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Abstract: Nowadays knowledge is becoming an increasingly important factor of organizational competitiveness.
The way it is shared within the organization is essential and central not only to the success of organizations but
also among those who share it, since those who take part in the knowledge sharing process also benefit from it.
Since middle managers have an important position within the organization and play a significant role in the
knowledge sharing process, this paper focuses on the knowledge sharing of those middle managers who work at
medium and large-sized enterprises in Hungary. A new method of how to measure middle managers’ maturity of
knowledge sharing is presented in this paper. Between 2007 and 2010 an empirical survey was conducted during
which 400 middle managers working at medium- and large-sized enterprises in Hungary were investigated by a
questionnaire. The answers of this survey have been analysed using Principal Component Analysis and four
different principal components concerning the maturity of knowledge sharing have been identified. These four
components are the availability among middle managers, the availability among the middle managers and their
subordinates, the usefulness of knowledge among middle managers and the usefulness of knowledge among the
middle managers and their subordinates.
Keywords: knowledge sharing, maturity, middle managers, Hungary

1. Introduction
Knowledge sharing is considered to be a fundamental means through which organizational
competitive advantage can be reached (Jackson et al. 2006). The way knowledge is shared within the
organization is essential and central not only to the success of the organization where it takes place
but also among those who share it, since those who take part in the knowledge sharing process also
benefit from it.
Middle managers play a key role in the knowledge sharing process. During the process of knowledge
sharing middle managers’ roles have to change from control to mentor and facilitate others. However
they often resist the realization of such changes. After building their careers and lives around the
hierarchical pathway that exists within the organization, the appearance of a non-hierarchical work
flow which does not require management behaviours concerning command-and-control may threaten
them (Pommier et al. 2000). The fact regarding poor knowledge sharing and resistance towards
middle managers’ knowledge sharing should not be neglected since it may cause serious damages
within the organization.

2. Theoretical background
2.1 Middle managers
While in the 1970s Chandler (1977) emphasised that middle managers’ jobs cover exclusively the
supervision of the lower hierarchical levels, now a large body of literature discusses their role in other
fields. In the last 30 years there has not been a universally accepted definition regarding the term
middle manager. Bower (1986:297-298) emphasises that middle managers are the only ones within
their organization “who are in a position to judge whether issues are being considered in the proper
context”. From another point of view Uyterhoeven (1989:136) argues that a middle manager is
someone “who is responsible for a particular business unit at the intermediate level of the corporate
hierarchy”. Ireland (1992) provides a more concrete definition regarding middle managers and
describes them as employees working between an organization’s first-level and top-level managers.
Furthermore their jobs contain the integration of “the intentions of top-level managers with the day-today operational realities experienced by first-level managers” (Ireland 1992:18). Regarding their
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position in the organization Staehle and Schirmer (1992:70) emphasise that middle managers are
“employees who have at least two hierarchical levels under them and all staff employees with
responsibility for managing personnel”.
According to Schlesinger and Oshry (1984) middle managers have to fulfil two major integrating tasks
which are the investigation of top management and workforce, and their own integration across
functional lines. Furthermore they believe that there is a connection between their commitments
towards higher level of integration and the potential regarding the effectiveness of individuals and
organizations (Schlesinger, Oshry 1984). Based on this Schlesinger and Oshry (1984) differentiated
several possible integration levels containing the following categories: no integration, information
sharing, assimilating information, joint planning and strategizing, mutual consultation, and power bloc.
The literature of middle managers contains several other tasks that the managers need to fulfil which
are the followings:


Balancing the demands and interests of those organizational members who are above and below
them (Schlesinger, Oshry 1984);



Becoming adept at the integration of “hard” technical skills and “soft” skills (Barnes et al. 2001);



Possessing people skills since they have to work closely with other people within and outside the
organization (Sayles 1993);



Balancing short- and long-term business demands (Schlesinger, Oshry 1984);



Being close enough to actual operations (Sayles 1993).

Previous studies investigating middle managers can be divided into two categories. One of them
examined the middle manager - top manager relationship (Schilit 1987; Nonaka 1988; Dutton et al.
1997; Pappas, Flaherty 2003) while the others dealt with the middle manager - subordinate relation
(Crouch, Yetton 1998; Xin, Pelled 2003; Glasø, Einarsen 2006). However in the following Figure by
Kaplan (1984), in which the networks of managers are presented, it can be seen that middle
managers are not only in vertical relationships with others but they are also in lateral relationships.

