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ABSTRACT

The main purpose of this research is investigate ridationship between knowldge sharing on indialdu
performance with organization cultural as varialniederator and relationship quality of family busisen Jogjakarta,
Indonesia. The difference is the use of tacit kmalgke sharing and explicit knowledge sharing inrntleglel research. The
theory used is a knowledge management theory ofkini1991) on knowledge sharing. The effectiveimédsiowledge
management depending on the ability of knowledgeish. The organization culture is an importanerw knowledge
sharing. Moreover using a relationship quality asderator variable, the relationship quality willciease resources
exchange between superior and subordinate forasle (Liao, Liu and Loi, 2010). The relationship biyacapable of
makes the communication interpersonal more oftappart and trust between superior and employeesa¢DCoyle-
Shapiro, Henderson and Wayne, 2008; Graen and ighl]-1995). The finding result show no influence tatit
knowledge sharing on individual performance wittgamization culture as moderated, but the tacitedge sharing has
influence on individual performance as with relaship quality as moderated. The explicit knowledparing has
influence on individual performance with organiaatculture as moderated. Relationship quality matsshows the role

as moderator variable on explicit knowledge shaninigdividual performance.
KEYWORDS: Organization Culture, Relationship Quality, Knegtle Sharing, Individual Performance

INTRODUCTION

Knowlegde Management

The ability of the organization in the field of kmkedge and technology is an important factor to
competitiveness. The competition need a change afadigm which was originally rely on resources-base
competitiveness to knowledge-based competitiveroess tangible technique, method, production and pegent or
machine be used in a process production. The kunmeldased competitiveness resting on knowledgetesithology,
human resource development were the role of edurcatnd knowledge very important. The ability of Wwhedge is the

key to win the competition (Bornemann, Graggobertidb, Hympl, Koronakis and Primus, 2003).

Concretely, the mastery of the knowledge and telciyychas 4 (four) essential components (Gautha®@9)li.e.

technical devicest¢chnowarg human devicehumanwarg, information deviceiffoware and organizationofgaware.
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Knowledge in organization is one of resources foompetitive advantage companies as the resourtashi@, not easily
imitated and cannot substituted (Barney, 1991), difftcult adapted competitors. According Kimpel@001) said the
knowledge has its allow a factor intangible prodctcapable of forming cooperation, strategic penship and strategy
in the networking. Knowledge embedded on an indialdthat each individual having knowledge differeatch other.

Knowledge as assets valuableshould organizatiormg®aknowledge a good (Davenport and Prusak, 1998).

Knowledge is resources critical for organizatiorslable to provide competitive advantage in sustai in
dynamic economic competition (Davenport and Prus8R8; Foss and Pedersen, 2002; Grant, 1996; SpandesGrants,
1996). Knowledge can be understood as assets ddild or assets organization is tacit and explid&#nsen and Avital,
2005).

Explicit knowledge is easily modified and articeldtas well as objective nature, spatially formal apstematic
easy to communicated and dispensed (Carrillo, RolbinAl-Ghassani and Anumba, 2004). Polanyi (1986 when tacit
knowledge can be controlled in personal mind, eipknowledge in fact must be dependent on the rstaleding and

application in tacit, then from it actually all kmtedge of tacit knowledge.
Knowledge Sharing in Family Business

The key to the success of knowledge managememe iagdplication of knowledge sharing (Nonaka andetahi,
1995; Alavi and Leidner, 2001), as one of the mogtortant parts of knowledge management is howrtcoerage
individual in organization to perform knowledge shg (Orr and Persson, 2003). Knowledge shariraylisoader concept
of transfer of knowledge, emphasizing social intéoa or process to perform the exchange of knogéde(Grant, 1996;

Govindarajan and Gupta, 2000).

The implementation of knowledge management could imospite of activities knowledge sharing, where a
willingness to divide knowledge between individualdispensable. Further, that knowledge sharinglires the share
through communication between personal and ott@rswledge that is stored each individual will betpaf knowledge

organization.

Davenport and Prusak (1998) explained the rolkimbwledge management in family business is a nuiii fof
framed experience, values, contextual informatepert insights and grounded intuitions that presia framework for

evaluating, as well as incorporating new experisraze information.

