amongst the individuals working to-
wards a common goal a more trusting organization is created. The importance
of common goal was stated to be more important than any incentive scheme by
a Western individual. The creation of such goal is mostly the work of manage-
ment but the work that needs to be done in order to achieve the goal needs to be
done in every level of the organization.

Management support for knowledge sharing practices and the existence
of formal knowledge sharing strategies were reported to be important influ-
ence factors. Both of these signal to the employees that knowledge sharing is a
part of the required aspects of their jobs and thus should increase the amount of
knowledge shared, which in turn has a positive effect on knowledge sharing.
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The biggest difference in regards to culture was found to exist in the existence
of formal knowledge sharing strategies. Western organizations were found to
more likely have a formal knowledge sharing strategy. However, the
knowledge sharing practices differed between Finland and Japan. Finnish or-
ganizations were much more likely to use internal wikis and other technical
tools for knowledge sharing. In Japanese organizations, job rotation was used to
share both explicit and tacit knowledge between departments. Overall, it can be
said that both management support for knowledge sharing and the existence of
formal knowledge sharing strategies is an important influence factor in the suc-
cess of any knowledge sharing initiative. As one Finnish interviewee from in-
dustry reported:

Management sets the direction of the boat and employees the engine.

This indicates that the operating guidelines set by management help the adap-
tion of any knowledge sharing initiative started. In addition an example set by
management on knowledge sharing was reported to increase the likely hood of
sharing.

As with the individual influence factors the language skills of managers
attribute gained discussion. The ability to clearly coordinate what are the poli-
cies, strategies and goals to all employees is essential. Failure only leads to inef-
fectiveness. Just as in the language fluency in the individual influence factors,
language skills of the managers gained mostly the same comments.

Overall it can be said that the organizational influence factors correspond
to the results from the literary review. The removal of the language skills of the
managers attribute should be considered as most of the same influences can be
found in the individual influence factors. The common goal influence factor
was not included in the influencing attributes that were found in the literary
review and thus the addition of a new attribute should be considered.

5.2.4 Trust Influence Factors

Trust’s influence factors consists of three factors: integrity-based trust in-
fluence factor, competency-based trust influence factor and benevolence-
based trust influence factor. These factors have been named by the researcher
based on the results derived from the interviews. Overall it can be stated that
trust is one of the key components influencing knowledge sharing. One Japa-
nese industry individual condensed the role of trust in knowledge sharing into
the following words:

“Without trust there is no knowledge sharing”

This influence of trust was repeated in all interviews. The influence of trust to
knowledge sharing is essential. Increase in trust increases willingness to share
knowledge, particularly sharing critical information, which is required by the
other individuals and organizations. Integrity-based and benevolence-based
trust influences gained more attention out of different subtypes of trust. In ad-
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dition to subtypes of trust having an influence there were also influences com-
ing from the organizational and individual influence factors. As reported by the
interviewees, organization can improve the creation of trust the most by having
a knowledge sharing culture, which is helped by the creation of a common goal.
As previously described having a common goal increases the interaction be-
tween individuals and organizations, which in turn increases trust in others.
Both Finnish and Japanese interviewees emphasized the importance of interac-
tion in trust creation. However, what was different between the interview
groups is the amount of time required to create trust. The proverb quoted from
one Finnish individual working in Japan in the culture section was originally
stated in relation to trust. Other interviewees also reported the influence of cul-
ture on trust. In short, trust creation Japanese take longer time to develop a
trusting relationship when compared to their Western counterparts. Neverthe-
less, influence of an organization, which has created an organizational culture
supporting knowledge sharing, can decrease the time it takes for all individuals
to start sharing even previously unshared knowledge.

In regards to Integrity-based trust one Finnish industry individual stated
that

“Knowledge sharing is bullshit killing”

This point of view shows that integrity-based trust in a community can help to
increase the amount of valid information shared. This increase in valid infor-
mation shared in turn increases integrity-based trust in the community. Benevo-
lence-based trust can be influenced by the organization in which the individuals
interact. More frequent the participation in knowledge sharing activities will
increase other individuals” willingness to participate in sharing. This once again
creates a feedback-loop, which will increase knowledge sharing.

Competency-based trust and benevolence-based trust are also important
and both are influenced by previous interaction experiences and goals. Based
on the interviews the influence of competency-based trust is bigger than that of
benevolence. Competency-based trust increases willingness to share as the oth-
er individuals who use the shared knowledge are assumed to be competent
enough to use it. In addition, competency-based trust is most likely based on
self-esteem as then the individual sharing feels that she is skillful enough to
teach others on the subject at hand. Benevolence-based trust is based on the fact
that the individual trusts that the shared knowledge will be used in a responsi-
ble manner. Knowing the individuals who can use the shared knowledge will
increase benevolence-based. In the interviews individuals working in Japan
stated the importance of corporate outings, where informal interaction is fre-
quent. These outings will build a sense of community among the workers. In
Western organizations this community building often happens by having in-
formal coffee breaks. Based on the interviews it is likely that initial trust build-
ing in Japanese organizations happens through benevolence-based trust where
as in Western organizations initial trust building happens through competency-
based trust.
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Overall it can be said that the results from the interviews support the re-
sults of the literary review in regards to the attributes influencing trust. While
benevolence-based and integrity-based gained more attention than competen-
cy-based trust, all three attributes gained positive discussion from the inter-
views. The impact of culture is very clear in relation to trust and this creates a
need for all individuals involved to understand how culture influences trust.
According to the interviews, the biggest influencing outside factor comes from
the organization and its policies and strategies. As mentioned in discussion
about the organization influence factors, the creation of one common goal is
essential for the success of knowledge sharing. The one common goal will help
to demonstrate to the employees why knowledge is shared and that the
knowledge shared is useful in the pursuit of the one common goal.

5.2.5 Tools Influence Factors

Tools influence factors were communication with other employees and
organizations and ease of use. These factors were named by the researcher
based on analysis of the answers of the interviewees. Out of all of the other in-
fluence factors, factors related to tools were the least discussed ones. The most
discussed influence factor related to tools was ease of use. Being able to share
knowledge without having to break from the workflow was an important factor
for the interviewees. The easier sharing was the more likely individuals were to
share. From conventional sharing tool the use of email was reported to be wide
the most spread as was expected. However, the way email is used in organiza-
tion varies considerably. One Finnish industry individual stated that the email
usage in the organization is starting to approach an instant messaging style of
usage. This type of usage enables organization members to keep up with the
development and email was stated to be used for brainstorming. This is the op-
posite of what some of the Japanese interviewees reported. In one of the Japa-
nese organizations email was not considered to be suitable for brainstorming.
Japanese individual from another organization stated that they did not trust
email for idea creation out of fear of information leaking. Another widely used
technology was wikis, which allow for the users to easily share knowledge but
according to the interviews it is rarely used for idea creation. Both of these
technologies support easy communication with fellow employees, which are
the two influence factors.