Figure 1: Sectors of manager’s networks (Kaplan 1984:38)
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A similar concept regarding the relationships of middle managers can be found in Uyterhoeven’s
(1989:137) statement as well, according to whom „the middle manager wears three hats in fulfilling
the general management role” and these are being a superior, a subordinate and an equal. This is
why they also have to manage relationships in several directions: upwards when they take orders;
downwards when they give orders; and laterally when they relate to peers (Uyterhoeven 1989).
Regarding our research it is important to highlight the fact that one of its novelties is that it focuses not
only on the vertical but also on the lateral relationships of middle managers and investigates their
roles and relationships in these directions.
Thus the main direction of our research includes these middle managers’ downward vertical and the
horizontal lateral relationships.

2.2 Knowledge sharing
Knowledge sharing represents the key knowledge management processes in organizations and is
fundamental for generating new ideas and developing new business opportunities (Lin 2007).
Huysman and de Wit (2002:23) also stress the significance of knowledge sharing while determining
knowledge management, which according to them is „nothing other than managing knowledge
sharing”. Géró (2000) emphasises the significance of knowledge sharing besides other activities as
well by mentioning that nowadays one of the biggest challenges includes the mapping, using and also
the sharing of available knowledge. The reason why knowledge sharing within an organization is so
important is defined by Dunford (2000:296) as follows ‘‘much of the key knowledge is held by
individuals unless there is some structure to retain it within the organizational memory’’. Furthermore
Rodriguez and Edwards (2010: 141) highlights the significance of improving knowledge sharing since
it “develops capacities inside the organization”. Finally, the goal of knowledge sharing according to
Christensen (2007:37) “can either be to create new knowledge by differently combining existing
knowledge or to become better at exploiting existing knowledge”.
Regarding the definitions of knowledge sharing, it is mainly described as an activity during which
information or other important contents are shared (Bartol, Srivastava 2002; Möller, Svahn 2004;
Kocsis 2004; Li 2010). The approach of Bartol and Srivastava (2002) contains information as an
element of knowledge sharing and defines it as the action in which relevant information are diffused
by employees to others across the organization. Möller and Svahn (2004:220) emphasize that
knowledge sharing is “sharing not only codified information, such as production and product
specifications, delivery and logistics information, but also management beliefs, images, experiences,
and contextualized practices such as business-process development”. Kocsis (2004:41) defines
knowledge sharing as “the activity of individuals following their self-interest”. Li (2010:40) also defines
knowledge sharing as an activity, but “in which participants are involved in the joint process of
contributing, negotiating and utilizing knowledge”.
After reviewing these definitions it can be seen that neither do they deal with middle managers and
nor they investigate elements that are important regarding the knowledge sharing of middle
managers. This has inspired us to create our own definition of knowledge sharing from the
combination of the above mentioned ones. Thus our research defines knowledge sharing as a twoway process (giving and receiving knowledge) between the knowledge giver(s) and the knowledge
receiver(s) who as participants of knowledge sharing exchange the knowledge found in their minds or
the knowledge found in electronic or paper documents furthermore knowledge sharing can occur at
the same time when the participants are present or at different times when they make their knowledge
explicit.

2.3 Measurement of knowledge management maturity and knowledge sharing
According to Turner and Minonne (2010:167) “in many organisations there is no synchronised
approach to measuring the effects of KM practices”. For lack of the synchronised approaches to
measure these effects in the following however we make an attempt to review the various
measurements of knowledge management maturity and knowledge sharing to reveal those
approaches that measure the management of knowledge in organizations.