Knowledge in the environment family business impgannot only in a document or warehouse, but theeein
routine activities organization, the process, pcastand norms in organizational with the assetiljabusiness of tacit
knowledge could be developed are the aptituderoflyabusiness competitiveness (Tiwana, 2000).Ifehie personal who
has knowledge over production process sudden Ideverganization is a gap knowledge (Brossler, 1988cause it is
important for family business to utilise and mamagassets intangible owned differently with asgsgtgsical owned
(Tiwana, 2000). According to result survey by Kemeeian Koperasi and UKM Republik Indonesia (201®) humber of
companies in Indonesia as many as 56.534.592 ndi98 percent are categorized SMEs industries. ligdimbiness in
Indonesia and some the country is dominated bylsandl medium enterprises (Astrachan and Shank@3;20hrisman,
Chua and Sharma, 2005), and indirectly family bessnhaving role similar with small and medium eurises in the
contribution of GDP.
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Family business is business owned family, in making recovery policy organization dominated by mersiof
emotional group (Carsrud, 1994). Family businessngauniqueness in the confidence and the coreegaluho still stay
there.The role of the founder of is very importéamtestablish the identity of organization, basididie and business
purposes.Studies previously discuss the ownershignily business (Mutunga and Gachunga, 2013; tCand Wilhelm,
2012; Sreih, Djoundourian and Salpie, 2008; Samtegh, 2008), but this study is emphasized on hoprépare the next
generation through knowledge sharing was an impbiapect success that succession. Result of simcetetermine
sustainability the future family business (Moored &ary, 2002; Rohland, 1996).

The research on transition ownership family businefsthe owner earlier to succesor has been dorwarigv
Williams, Allen and Avila,1997; Sardeshmukh, 20@gih et al., 2008), but this study is more emghasi how to
prepare generation succesor through knowledgenghariho became important aspect the ownership althestsame as
research by Sardeshmukh (2008).

Research of the effectiveness of transition the@ipts generation to the next generation in commatiga with
knowledge sharing by Wang, Watkins, Harris, ancc&p{2004) even when business is still in supesmiglasani, 2002).
One of the keys the effectiveness of successi@onsmunication and guidance optimal the exact tinaa tthe previous
(Carlock, 2010). Smyrnois and Grants (2006) thefletor family business located at the founderradwner.

Often the previous generation refused to submit thesiness because they felt less ready to giveagement to
generation the successor (Sharma et al., 200Tg théotal vacuum estafet ownership family busir{elsl and Mattias,
2008; Lansberg, 1999; Morris, Williams and Avil&99r) found that only 30 percent of the total fantilysiness can
survive during the period between the first genenatio generation (Dickins and Sarbey, 2011; W04 ?2).

Failure occurring in succession of family businfesssseveral factors among others: (1) lack of krexlgle sharing
of a precursor to successor (Trow, 1961; HatakRoessl, 2011) and (2) lack of succession planriitepley, Marchese
and Jossey, 2012). The founder of refused to suthwiit business because of a lack of ready to givdrol management
the next generation (Sharma, Chrisman, Pablo ant,C2001), there a total vacuum of owner estBifiet research ever
more review tacit knowledge(Haldin, 2008; Ngah ahgsoff, 2009; Haldin, 2002) connected with orgatiizel
performance (Ngah and Jusoff, 2009).

Besides research knowledge management generdieiseganization technology that tends to high-{&@Hicia,
Dorel Mihai Paraschivand and Irina Pugna, 2008 adamdeh, 2007; Herschel and Jones, 2005; Dousmn8alg Kolbe
and Walter Brenner, 2005). This research reviewt &ud expicit knowledge sharing on the individparformance by

organisation culture and relationship quality asierator variable.
Organizational Culture and Relationship Quality asModerator Variable

This research include a moderator variable of dmgdional culture and relationship quality in cootien
between knowledge sharing on individual performarcstrong support organizational culture will stgghen individual
do knowledge sharing (Eisenberger, Hutington, Hstoh and Sowa, 1986). The better organizationauiiland better
knowledge sharing a person does and would improgendividual performance, so does the contraryrakbian, Klein
and Smyrnios (2002) found value and organizati@udture be important element in the family busgebey include

culture in their research to judge family affluenceompanies.
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The results of the study by Danish, Munir and Dg@@4 2) indicate that organizational culture as emating the
relationship between knowledge management and ima@eonal effectiveness. The results of that is adinthe same
indicated by Alharbi (2012); Erkutlu (2010); LeeD@®); Erdogan, Liden and Kraimer (2006); Mushre§1(2) found that

organizational culture is the moderator variabiehie knowledge sharing on effectiveness orgamizati

The research by Erdogenet (2006); Alharabi (2012) Banishet (2012) said that organizational culisrénhe
moderator variable the relationship between knogdednanagement and organizational effectiveness.wicdge
management practices have strong relations witleffieetiveness of the organization while this rielaship moderated by
corporate culture conducive.Practical organizafimicated that have got to promote practice knogdedhanagement

supported with organizational culture is condudieeause these this has contributed to the orgamzaeffectivity .