The influence factors found in the interviews partly overlap with the at-
tributes derived from literature. Both ease of use and support for communica-
tion are important and are shared in both influence factors and in the attributes.
However, there are two more attributes that were not found in the influence
factors. Customizability gained some attention from the interviewees but in or-
der for the individuals to be able to modify current existing software a high lev-
el of technical competency is required. Thus, adding it to the influence factors
would require more support from the interviews and therefore at this point the
inclusion of customizability into the influence factors is not recommended. The
other attribute found based on literature but not based on the interviews is a
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preference between substantial and incremental change. This attribute did not
come up at the interviews at all.

Comparing the factors influencing tools and the attributes list derived
from literature shows that some modifications to the attribute list needs to be
made to better reflect the interview results. While customizability most likely
has a positive effect on knowledge sharing, the scope of this research limits in-
fluence factors without a connection to culture out. Therefore, the modifications
that should be made to the attribute list are: removing both customizability and
preference between explicit and tacit knowledge.

5.2.6 Willingness Influence Factors

Factors influencing willingness were found to consist of three attributes:
sharing outside of group, trust types and incentives. Out of these attributes,
sharing outside of group and trust types have been named by the researched
based on the analysis of the interview results. Incentives was named by the in-
terviewees. It should be noted that two out of these three attributes are directly
related to other influence factors. Namely, different trust types are directly re-
lated to willingness and incentives from the organizational influences are di-
rectly linked. The influence link between trust and willingness came up more
often in the interviews and is thus more likely to have an effect on willingness
to share knowledge. Previous research has found that trust in integrity affect
knowledge sharing the most (usoro et al. 2007). This was also confirmed by the
interviews. As one Finnish industry individual put it:

“Trust increases willingness to share even critical information”

Trust in the integrity of the shared knowledge is important in order to increase
the frequency and the quality of knowledge shared. In fact, it could be theo-
rized that a positive feedback loop exists between integrity-based trust and
knowledge sharing. In regards to competency-based and benevolence-based
trust, benevolence-based trust and its relationship to willingness to share came
up more slightly more frequently than competency-based trust.

The relationship between incentives and willingness was found to be
somewhat consistent with previous research i.e. that the results between the
link on willingness to share and incentive from the list of organizational influ-
ence factors are not clear. Numerous individuals reported that there was no
need for incentives in Japanese organizations for sharing knowledge, which
would indicate that incentives are not needed to increase willingness to share
knowledge. There were few individuals who reported that Finnish individuals
needed incentives to share knowledge. This would indicate that there is a dif-
ference in the need for incentives that is based on nationality. However, two
other interviewees, one Western and one Japanese industry individuals, report-
ed that the need for incentives is related to the organizational culture. Thus, the
influence incentives have in increasing willingness to share was not a clear one
but there seems to be a link between culture and the need of incentives to in-
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crease willingness to share knowledge in addition to the organizational cul-
ture’s influence.

The third influence factor found is sharing outside of group and it gained
some attention from the interviewees. Most of the interviewees reported that
sharing outside of one’s group is limited by the organizational policies rules as
expected. Western interviewees reported that they have encountered more so-
called knowledge silos in Japanese organizations than in Western organizations.
These knowledge silos limit what knowledge is shared and to whom: it is shared
even within a single organization. Few interviewees stated that the existence of
silos is due to differences in knowledge flows. In Japanese organizations
knowledge flows were stated to be more top-down oriented where as in West-
ern organization the knowledge flows were influenced less by the hierarchical
structure of the organization. Japanese organizations use job rotation to help
them break down knowledge silos by increasing interaction amongst the em-
ployees and departments. According to the interviewees with the increased in-
teraction willingness and trust will increase improving the sharing outcomes.

Overall it can be said that willingness to share is one of the key parts in-
fluencing knowledge sharing. If one has no willingness to share then the quality
of the shared knowledge is low and is of little use for others. Organizations can
affect willingness to share by having incentives and by the creation of a
knowledge sharing culture, which in turn can be influenced by the creation of a
common goal. As the other two influence factors originate in other factors their
removal from the influencing factors of willingness should be considered.

5.3 A New Framework on The Effects of Culture on Knowledge
Sharing

In the previous chapters, the influencing factors derived from the interviews
have been presented and briefly compared to the attributes found during the
literary review. Based on the comparison, a new framework detailing the effects
of national culture on knowledge sharing can be created. The reason for the cre-
ation of this framework is to show the links between influencing factors and
what attributes were found during the interviews. The creation of this new
framework represents a new addition to the theoretical knowledge on the influ-
ence of national culture on knowledge sharing. The relationship between the
new framework and innovation processes is a supportive one and it will be dis-
cussed in more detail in the next chapter.

The new framework details the influence factors on knowledge sharing
and their relationships to one another. The framework consists of six influenc-
ing factors related to knowledge sharing. The factors are: national culture, indi-
vidual, organization, trust, willingness, tools and knowledge sharing. Figure 12
depicts the new framework. Each of the broader influencing factors also in-
cludes smaller, more detailed influencing attributes, which describe in more
detail what attributes are influenced by culture.
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Figure 10 New framework detailing the influence of national culture on knowledge sharing

As discussed in the results section, the influencing attributes and influenc-
ing factors found in the interviews mostly correlate with the results of the liter-
ary review. However, a new connection between national culture and willing-
ness was discovered and the influencing factors found during the literary re-
view need to be updated based on the influence factor findings of the inter-
views. In addition to the already discussed influence factors, one more attribute
received discussion during the interviews. The context of the knowledge shar-
ing. Without understanding the context all models are useless as the applicabil-
ity of models change once the context changes. Thus, defining how context is
related to the update framework is important. The context of shared knowledge
and the knowledge itself have an intricate relationship, which binds them to-
gether (Fernie at al, 2003). In order to use shared knowledge which has had its
context changed a process of “recontextualisation” is needed (Gavigan et al.
1999). Hence, the results derived in the interviews are relevant in the interna-
tional knowledge-sharing context and if they are applied in another context
they need to be adjusted to suit the modified context. As the context of the re-
search is how does culture impact knowledge sharing in international organiza-
tions it needs to be understood that all the interviews were carried out in such a
way that all interviewees understood the context. Therefore, the framework
needs to be understood in its research context. The researcher also considered
the addition of a new influence factor for context but as the abstraction level of
the context factor would be differ greatly from the other influence factors, this
approach was abandoned.