www.ejkm.com

28

ISSN 1479-4411

Electronic Journal of Knowledge Management Volume 10 Issue 1 2012

2.3.1 Measurement of knowledge management maturity
The existing knowledge management maturity models can be categorized into two groups, depending
on whether they are based on Software Engineering Institute’s (SEI) Capability Maturity Model (CMM)
or not. In the CMM, five levels of maturity are defined and each level is described by a unique set of
characteristics. Besides, the technological aspect is more emphasised in these models. Examples of
CMM-based knowledge management maturity models are Siemens’ KMMM,Paulzen and Perc’s
(2002) Knowledge Process Quality Model. Non-CMM-based knowledge management maturity models
contain examples of KPMG’s (2000) Knowledge Journey, Klimko’s (2001) KMMM, TATA Consultancy
Services’ 5iKM3 KMMM (Mohanty, Chand 2004), and WisdomSource’s (2004) K3M. These models
differ in the number of levels from CMM-based knowledge management maturity models. They
describe steps of growth and if they are achieved by the organization then they can reach their
knowledge management development (Khatibian et al. 2010).
The other two also known types of maturity models are the staged and the continuous maturity
models. In staged maturity models the development of a single entity is described by a limited number
of maturity levels (usually four to six levels), which are characterised by certain requirements (Paulk et
al. 1993). These requirements have to be achieved by the entity in a strict order from the initial level to
the final level (Paulk et al. 1993). During development the entity progresses from one level to the next
and it cannot omit any level (Paulk et al. 1993). Regarding continuous maturity models the concept of
‘progress area’ is used, where maturity is interpreted in the context of processes and the organization
can develop simultaneously in different process areas (Klimko 2001). An example of continuous
maturity model is the ‘Knowledge Management Profile’ maturity model which does not require strict
ordering either when the knowledge management elements are elaborated and implemented (Gaál et
al. 2008). This model shows those areas of knowledge management practice that are outstanding at a
given organization and those areas that are lagging behind (Gaál et al. 2011).
It can be seen that these models mainly evaluate the maturity levels of organizations and not
individuals, thus they cannot be used in our research.
2.3.2 Measurement of knowledge sharing
The majority of studies have measured individual knowledge sharing from the point of view of
willingness (or intention) of employees towards knowledge sharing or investigated self-reported
knowledge sharing behaviours (Bock et al. 2005; Lin 2007; Jiacheng et al. 2010). In other studies
knowledge sharing has been influenced by the organization (Yang, Chen 2007; Bosua, Scheepers
2007; Lin 2008) and thus the organizational perspective has been dominant in the research. While
other research has been conducted from the behavioural perspective (Bock et al. 2005; Matzler et al.
2008; Chow, Chan 2008) and knowledge sharing has been influenced by individual behaviour.
Since the above mentioned research did not investigate middle managers and their knowledge
sharing our research focuses on this field. Regarding middle managers’ knowledge sharing we have
considered and investigated the development level of middle managers’ vertical and horizontal
relationships. Analysing these relations draws attention to the fact that our research is not an
investigation concerning middle managers’ leadership function in which only middle managersubordinate relationships are examined. Our research investigates the knowledge sharing function
and focuses on how mature the function of knowledge sharing is. The development level of this
knowledge sharing function is called maturity.

3. Empirical study
3.1 The purpose of the research and the research question
The purpose of our research has been to reveal those components that describe middle managers’
maturity of knowledge sharing who work at medium- and large-sized enterprises in Hungary.
Regarding this purpose the following question has been needed to be answered:
Question: With what kind of components can middle managers’ maturity of knowledge sharing who
work at medium-and large-sized enterprises in Hungary be described?
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The elements of middle managers’ maturity of knowledge sharing have been defined and examined
by the following categories: availability and the usefulness of knowledge.
Availability in our research is measured from the following standpoints:


The investigated middle managers’ availability to other middle managers working on the same
organizational level when the investigated middle managers are asked for help,



Other middle managers’ availability working on the same organizational level to the investigated
middle managers when the investigated middle managers ask for help;



The investigated middle managers’ availability to their subordinates when the investigated middle
managers are asked for help;



The availability of the investigated middle managers’ subordinates to the investigated middle
managers when the investigated middle managers ask for help.

The usefulness of knowledge is measured from the following standpoints in our research:


The usefulness of the knowledge given by the investigated middle managers to other middle
managers working on the same organizational level;



The usefulness of the knowledge given by other middle managers working on the same
organizational level to the investigated middle managers;



The usefulness of the knowledge given by the investigated middle managers to their
subordinates;



The usefulness of the knowledge given by the investigated middle managers’ subordinates to the
investigated middle managers.

In order to answer the research question the following Hypothesis has been stated:
Hypothesis: Middle managers’ maturity of knowledge sharing who work at medium- and large-sized
enterprises in Hungary can be characterised by the availability among middle managers, the
availability among the middle managers and their subordinates, the usefulness of knowledge among
the middle managers, and the usefulness of knowledge among the middle managers and their
subordinates.
The arrows in Figure 2 represent the elements that are examined regarding this Hypothesis.

Figure 2: Elements of maturity of knowledge sharing under investigation

3.2 Method chosen for testing the hypothesis
The initial assumption regarding the investigated middle managers’ maturity of knowledge sharing
was that it could be described by four elements. Furthermore these elements could retain as much of
the information of the original variables as possible. Thus principal component analysis (PCA) was
selected, since the requirements of retaining large amount of information of the original variables by
four components could be tested and proved by the usage of PCA. Another reason of choosing this
method was that the principal components were based upon the measured responses (DeCoster
1998). Furthermore as a result of PCA the number of principal components was also less then the
number of variables, and this method reduced the number of variables as well (Myatt, Johnson 2009).
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3.3 Data collection
The data collection was supported by Department of Management, University of Pannonia between
2007 and 2010. 4000 medium- and large-sized enterprises in Hungary was selected randomly from
the average number of 5780 medium- and large-sized enterprises and questionnaires were sent to
them by post and via e-mail.
The enterprises were asked to have the questionnaire filled in by at least one of their middle
managers. The questionnaire of the survey comprised seven categories. One of them was Maturity of
Knowledge Sharing which contained questions regarding the extent of availability and usefulness of
knowledge based on a 5-point Likert scale. This paper focuses on this topic however other parts of
the questionnaire were already published [for example competences found important for knowledge
sharing (Szabó, Csepregi 2011)].
The participants of the research can be found in various working areas and industries the data of
which are presented in Figure 3.