Denison (1984) conducted research on the perforenahculture was 34 corporate in  America on thsid of
the characteristics that help improve the perforeaaf time to time. Organizational culture and pexformance of
mutual related to each other based on the reldtianperfect in the process of business (ReichetisSzhneider, 1990).
Organizational culture strong in the family buse&gll increase cooperation among the family mermstaard confirmed

the culture sharing from generation to generat{@nirfco, 2006).

Organizational culture give competitive advantagmify business, because a member of family andidars
having consideration over the together to get & bf result (Voordecker, Voordeckers, Gils, Vam dHeuvel, 2007).
The quality of relationships will facilitating exahge of resources between superior and employesssay for the
completion of duty (Liao, Liu and Promoted, 2010).other words, the relationship quality will inese exchange
knowledge later on improving the individual perfame in organization.Relationship quality makes ¢benmunication
interpersonal more often, there is support and idente between by superior and employees largefa¢DCoyle-
Shapiro, Henderson and Wayne, 2008; Graen and igh|-h995). The condition it allows both sides tc@mmodate the

demands of the changes that was in progress.
PROBLEM STATEMENT

First, the importance of research about knowledge shamitige individual performance in the family busseen
IndonesiaSecondly, the importance of testing about relationship betwexplicit and tacit knowledge sharing on
individual performance in the family businedsirdly, limitation of research publication on moderatariable have a
relation knowledge sharing with the individual merhance. A moderator variable proposed in this aiede was

organizational culture and relationship quality .
Based on formulation these problems, the questidhi®research is:
» Does the tacit and explicit knowledge sharing haationships with the individual performance?

» Does organization culture as moderator variable lialationship with the tacit and explicit knowledgharing on

the individual performance?

» Does relationship quality as moderator variableshalationship with the tacit and explicit knowledgharing on

the individual performance?
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RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This research is an explanatory or explanationarese because this research by conducting an eaqmanfor
the phenomenon of the relationship between basealla theory and previous research using datargrap{Cooper and
Schindler, 2003). This reserach using indepenganable of knowledge sharing consisting of theittand explicit

knowledge sharing, and a moderator variable oficalbrganizational and relationship quality.

The dependent variable of this research is thevididal performance.The research was done in famiiness in
Yogyakarta Indonesia, consisting of Yogyakarta ar(our) region (Bantul, Sleman, Gunungkidul analdtiprogo).The
reasons for the selection this area because Yogwalsaone of sentra family business in Indonesid the majority of

small and medium enterprises (Kementerian KoperasiUKM Republik Indonesia, 2012).

The technique of taking sample on the researctgubim method of non random sampling of purposivepdiag
(Criteria, 2006). The criteria of respondents iis fiesearch is owner or manager family busine&oigyakarta, Indonesia
with new generation was the first of the secondegation. The data collection was done observatioa distribution of
questionner and the interview directly to respomsland the process Focus Group Discussion (FGDyelss to identify

depth interview to several people.

The model of research conducted combining 3 (thmeajels of research by transformation variable amte, the
majority of organizational performance (in the foofboth innovation or effectivity) on the individuperformance. The
reason of the individual performance as variablie@me based opinion by Lin (2007) that the managgmEpower can
be undertaken in a effective in an enterprise ffeason have a desire cooperation with fellow fortualicontributed

knowledge that they have in organizational. The ehofiresearch shown in Figure 1.

Knowledge sharing divided into 2 (two) componerdghe tacit and explicit knowledge sharing (Polanyi,
1966).Tacit knowledge sharing was reference ongpual employees of the level of knowledge shatimat was
delivered through a formal or informal discussionllaboration with colleagues and in their own adckiof knowledge
sharing. Tacit knowlegde sharing is embedded irember of a includes many knowledge that influeribeseffective of

performance in organization (Howells, 1996).