There were, however, differences between the influence factors and the at-
tributes found in the interviews and in the literary review. The table of the up-
dated influence attributes is shown in table 3. New attributes, which were dis-
covered during the interview, have been added. Long-term orientation and
common goal have been added to their correct places. In addition, a new link
between national culture and willingness has been added. Unsupported attrib-
utes have been removed from the table. The new framework and the influenc-
ing factors will be analyzed more deeply in the next chapter.
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Influencing factor Influencing attributes = Links to
National Culture Individualistic - Individual
collectivistic Organization
Horizontal - vertical Trust
Long-term orientation ~ Willingness
Individual Cultural distance Organization
Language fluency of the Trust
individual Willingness
Organization Incentives Individual

Management  support Trust

for knowledge sharing Tools
practices Willingness
Existence of formal

knowledge manage-

ment strategies

Common goal

Trust Competency-based Willingness
Integrity-based Organization
Benevolence-based Individual

Tools Support communication Willingness
with other employees,
organizations
Ease of use

Willingness Sharing out side of Knowledge sharing
group

Table 2 Updated influencing factors and attributes

In this chapter, the results of the interviews have been reported and a new
framework detailing the influence of national culture on knowledge sharing has
been created to reflect the findings of the interviews. The new framework rep-
resents a completely new step towards a more comprehensive understanding of
affect of culture on knowledge sharing as it encompasses not only cultural and
organizational factors but also factors related to individual and technical tools.
In the next chapter, the results from the interviews and the new framework are
discussed in more detail.
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6 Analysis of The Results and The New Framework

In this chapter the previously presented results are analyzed more thoroughly
in respect to the theoretical background. In addition, the connection between
the interview results and innovation processes are described in more detail.

Overall, it can be said that the new framework corresponds to previous
literature findings but also adds new knowledge on how do the different influ-
ence factors connect to each other. In addition, most of the influencing attrib-
utes found in the literature review were also found to be supported by the re-
sults from the interviews. Therefore, the proposed framework covers more de-
tails than any of the previously presented frameworks (Bhagat et al. 2002; Goh,
2002; Moller and Svahn, 2004; Lin, 2007; Boh, Guyen & Xu 2013). While the con-
structs in the other models cover some of the influence factors used in this re-
search work, the combination of cultural, individual, organizational and tech-
nical factors in one framework has not been achieved before this. More specifi-
cally, all of the influence factors and attributes presented in the framework are
impacted by culture in different ways. For multinational organizations under-
standing how and where culture needs to be taken into account is essential in
order to support knowledge sharing. Due to the fact that the new framework
covers more detail than any of the previous models, the applicability of the
proposed framework should be better, which will help both practitioners and
academics improve their results.

The influence National culture has been controversial as there have been
both theories for and against its influence on knowledge sharing. For example,
Boh, Guyen & Xu (2013) concluded that culture has little impact on knowledge
transfer, and with the other presented frameworks as they leave culture com-
pletely out. This is in contrast to Bhagat et. al (2002) and Méller and Svahn (2004)
who have included culture into their frameworks and therefore acknowledge
that culture has an affect on knowledge sharing and taking it into account is
important. Magnier-Watanabe & Senoo (2011) concluded their work by stating
that multinational organizations need to adjust for local culture when creating
knowledge management strategies. The results of the interviews also add sup-
port for the fact that national culture indeed has an affect on knowledge sharing
and it needs to be taken into account by both practitioners and academics. In
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addition, the new framework includes technical factors, which have been left
out of the frameworks presented by Boh, Guyen & Xu (2013), Bhagat et al.
(2002), Goh (2002) and Moller and Svahn (2004). The only model discovered
during the literary review that suggested the importance of technical tools was
Lin (2007) but the results of his research concluded that technical tools only af-
fect knowledge gathering and not knowledge sharing. However, the results
from the interviews suggest otherwise. In addition, Gupta et al. (2009) studied
technical tool usage in knowledge sharing in globally distributed teams and the
results from the research indicate the importance of tools on knowledge sharing.
Similarly, Tian et al. (2009) also noted the importance of technical tools to
knowledge sharing. The existing research suggests that the influence of tech-
nical tools on knowledge sharing is mixed but based on the interviews the in-
clusion of technical tools into the framework is needed.

Not including technical influence factors into frameworks takes
knowledge sharing out from its natural environment, which limits the applica-
bility of the previously presented frameworks. Especially in international or-
ganizations technical tools are most likely the main media over which
knowledge is shared. Overall it can be said that frameworks, which dont con-
sider the context, are going to have limited real life applicability. The proposed
framework will help individuals and organizations involved with knowledge
sharing in a multicultural environment to make sharing more efficient. To the
author’s knowledge this research presents the first framework on the impact of
culture on knowledge sharing, which attempts to understand knowledge shar-
ing in its natural environment. Hence, the presented framework is much more
applicable than those of the other frameworks.

The new framework presents a further addition to the scientific under-
standing on the affect of culture on knowledge sharing. As the new model most
resembles Lin’s (2007) it should be also subjected to the same rigorous testing.
Lin’s (2007) framework was validated by a quantitative research. The same
should be done to the preliminary framework presented here. A quantitative
study on the framework will improve its validity and applicability. The quanti-
tative study can be used to test theories based on the relationships of the model
(Creswell, 2009). However, according to Kuhn (1961), before carrying out any
quantitative research, significant effort should be used to prepare via qualita-
tive research methodologies. This effort has now been carried out. Hence, quan-
titative methods like Structural Equation Modeling, SEM, should be used to test
the results derived in this thesis. With quantitative research methods a better
understanding of the generalizability of the framework can be gotten (Schu-
macker and Lomax, 2008). This sort of validation in turn will enable practition-
ers to better use the framework in real life situations.

In regards to innovation, the presented framework will serve as a support-
ing tool both in open and closed innovation processes due to the nature of the
framework, which does not need to take the innovation process types into ac-
count. The relationship between knowledge sharing and innovation processes
can be described to be a supportive one. As described by (Xu et al., 2010) with
knowledge management the required knowledge can be provided for the inno-
vation process and new knowledge developed during the innovation process
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can be distributed to those who need it. The interaction between knowledge
management processes and innovation processes happens on a higher abstrac-
tion level. Therefore the presented framework does not include innovation pro-
cesses. This was also the reasoning why context was left out of the framework.
However, in both open and closed innovation process the framework will help
support knowledge sharing within organizations in addition to external parties
by detailing how knowledge needs to be shared and what needs to be taken
into consideration. International collaborations will gain the most benefit from
the framework. As has been shown in previous research (Wang & Wang, 2012;
Lin, 2007) knowledge sharing has a positive influence on firm innovative capa-
bility and financial performance. The updated framework will most likely have
a bigger positive effect on innovation capability and financial performance, as
the proposed framework is more comprehensive than any of the previous
frameworks. It can be expected that these results are even better in Open Inno-
vation, which is even more demanding on the knowledge sharing processes.

6.1.1 Analysis of The Culture influence factors

The proposed cultural influence factors now consist of three attributes: indi-
vidualism-collectivism -dimension, horizontal-vertical -dimension and long-
term orientation. The first two attributes were originally proposed based on the
literary review (Moller and Svahn, 2004; Bhagat et al., 2002; Hofstede, 1980) and
based on the interviews they should be included into the final model. The addi-
tion of long-term orientation is based on the interviews. This third attribute can
also be found in Hofstede’s (1991) as an update to his original cultural dimen-
sion theory (1980). Long-term orientation’s influences numerous other attrib-
utes included in this framework. For example, the creation of trust among or-
ganizations and employees varies according to their long-term orientation.
Generally, it can be said that individuals from Asian cultures take a longer time
to form trust with other individuals and organizations (Minkov & Hofstede,
2012; Moller and Svahn, 2004), which in turn influences what is shared and with
whom it is shared with. The results from the interviews correlate previous re-
sults as both Western and Japanese interviewees reported this difference. In
regards to differences reported in practicalities, the results show that a long-
term orientation in an organization can help improve knowledge sharing. This
is most likely due to long-term orientation having a positive influence on trust.
The horizontal-vertical -dimension and individualism-collectivism -
dimension are both included in Hofstede’s (1980) theory also. In the field of
knowledge management both Bhagat et al. (2002) and Moller and Svahn (2004)
have previously used this division. Based on the interviews these two attributes
are confirmed to have an impact on the different factors influencing knowledge
sharing. The horizontal-vertical ~dimension can be seen in knowledge flows
and decision-making. For example, in Japan early feedback for new ideas are
frequently gotten during company outings, which are usually less formal situa-
tions than office meetings. According to the interviews knowledge coming from
individuals who are on a higher hierarchy is considered to be correct and thus
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of more importance. However, in less hierarchical organizations employees
would more likely present their new ideas to management sooner without get-
ting as much early validation as in Japan and the difference in knowledge im-
portance is much smaller.

Individualism-collectivism -dimension is another key dimension in how
culture influences knowledge sharing. For example, collectivistic cultures are
more inclined to share knowledge within their own established circles. This was
supported by the results from the interviews. According to Moller & Svahn
(2004), this dimension is shown in the communication styles of the individuals
from the two different types of cultures. In the interviews, Western interview-
ees were more likely to report the existence of knowledge silos than Japanese
interviewees. The combination of individualism-collectivism -dimension and
horizontal-vertical -dimension has been theorized to hinder knowledge sharing
between the two most different groups, vertical-individualists and horizontal-
collectivist (Bhagat et al. 2002). Results from this mismatch can be seen in the
relative lack of success stories of American organization coming to Japan as re-
ported by the interviewees.

During the literary interview another influencing attribute was found.
Glisby and Holden (2006) and Nonaka and Takeuschi (1995) theorized about
the difference on the preference between explicit and tacit knowledge. The Jap-
anese culture of ambiguity would seem to supports this division between ex-
plicit and tacit knowledge. During the interviews, however, there was no sup-
port found for this. In fact, during the interviews, the interviewees rarely re-
ported anything relating to this attribute. Based on the interviews it would
seem that this difference in preferences knowledge form between Asian and
Western countries is only limited to a theoretical level or it has such a small im-
pact on knowledge sharing that it did not show up in the interviews. It should
be noted though that during the research, the researcher did not have access to
any internal systems of the organizations interviewed. Should such access be
available then a thorough analysis on usage patterns of the systems might lead
to a more concrete answer on the difference between preferences.

For innovation processes these findings indicate that special attention
needs to be paid to the relationship of culture with individuals and organiza-
tions. In Open Innovation, the results support the notion that culture has an
affect on the type of Open Innovation, which was previously suggested by
Maegawa and Miyamoto (2008). Based on the interviews, differences in long-
term orientation of individuals and organizations will cause differences in what
kind of strategies will be used to acquire new knowledge and innovations. Jap-
anese organization put more emphasis on a long-term relationship, which caus-
es Open Innovation processes to be different from the western processes (Oka-
moto, 2012). The vertical and horizontal structures, which were found to affect
knowledge sharing, will also need to be taken into account in innovation pro-
cesses. These cultural differences will affect knowledge flows between individ-
uals and organizations (Bhagat et al, 2002; Echeverri-Caroll, 1999; Ford and
Chan, 2003). Not understanding this will lead to knowledge blocks and ineffi-
cient transfer of knowledge. However, through training the individuals in-
volved these differences can be taken into account (Olson and Kroeger, 2001).
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The presented framework details where the cultural differences will be and by
taking them into account innovation processes should become more efficient.

Overall it can be said that now the influencing attributes of the framework
correspond to three out of five of the Hofstede’s cultural dimension theory. As
the attributes are based on the interviews, practitioners can use these attributes
to better understand what aspects of culture have an impact on knowledge
sharing. Understanding which aspects of culture influence which attributes can
provide a basis for better knowledge sharing policies and strategies.

6.1.2 Analysis of The Individual Influence Factors

The attributes from the individual influence factors were frequently dis-
cussed by the interviewees and based on the discussions two of the three attrib-
utes found in the literary review were supported. The supported attributes
were cultural distance and language fluency. The third attribute, technical
skill, was not supported by the interviews. It should be noted that technical
skills are important for knowledge sharing but the aim of this research is to un-
derstand how culture influences knowledge sharing and what aspects are influ-
enced. Based on the interviews technical skills are not influenced by culture.
This is contrary to previous results Luo (1999) whose results showed that tech-
nical skills within Asian multinational corporations are weaker than those of
Western counterparts. A reason for the interview results contradicting Luo’s
tindings could be due to Asian cultures preference of generalists instead of spe-
cialists, who are preferred in Western organizations (Glisby and Holden, 2003).
This preference between expert and generalist types was also supported by the
discussions with the interviewees. Another reason for the lack for support for
technical skills is the fact that most of the practitioners interviewed were from
higher management, which would mean that they rarely have an opportunity
to observe the hands-on skills of the employees. Hence, more thorough research
on technical skills might derive different results than those of this research.
Nevertheless, the interviews carried out in this research did not find any cultur-
al influence on technical skills and therefore it has not been included into the
framework attributes.

The two supported influence attributes, language skills and cultural dis-
tance, are inline with previous research results. Language skills and specially
differences in the fluency of language are important influencing attributes in
sharing knowledge. These results are inline with results derived by Ford and
Chan (2003) and by Noll et al. (2010). When sharing knowledge the language
level of the less fluent person needs to be taken into account as Noll et al. (2010)
noted. By taking into account the language fluency of all individuals involved
the language used in the shared knowledge can be adjusted to a suitable level in
order to insure proper transference. The differences in culture can also hinder
communication flows as theorized by Bhagat et al. (2002). The cultural influ-
ences that individuals have influence communication in such a way that it was
noted in during the interviews by a Western industry individual who stated
that it was one of the key factors why organizations from the United States of
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America have trouble succeeding in Japanese markets. In practice language
skills are probably the most important factor concerning individuals when shar-
ing knowledge as without a common language amongst the people using
shared knowledge, there is no use in sharing knowledge that nobody can un-
derstand and use.

Cultural distance is another important factor as individuals who share a
common background are able to share knowledge much easier (Darr and
Kutzberg, 2000). For individuals from the same country it means that they have
learned the customs and habits of their native country during what Berger and
Luckmann (1966) called the secondary socialization. This idea can also be ex-
tended to include social knowledge within industries. Hence, individuals from
the same industry but from the different countries are less likely to have a
communication barrier than individuals from different cultures and from dif-
ferent industries (Moller and Svahn, 2004; Noll & et al, 2010). Cultural distance
can cause problems when individuals” don"t understand the difference between
cultures. As noted by Cordeiro-Nilsson & Hawamdeh (2011) Swedish individu-
als in Singapore have a much more open style of communicating and handling
information that what the Singaporeans have gotten used to and this has caused
problems. The reason for this is that there is a conflict between what communi-
cation style individuals are used to and how the Swedish individuals were
communicating. A large cultural distance between the individual’s home cul-
ture and local culture can hinder adaptive behavior and thus without any train-
ing a large cultural distance can hinder knowledge sharing. Training in foreign
languages can help overcome cultural distance and this can be done with the
help of the individual’s organization (Park & Chan, 2003). Hence, the negative
influences from both language skills and cultural can be reduced at the same
time. In practice, this would mean that individuals who share some common
background, which enables the individuals to communicate more effectively,
should do inter-organizational sharing.