The influence of tacit knowledge sharing on theirdlial performance developed by Rong et al. (20Kfgm
and Bokhari (2011),Rob Cross and Cummings (2004)leviNgah (2009) said the influence of tacit knodge sharing on
performance organization. The result research byugson et al.(2003) that the difference betweeit taw explicit
knowledgesharing in improving performance, Keskifab) explained explicit knowledge sharing affecperformance.

The influence of tacit and explicit knowledge omfpemance, either individually and organization.

According to Erdogen et al. (2006),Kinasti (201Brzh et al.(2012), Alharbi (2012) indicate thagaoization
culture is a moderator variable in the relationghipween knowledge management and organizatiofedtieeness.The
effectiveness of organization is defined as pragreb organization able to reach the thing desirEtzionni and
Amitia,1964 in Danish et al., 2012) almost equalitalerstanding about the performance of the org#inizDanish et
al.(2012) that organization culture as variable ematbrgivea strong positive in the relationshipwesin knowledge

management and effectiveness organization.
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Anderson and Gerbing (1988) stated in his resetnahquality relationship make trust increased iafidential
on performance. The result research of Wang amu (B@13) states relationship quality be moderatmiable in the
relationship between knowledge sharing with serimc@vation performance.Based on exposure to tipathgsis of this

research is as follows:
Hypothesis 1a: Tacit knowledge sharing has a relationship witdividual performance.
Hypothesis 1b: Explicit knowledge sharing has a relationshiphimdividual performance.

Hypothesis 2a: Organization culture as moderator variable in retaship between tacit knowledge sharing on
the individual performance.

Hypothesis 2b: Organization culture as moderator variable in rédaship between explicit knowledge sharing

on the individual performance.

Hypothesis 3.a: Relationship quality as moderator variable inatbnships between tacit knowledge sharing on

the individual performance.

Hypothesis 3.b: Relationship quality as moderator variable inatbnships between explicit knowledge sharing

on the individual performance

The operational of variable in the research shownhable 1, and the research model is follow of Fegui

Sharing (X1)

[ {"Tacit Knoivledge

Explicit Knowledg E
_ Sharing (X2)

Figure 1: Research Model

Source: Model modification of research by Ngah and Juga€f09), Danish, Munir and Saleh (2012), Jian and
Wang (2103)

Table 1: Variables And Operational Definition of Research

No. Variable Dimension Operational Definition
Tacit Exchange a notion or of expertise and
knowledge experience which a person does with the other
sharing company.

Knowledge

1. sharing Knowledge exchange who easily documented
Explicit and formed, can be made, written, transferred
knowledge and followed units organization between
sharing orally or computer program, patent, diagrans

and information technology.
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Table 1: Contd.,
Performance the owner or the next generatipn
Individual family business with the size of performance
performance standard. Performance indicators standards
derived from the job description individual.

Culture family business as value together in

o between the family members and something a
Organizational .

3. Culture - complex include knowlegde, trust, art, moral,

law, customary, each skill other and habits ¢f

a obtained.

How excited or satisfied an individual in
Relationship coqjqnction, but ther_e is consensus about
4, quality - definition of the quality relationships or

theory by Johnson (1995) and Fincham &
Beach (2010)

SourceManaged Data (2014)

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS
The distribution result of the respondents basetherdemography respondent included characteridéits The
data were collected using a question given dirdotiyhe owner of the family business. The dataectibn shown in Table

2 about the characteristics of respondents.

Table 2: The Characteristics of the Respondents

No. The Characteristics Frecuency Percentage
Gender:

1. (1) Male 155 45,6%
(2) Female 185 54,4%
Education Category:

(1) Elementary School 40 12%

2. (2) Junior High School 192 56%
(3) Diploma/Graduated 98 29%
(4) Magister/Doctoral 10 3%
Age Category:

(1) <25 years old 7 2%
(2) From 25 to 35 years old 78 23%

3. (3) From 36 to 45 years old 136 40%
(4) From 46 to 55 years old 112 33%
(5) From 56 to 65 years old 7 2%
(6) > 65 years old 0 0%
Generation of compan:

(1) First 313 92%

4, (2) Second (son/daughter in law) 17 5%
(3) Third (grand son) 3 1%
(4)> Third 7 2%
Owner of Family busines:

(1) Owner 326 95,9%

5. (2) Son/daughter in law 13 4%
(3) Grand son/daughter 0 0%
(4) Others/professional 1 0,1%
Respondentas:

(1) Owner (first generation) 170 50%

6 (2) Son/Daughter in law 85 25%

’ (3) Grand son/daughter 34 10%
(4) Brother/Sister 41 12%
(5) Others/Professional 10 3%