For innovation processes the key aspects of the individual influence fac-
tors are both cultural distance and language skills. Results derived by Hajro &
Pudelko (2010) support these findings. By being able to take into account the
influence of culture, the individual can provide others with knowledge that has
already been modified to suit the receiver’s needs. In another words, the
knowledge is modified to suit the context of the receiver. This will meet the
need of recontextualization as stated by Gavigan et al. (1999). Individuals gain
more understanding of culture through interaction with individuals from other
cultures (Crowne, 2013). Through these experiences the interaction with others
becomes more natural and knowledge sharing barriers become smaller. As in-
dividuals of the target organization improve their cultural competences the in-
teraction of individuals within the innovation process becomes smoother and
thus more efficient.

In practice, the lessons from the individual influence factors mean that all
organizations involved with international collaborations should pay special
attention to training. Special attention should be paid to language competences
as these enable the individuals to collaborate and share knowledge much more
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effectively. Improvements in the individual influence factors will have an effect
on the organization, trust building and willingness to share knowledge.

6.1.3 Analysis of The Organization Influence Factors

During the interviews, organizational factors gained most attention out of
all of the topics. In short, the role of the organization is essential in knowledge
sharing as organizations can most likely have the most influence in how much
knowledge individuals share. The most controversial topic related to organiza-
tions was incentive usage. While both Western individuals and Japanese indi-
viduals presented opinions for both for and against incentive usage, Western
individuals were more likely to argue for the need of incentives to be used than
Japanese individuals. This result is consistent with previous research done by
Kidd (1999). Based on the interviews the organizational culture has decisive
role in the need for incentives. This was reported by Japanese individuals work-
ing for a Western company. The targets of the incentives were also discussed.
Western industry individual stated the difficulty of forming incentive systems
in Japanese organizations. Japanese industry individual described the incentive
system in the organization to be based on teams while western individuals re-
ported individual incentive usage. This result is in line with the results derived
by Hutchings and Michailova (2004). The foundation for this difference is in
culture. Moller and Svahn (2004) theorized that individuals from individualistic
cultures need individualistic incentives where as individuals from collectivistic
cultures needed incentives targeted at the group. Therefore, incentive system
creation should take culture into account. Finally, the form of incentives used
was also discussed. Monetary incentives are the norm but many of the inter-
viewed individuals reported that non-monetary incentives could work as long
as they are reasonable. This result corroborates findings of Voelpel and Han
(2005) who studied knowledge sharing in China. However, there didn’t seem to
be a difference between the Western and Japanese individuals on the preference
between the types of incentives, for example between monetary and non-
monetary incentives, as long as the incentives suit the context. Previous re-
search has also questioned the link between knowledge sharing and incentives.
Lin (2007) also studied the impact of incentives on knowledge sharing and
found that there was no link between the two. However, as the results from the
interview, and from previous research (Kidd, 1999; Matsuo and Easterby-Smith,
2008; Voelpe and Han, 2005), show strong support for the link between incen-
tives and knowledge sharing possibly exists thus calling into question the re-
sults of Lin (2007).

In addition to incentive usage, the creation of a common goal was also
deemed important. In fact, this common goal was so important that one west-
ern individual stated that the achievement of the goal was more important than
anything that an incentive system could offer. The common goal creates vision
for the company as one Japanese academic put it. As individuals work to
achieve this goal, they are more likely to work together and thus share
knowledge with each other. The creation of a common goal will also reduce the
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need to have an official policy stating the need for sharing. Common goals have
been previously discussed in knowledge sharing by Hinds & Weisband (2003)
who theorized that working towards a common goal increases trust and moti-
vation and reduces friction among individuals. These factors have a positive
influence on knowledge sharing. Combining the common goal with manage-
ment support, which has been shown previously to have a positive effect on
knowledge sharing (McNichols, 2010; Taminiau, Smit & de Lange, 2007), will
have a positive effect not only on knowledge sharing but also on other coopera-
tion among workers and on commitment to the organization. These will also
decrease the need for any official knowledge management policies as individu-
als engage in knowledge sharing while trying to achieve the goal.

Management support for knowledge sharing and official knowledge
sharing policies were also found to be influential. The first one of these two is
easier to understand in the research context. The influence of culture on how
management supports knowledge sharing differs between cultures. This is part-
ly shown in the existence of knowledge sharing policies, which were found to
differ between Western organizations and Japanese organizations. Japanese
organizations were found less likely to have a formal knowledge sharing policy,
which was theorized by Strach and Everett (2006). According to them the rea-
son for this was stated to be due to the embeddedness of knowledge sharing
policies within the Japanese organization. One other possible reason is due to
the previously discussed common goal. As Hinds & Weisband (2003) theorized
a common goal increases employee commitment to an organization and trust in
other employees. Up till recently, in Japan lifetime employment was common.
This safety of employment increases commitment to the organization, which in
turn most likely has a positive effect on knowledge sharing. Hence, the need for
explicit knowledge sharing policies in Japan is different from the need in West-
ern organizations, which do not offer lifetime employment. Management sup-
port for knowledge sharing practices can help to bridge this gap. Western man-
agers, as well as Japanese managers, can show by own example that they also
take part in knowledge sharing practices. This is just one part in the creation of
a knowledge sharing culture in the office. The creation of a knowledge sharing
culture needs the support of management (Smith et al., 2010).

Organization has a key role in innovation processes. It sets the goals and
states which individuals participate in which project. Based on this, the manag-
ers of the projects and processes involved need to be able to understand how to
create policies and incentive systems that help individuals to reach the set goals.
However, the common goal of the workers should be aligned to be the same as
the goal of the project. Individuals are more willing to share knowledge when
working together towards meeting the goal (Lin, 2007). From a knowledge re-
quirement point of view, this helps the organization meet the knowledge needs
of the innovation process. This can be helped by creating a knowledge sharing
mind set, which is based on having suitable policies and strategies in place
(Smith et al., 2010). Having proper knowledge sharing policies and strategies in
place will most likely lead to positive results in innovation processes. In addi-
tion, organizations can try to gain access to external knowledge housed within
another organization. This type of knowledge acquisition is complementary to



61

internal research and development activities (Cassiman and Veugelers, 2006)
and will likely enhance efficiency of innovation processes. Organizations can
also use incentives to support not only knowledge sharing but innovation pro-
cesses. As one interviewee disclosed that in her organization the innovator and
the organization get the patent. This shows that the organization really values
the innovations that individuals make. If properly thought out incentives are
used they will most likely lead to better results in knowledge sharing, which in
turn helps to improve the innovation processes.

Therefore, for practitioners understanding how incentives, common goals,
knowledge sharing policies and management support are tied together is essen-
tial. Understanding that just by copying policies and practices from other or-
ganizations without recontexualizing will most likely not result in brilliant re-
sults. Nevertheless, the findings of this study can be used to as a basis for or-
ganizations to understand how knowledge-sharing practices need to be custom-
ized.

6.1.4 Analysis of The Trust influence factors

Trust is an essential antecedent for knowledge sharing. Without trust there is
little sharing and the quality of the shared knowledge is most likely questiona-
ble. The results from the interviews closely correlate with the results of Usoro et
al. (2007) who divide trust into three subcategories: integrity-based trust, com-
petency-based trust and benevolence-based trust. It should be noted that the
researcher has named these attributes, as the interviewees did not directly call
the factors by these names. The results from the interviews show that integrity-
based trust and competence-based trust are more important than benevolence-
based trust. Integrity-based trust increases the correctness of the shared
knowledge and benevolence-based trust insures that the shared knowledge is
used in a proper way. Based on the interviews integrity-based trust is the most
important trust type. This confirms the results that Usoro et al. (2007) had pre-
viously derived. Based on the interviews and on existing research (Usoro et al.,
2007) it seems that the type of trust used in initial trust building in addition to
integrity-based trust is different between Japanese and Western organizations.
Japanese organizations take more on the role of an extended family where a
generalist worker is appreciated (Glisby and Holden, 2003). This is in contrast
to Western organizations where individuals are hired based on their specific
skills. The extended family of the Japanese organization uses company outings
to build a sense of community, or in another words, benevolence-based trust. In
Western organizations, the individuals have been hired based on their resume
and therefore it is expected that they are competent enough to do the tasks as-
signed. This is indicative of competency-based trust being the initial type of
trust. These two types of trust are still secondary to integrity-based trust but
accounting for the secondary trust type will most likely increase the speed of
building trust.

Trust is greatly influenced by organizational, individual and cultural fac-
tors. From organizational point of view trust creation needs to be supported in
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order to assure more efficient knowledge sharing (Noll, et al. 2010; Matsuo and
Easterby-Smith, 2008). For example, the common goal can be used to increase
trust among the workers. Trust in the other individuals increases the amount of
knowledge shared, which in turn creates a positive feedback loop resulting in
increased trust. From a cultural point of view, the time required to create trust
varies. As the interviewees pointed out Western individuals need less time than
Japanese individuals. This result is corroborated by the research of Moller and
Svahn (2004) and Hofstede (1980). Understanding this is essential for all organi-
zations engaged in international sharing. Nevertheless, there are positive sides
to the long time it takes to create trusting relationships. Once trust has been cre-
ated it alleviates the fear of losing face. This was mentioned by the interviewees
and has been previously theorized by Usoro et al. (2007). It has also been dis-
covered in a Chinese context by Tong and Mitra (2009). The results of the inter-
view also indicate results confirming this assumption in the Japanese context.
Therefore, for practitioners in international organizations taking the time to
properly build trust among the workers is essential as this can overrule the na-
tional culture of the employee. From an individual point of view, trust is build
on previous experiences and on interactions with other individuals and organi-
zations (Luna-Reyes et al., 2004, Al-Alawi et al.,, 2007). Good experiences in
knowledge sharing will increase the likelihood of sharing in the future (Luna-
Reyes et al., 2004). The increase in interaction among the individuals will help
organizations for a culture of sharing as described by Smith et al. (2010). Hence,
enabling trust building between employees and organizations is key to improv-
ing knowledge sharing. Taking into account the differences in trust building
that culture causes will make trust building faster.

Trust is also essential in innovation processes. In fact, the lack of trust is
one of the barriers for any networked innovation process. Hence, improvements
in the trust at the knowledge sharing level will positively reflect to the innova-
tion process level. High levels of trust influences knowledge sharing as indi-
viduals and organizations don’t have to protect their knowledge from exploita-
tion (Inkpen and Pien, 2006). However, distrust has also the same type of rela-
tionship. Lack of trust causes the collaborators to share less frequently (Luna-
Reyes, 2004). With less knowledge shared, knowledge blocks appear (Park and
Chan, 2003). This will lead to difficulties in collaboration at the innovation pro-
cess level. The created framework depicts how culture influences trust and by
studying it closely organizations can use knowledge sharing to support the in-
novation processes. Proper utilization of the framework enables the organiza-
tions to create more trust between both individuals and organizations involved
in the innovation process and erase knowledge blocks..

Overall it can be said that trust is one of the key factors in knowledge shar-
ing. Increase in trust most likely creates a positive feedback loop, which in-
creases quantity and the quality of the shared knowledge, which in turn in-
crease integrity-based trust. Practitioners should concentrate on combining
trust creation efforts with pursuing of a common goal as the beneficial aspects
of the related factors likely create a networked effect. This total sum of the bene-
tits of the networked effect is most likely more than the sum of improvements
in the individual components. The multiple influence factors related to trust
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show that creating trust takes effort and many aspects need to be considered
when creating knowledge sharing strategies. Lacking support for some parts of
the trust influence factors will most likely have a negative effect on the trust.
Hence, practitioners should closely follow the insight that the new framework
presents.

6.1.5 Analysis of The Tools influence factors

Tools aspect of this research gained the least amount of attention during the
interviews. Based on the interviews ease of use and support for communica-
tion both are important influencing factors and if they are used correctly they
will have a positive effect on willingness to share. While Lin (2007) did not find
any positive link between knowledge donating and ICT usage, researchers like
Tian et al. (2007) and Gupta et al. (2009) have found indications that technical
tools have a positive effect on knowledge sharing. The results from the inter-
views also support these findings. Lin’s results (2007) are most likely linked
with the fact that knowledge sharing is mostly seen as a separate activity from
the normal workflow (Riege, 2004). If it takes a bigger effort to share knowledge
then the less likely individuals are to use the tools (Kankahalli, et al. 2005), then
the key to effective software is the ability to share without having to break from
the normal workflow. Eppler and Gallen (2000) stated that without supporting
communication, knowledge management tools are hard to implement. In turn
without supporting communication in an easy way the results from using the
tool are most likely less efficient and individuals are less likely to use them. In
the interviews ease of use and support for communication were found to influ-
ence the way the technical tools were used. For example, email usage has start-
ed to approach an instant messaging software in some organizations. This is
supported by the findings of Gupta et al. (2009) who studied collaborative tech-
nologies more closely. In addition, previous research has found that email us-
age patterns show signs of cultural influence (Holtbrugge et al., 2012). This
would indicate that some customization of software could help to improve in-
teraction with other individuals. The ability to customize software to suit the
needs of the individual is important for increasing the use (Matsuo and
Easterby-Smith, 2008) but requires a relatively high level of technical skills be-
fore it can be done. The interviews show no difference in the way tools are cus-
tomized in Japan and in the Western countries as during the interviews now
such information was disclosed.