7. Number of Employee:
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(1) < 20 persons 286 84%
(2) From 21 to 30 persons 51 15%
(3) >30 persons 3 1%
Number of Total Assets (in Rupiah):
(1) <50 million 296 87%
8. (2) From 50 to 500 million 41 12%
(3) From 500 to 10 million 3 1%
(4) >10 million - 0%
Type of Products:
(1) Products 303 89%
9. . 7%
(2) Service 24 4%
(3) Products and Service 13
The company have a business product:
10. | (1) Yes 61 18%
(2) Not 279 82%

Sourcélanaged Data (2014)

The testing ofhypothesis in this research using MRAoderated Regression Analysito test the effects
organizational culture and relationship qualitynasderation variable to the relations between kndgdesharing on the
individual performance. The results of hypothess tvas shown in Figure 2 and Table 3.

Tacti Knowledge! Hla: significant
Sharing (X1) | {sig=0.000)*+*

I FiSb ignificani ¢

H2a: msignificant
:{stg=[? 118)

i Individual !
; Performance (Y)

rganizational |

. X OO)““““E

b | l
(Se=0.000)7F

Explicit
L (sig=0,000)***

Knowledge
Sharing (X2)

Figure 2: The Result of Hypothesis Test

Table 3: Result of Hypothesis Test

Unstandardized Standardized

Model Coefficients Coefficients T Sig.
B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 5.275 .006 875.848 .000
;ﬁgrizgc't Knowledge 1999 004 964 | 280.042 .000
;ﬁ;riﬁ;p“c't Knowledge | 453 004 063 13.935| .000
1 |Tot: Organizational Culturg .001 .004 .002 .350 727
Tot: Relationship Quality | .160 .003 181 51.784| .000
ModeratTacitOC .008 .005 .007 1.568 | .118
ModeratExplctOC 028 .005 .027 5.960 | .000
ModeratTacitRQ .027 .005 .023 5.443 | .000
ModeratExplctRQ .005 .005 .005 1.122 | .263

SourcdManaged Data (2014)
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The results of research hypothesis tests used AaMRA stated that:

» Tacit knowledge sharing has a positive influencehanindividual performance, as shown from the jpedower
thana value (0.000 < 0.05) arfil= 0,964. Thus, it can be accepted.

» Explicit knowledge sharing has a positive influercethe individual performance, as shown from phealue
lower thano value (0.000 < 0.05) arfd= 0,063. Thus, it can be accepted.

e Organizationalculture has not influence on theiilial performance,as shown from the p value lowant
value (0.727 > 0.05) arfil= 0,002). Thus, it can not be accepted.

» Relationship quality has a positive influence oa ithdividual performance, as shown from the p vétueer than
a value (0.000 < 0.05) wifh= 0,181. Thus, it can be accepted.

» Tacit knowledge sharing has not infleunce on thdividual performance after the culture organizadioas
moderated with the value significance 0,118 grd0,007, as shown smaller than p value, in a tiedationship

tacit knowledge sharing on the individual perforiwan

» Explicit knowledge sharing has a positive infleuneethe individual performance after culture orgational as
moderated, as shown from the p value lower thaalue (0.000 < 0.05) arfil= 0,027.

e Tacit knowledge sharing has a positive influencetlma individual performance after relationship lgyaas
moderated, as evidenced by the value significang®80 andg = 0,023.

» Explicit knowledge sharing has not influence or findividual performance after relationship qualis
moderated. The evidenced value t = 1,122 by theevsignificance = 0,263 aific= 0,005.

CONCLUSIONS

e The findings this research stated that knowledgeist) of tacit knowledge and explicit knowledgehtave an
influence on individual performance.The outcomehaf findings is consistent with the findings Pola(i966);
Lee et al. (2005); Du, Rong et al. (2007); Akrand &okhari (2011) that tacit knowledge sharing iefiaes on

the individual performance directly.

* The relationship quality is the moderator variat#tations between tacit knowledge sharing in thdividual
performance.In line with the results of the studsldih, Herrgard (2000) factors exist important amily

relationship that affects knowledge sharing, thsttfactor and the quality of relationships.
LIMITATION

This research using respondents owners of the yamisiness has been done efforts to reduce theniééisod
derived from single source by means of multisoumeelving 2 (two) generations management of the @wand the next

generation. But the research results show the anbatl between the next generation with the cuoeners.
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