In the interviews no difference was found on the preference between sub-
stantial and incremental change, which was suggested by Strach and Everett
(2006). However, during the research no access was had to any databases
housed by the interviewed organizations, which hindered the study and limited
the research just to the interview level. A more thorough research that has ac-
cess to the organizational database might find different results on the effects of
customizable software and on the preference between substantial and incre-
mental change. Nevertheless, currently there is no evidence to support the in-
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clusion of preference between substantial and incremental change to the attrib-
ute list of the proposed framework.

Technical tools provide the means of sharing knowledge in an interna-
tional innovation process. Hence, individuals need to have access to tools that
help them share knowledge easily. These tools can help make knowledge shar-
ing seem less like a separate activity and therefore help increase knowledge
sharing (Riege, 2005). However, even in the use of the technical tools cultural
patterns can be seen. For example, the communication patters in email usage
show cultural influences (Holtbrugge et al., 2012). Also, as has been shown pre-
viously by Gupta et al. (2009), teams of individuals that are collocated do less
documenting than distributed teams. This means that the organization should
encourage documentation, which can be then shared with the other members
and organizations. In addition, having access to tools that are easy to use the
individuals are also more likely to gather knowledge from other sources (Lin,
2007). Therefore, organizations should invest wisely on tools that are easy to
use and support communication. Both of these features will help the individu-
als involved in the innovation process to distribute knowledge and to gather
knowledge. This access should not be only limited to experts as having access to
diverse knowledge across organizational boundaries will result in the genera-
tion of new expert knowledge (Alin et al., 2011). The newly created knowledge
can then be refined in the innovation process.

Overall, it can be stated that technical tools are important to knowledge
sharing also at the innovation process level due to the fact that good tools will
increase sharing and also knowledge gathering resulting in increased
knowledge within the organization. For practitioners selecting tools is an im-
portant step towards increasing the effectiveness of knowledge sharing. How-
ever, choosing tools that are too rigid will hinder the efforts. Enough time
should be reserved to make an educated choice when choosing what software
will be purchased for the organization. Listening to what the actual users want
will give managers more information on how well does the candidate software
support the users’ needs. An unwise investment in expensive, ineffective tools
will only hinder any knowledge sharing initiative that the organization wants
to starts or improve.

6.1.6 Analysis of The Willingness influence factors

Willingness to share is another key component in sharing knowledge. Most of
the influences for willingness come from outside attributes from organization,
individual and trust. In addition, some influence was found to come from tools
and individual factors. As most of the influences to willingness come from out-
side factors the analysis in the original influence factors also applies here. In this
research the only internal attribute for willingness was sharing outside of
group. This was mentioned by few Western interviewees, who stated that in
their experiences there were more knowledge silos in Japanese organizations
than in Western organizations. This factor was also mentioned in regards to
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inter-organizational sharing, i.e. knowledge that was supposed to be passed on
to another organization had not been shared outside of the organization. Rea-
sons for this could be due to organizational rules on sharing (Lindner and Wald,
2011) or differences in communication styles (Bhagat et al., 2002) but also based
on cultural factors. Trust in the other organization, and in other individual,
increases the willingness to share even critical knowledge as suggested by Uso-
ro et al. (2007). Another factor influencing willingness to sharing knowledge is
cultural. As suggested by Moller and Svahn (2004) Bhagat et al. (2002) com-
municating across cultural and hierarchical barriers can have an effect on how
much is shared and with whom is it shared with. In addition to organizational
factors, this can be one factor explaining the existence of the knowledge silos
especially in the international context.

As mentioned in the analysis section for tools, ease of use and support for
communication are important. Ease of use meaning sharing can be done with-
out breaking the workflow makes individuals more willing to share as was
stated by one Western academic. The increased interaction between employees
and organizations increases trust, which makes the affected parties more will-
ing to share their knowledge. The strength of the influence on willingness to
share coming from tools is, however, most likely smaller than the influence of
other influence factors.

Individual factors also have some impact on willingness to share. As
shown by Lin (2007) one reason for willingness to share is getting enjoyment
from helping others, which strengthen the relationship between the individuals.
A Japanese academic also mentioned this reasoning. However, as described in
the chapter analyzing the individual influence factors, language skills and cul-
tural distance can either improve this interaction or hinder it. If the individual’s
language skills are not good enough then embarrassment over language skills
has a negative effect on willingness to share (Ford and Chan, 2003). Also a big
difference in cultures can have a negative effect on sharing (Moller and Svahn,
2004) as there will be differences in communication styles and language used,
which will be needed to overcome before a more effective knowledge transfer
relationship is established. Once again trust in other people and organizations
can help to overcome most negative effects that stem in individual factors. Es-
pecially passion for sharing knowledge can help overcome any barriers that
might hinder willingness to share (Usoro et al., 2007).

Innovation processes also gains from individual willingness to share. Most
of the influence for willingness comes from the other influence factors, which
means that the discussions on innovation processes in those sections also apply
here. In the knowledge sharing level, positive influences to willingness vie trust
increase the amount and quality of the knowledge shared (Usoro et al., 2007). In
the innovation process level, increases in willingness to share knowledge can
help organizations to improve their innovation capability (Lin, 2007). As influ-
ence of sharing outside of group is the only attribute within factors that influ-
ence willingness, it means that individuals and organizations involved in inno-
vation processes also need to consider its effects on the innovation process. In
fact, it could be argued that the differences in the styles of Open Innovation be-
tween Japan and the Western countries most likely has some of its roots in this
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attribute. Western Open Innovation focuses on having a central market place
for innovations where as Japanese Open Innovation mostly focuses on using
close relationships with frequently collaborated organizations (Maegawa and
Miyamoto, 2008). This indicates that Japanese organizations more likely collab-
orate with other Japanese organizations whereas Western organizations collab-
orate with organizations that have the specific knowledge needed. From a Jap-
anese perspective this can be seen as sharing within the same group. Innovation
processes combining internal capabilities and openness to sharing knowledge
can help to improve innovation performance of the organization (Caloghirou et
al., 2004). Hence, influencing willingness through organizational and individual
factors can help sharing outside of the group, which in turn can have a positive
effect on both

Overall, it can be said that the link between trust and willingness and or-
ganization and willingness are the most important ones out of all the links. In-
creases in trust most likely have a positive effect on both the quality and quanti-
ty of shared knowledge. Organizations can influence trust, which in turn influ-
ences willingness to share. In addition, organizations themselves can influence
willingness to share directly via incentive usage. Therefore, practitioners should
concentrate on improving antecedes of willingness in order to increase willing-
ness. The advices given in the analysis of the trust influence factors are a good
place to start.
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7 Summary, Limitations, and Future Research

In this research, the affect of culture on knowledge sharing has been studied in
detail. First, innovation processes and the need for knowledge management
were discussed to show the larger context. Once the link between the two was
shown, cultural models and previous research on culture’s affect on knowledge
sharing were presented through a thorough literary review. After that the re-
search methodology was discussed before moving on to the description of the
interviews. In chapter five the results from the interviews were discussed and a
new framework detailing the influence of culture on knowledge sharing was
presented. Finally, in chapter six the new framework and the influence factors
found in the interviews were analyzed against existing research.

Based on the results derived in this thesis, the affect of culture on
knowledge sharing needs to be taken into account by academics and by practi-
tioners. Culture affects not only individuals and organizations but also trust
and willingness to share. The created framework details influence factors and
attributes that are affected by culture and it is considered to be an answer for
both of the research questions. The framework adds the following contributions
to the existing literature: First, during the research it was shown that
knowledge-sharing theories need to consider cultural, individual, organization-
al and technical factors. Any framework that does not consider all of these fac-
tors will take knowledge sharing out from its natural element. No such frame-
works existed before the proposed framework. Therefore, the framework repre-
sents a step towards a more comprehensive theory on knowledge sharing. Se-
cond, some of the attributes within the influence factors represent new addi-
tions to theories regarding cultural influences on knowledge sharing. The big-
gest difference between previous frameworks and the proposed framework is
the inclusion of a common goal in the organization influence factor. This factor
has not been previously included in knowledge sharing frameworks that in-
clude culture. The roles of incentives and technical tools gained some support
but there is still need for more research. The next logical step is to further vali-
date the framework through quantitative research methods. As previously stat-
ed, the framework presents a significant improvement over the existing frame-
works and models detailing the relationship between culture and knowledge
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sharing. Closer study of the framework helps both academics and practitioners
to understand the extent of cultures affects. The discussion section especially
will be useful for all practitioners as the suggestions presented there are repre-
sent a practical starting point in increasing knowledge sharing in international
organizations.

In regards to innovation processes, the presented framework can be used
to support collaboration in international innovation processes. This means that
individuals and organizations involved in cross-country projects and collabora-
tions should study the presented framework in order to gain a deeper under-
standing where special attention needs to be taken to ensure correct transfer-
ence of knowledge. The framework, and knowledge sharing in general, has a
role in supporting innovation process. As the presented framework encom-
passes more details than any previous framework, the results derived from the
proper utilization of the new framework will most likely increase the efficiency
of knowledge sharing. With the increase in the amount of knowledge shared,
individuals involved in the innovation processes will have access to the
knowledge that they require faster than before. According to Wang & Wang
(2012) this increase in sharing will then impact both the quality of innovations
and innovation speed, which in turn has a positive effect on both the operation-
al performance and financial performance of the organization. Therefore, organ-
izations with knowledge sharing strategies should update the existing strate-
gies in accordance to the results presented in this thesis. In addition to that, the
analysis of the connections between the influence factors and innovation pro-
cesses presented in the previous chapter also provide practitioners and academ-
ics more guidance on how to apply the new framework in the innovation pro-
cess level of abstraction.

There are some limitations to the research. First of all, the sample size is
relatively small, which can cause some problems in further validation phases.
The limited number of interviews cause that there might be some unknown fac-
tors also, which were not found during the interviews. Especially, the sample
size of Japanese academics is considerably small. Additional interviews with
more specific interviewee groups, such as Japanese national working in a Japa-
nese organization and Western national working in a Japanese organization,
should be conducted to gain a more solid foundation before any future applica-
tions of the framework. These interviews allows for a cross-validation of the
results between different interview groups. Another way to further validate the
framework is to carry out a quantitative research. This approach would validate
the framework beyond any doubt. As stated previously, a first step before car-
rying out any quantitative research should be a thorough qualitative research
(Kuhn, 1961). This qualitative step has now been carried out and the results of
this thesis can be used to take the next step, which is to modify the findings of
this research into a foundation for a quantitative research. Quantitative meth-
ods such as structural equation modeling, SEM, can be used to test the frame-
work of influence factors and their relationships in order to get validation on
the model. Guidance on turning the results of this research into a foundation for
a quantitative research can be found in the extensive literary review section as
some of the literature used to build the current framework also includes previ-
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ously used questionnaire question packets. These influence factors should be
relatively easy to modify to meet the needs of the future researchers. Finally, a
second round of quantitative study can be used to understand in detail how
culture affects knowledge sharing in a multinational context. This would lead to
an updated version of the framework. Overall, this plan follows the approach
suggested by Miles & Huberman (1994), as shown in figure 11.

Qualitative |:‘\> Quantitative |:‘\> Qualitative
Research Research Research

Figure 11 Qualitative and quantitative research (Miles & Huberman, 1994)

The quantitative methods can also be then used to study the impact of the
created framework on innovation speed and on the financial performance of the
organization (Wang & Wang, 2012). This should motivate practitioners to test
the framework in a real world situation.

Future research on this topic should concentrate on understanding more
deeply culture specific phenomenon and their relation to knowledge sharing.
For example, in Japan lifetime employment has long been a factor influencing
knowledge sharing. However, as stated by Japanese individuals, lifetime em-
ployment has started become increasingly rare in Japan. This changes the
knowledge sharing practices in Japanese organizations, as new recruits might
not be as willing to share their knowledge due to uncertainty about their future
employment. Another possible area for further research is to study how does
national culture affect individuals crossing the horizontal-vertical and collec-
tivistic-individualistic barriers. Especially in organizations that are of the oppo-
site of the individuals own national culture. These extreme cases will most cer-
tainly reveal interesting factors concerning how individuals deal with
knowledge sharing in such a different cultural environment.
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APPENDIX 1 INTERVIEW ON THE IMPACT OF CULTURE ON
KNOWLEDGE SHARING

The goal of the interview is to help the interviewees to discuss what they think
about the important factors related to knowledge sharing. Each broader catego-
ry is bolded and underlined and the interviewees were asked to discuss the top-
ic based on their own experiences. Additional questions were presented based
on the topics that the interviewees brought up, and from the supporting topics
listed bellow the broader topic. The goal of the interviews was to get the inter-
viewees to describe their own understanding of knowledge sharing in their
own words.

Culture

What aspects of culture do you think affect knowledge sharing the
most? (How do you think culture affects knowledge sharing?)

Possible discussion topics

Individualistic - collectivistic
Horizontal - vertical
Explicit vs. tacit knowledge preference

Individual

What do you think are the most important aspects in knowledge sharing
from the point of view of an individual?

Possible discussion topics

Cultural distance
Language fluency of the individual
Technical skills

Previous experiences in KS

Organization

How do you think the organization can help to increase knowledge sharing
amongst its workers?

Possible discussion topics

Incentives
Language skills of the manager
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Management support for knowledge sharing practices
Existence of formal knowledge strategies

Tolerance to mistakes

Openness to diversity

Trust

How would you define the impact of trust in knowledge sharing? What fac-
tors do you think affect your feeling of trust?

Possible discussion topics

Benevolence-based
Integrity-based
Competency-based

Tools/ technology

What aspects of tools do you find important in order to improve knowledge
sharing?

Possible discussion topics

Support for communication

Ease of use

Customizability

Substantial vs. incremental change

Willingness
What factors do you think influence you willingness to share knowledge?

Possible discussion topics

Sharing out side of group
Trust types
Incentives

Knowledge Sharing

What other aspects do you think effect Knowledge sharing