Figure 3: Distribution of participant of the survey according to industries and working areas

3.4 Results
In this part of the Empirical study the results using PCA will be presented.
3.4.1 Results of KMO and Bartlett’s tests
To determine the appropriateness of the data set for PCA Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of
sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s test of sphericity is used. By using correlations and partial
correlations for testing whether the variables used are adequate to correlate the KMO statistic is
calculated, while Bartlett’s test is used for revealing the relationship between the variables by testing
the null hypothesis that the variables are uncorrelated in the population (Hinton et al 2004; Foster et al
2006; Székelyi, Barna 2002).
Although the values of KMO statistic can vary from 0 to 1, Kaiser (1974) recommended values greater
than 0.5 to be accepted. If the significance value of Bartlett’s test is less than 0.05, then this test is
significant and thus the analysis is appropriate (Field 2005; Sajtos, Mitev 2007). The results of both
tests can be found in Table 1.
Table 1: The KMO and Bartlett values of maturity of knowledge sharing
KMO and Bartlett's Test
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity

.740

Approx. Chi-Square

1105.361

df
Sig

28
.000

Table 1 shows that the KMO test with the value of 0.740 has been above the accepted limit of 0.5. In
addition, the Bartlett test yields a high Chi-square value of 1105.361, and a significance level of 0.000
which is also under the accepted limit of 0.05. Thus both tests have verified that the data are
appropriate for PCA.
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3.4.2 Results of Total Variance Explained
The table of Total Variance Explained lists the eigenvalues associated with each component before
extraction, after extraction and after rotation. In social science the total cumulative variance explained
above 60 % is considered acceptable (Sajtos, Mitev 2007). Table 2 shows the result of Total Variance
Explained.
Table 2: Total Variance Explained for maturity of knowledge sharing variables
Total Variance Explained
Extraction Sums of Squared
Loadings

Initial Eigenvalues

Component
Total

% of
Cumulative
Variance
%

% of
Cumulative
Variance
%

Total

Rotation Sums of Squared
Loadings
Total

% of
Cumulative
Variance
%

1

3.460

43.252

43.252

3.460

43.252

43.252

1.687

21.085

21.085

2

1.331

16.633

59.885

1.331

16.633

59.885

1.632

20.395

41.481

3

.987

12.341

72.226

.987

12.341

72.226

1.595

19.943

61.424

4

.671

8.387

80.614

.671

8.387

80.614

1.535

19.190

80.614

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis
The PCA shows that the eigenvalues of the first three principal components have represented up to
61.424 % of the total variance (PC1 21.085%; PC2 20.395%; PC3 19.943%) of the observations.
Thus three components would have fulfilled the requirements of exceeding the 60 % limit but it would
have been difficult to interpret the components. The percentage of the cumulative eigenvalues has
risen up to 80.614% when taking four components into account which thus on the one hand would
have fulfilled the aim of our initial assumption on the number of components and on the other hand
would have helped the interpretation of the final components. Therefore four components have been
retained in the final analysis.
3.4.3 Results of rotated component matrix
Since the interpretation of the Component Matrix is rather difficult the rotation of the components has
been needed. By using rotation the output of the PCA is more understandable and the interpretation
of the component is much easier. Component loadings are correlation coefficients between the
variables and the components and inform about the relationship of the variable and the component. If
the variable has a loading value above 0.25 on the component and is loaded only on one component
then that variable is considered to belong only to that component. Rotation has two major types:
orthogonal rotation (Varimax, Equimax and Quartimax) and oblique rotation (Direct Oblimin, Promax)
(Loehlin 1998; Székelyi, Barna 2002; Sajtos, Mitev 2007). Regarding the analysis the use of Varimax
rotation method has been chosen, because it finds the angles that can maximize the variance of the
squared loadings and it also splits the variables into disjoint sets and thus each variable has been
associated with one of the components and this has simplified the interpretation. The results of
Rotated Component Matrix can be seen in Table 4.
Table 4: Rotated component matrix of maturity of knowledge sharing
a

Rotated Component Matrix

Component
1

2

3

4

Usefulness of other middle managers’ knowledge to middle manager

.899

.101

.168

.105

Usefulness of middle manager’s knowledge to other middle managers

.823

.018

.156

.274

Availability of subordinates to middle manager

.092

.858

.222

.127

Availability of middle manager to subordinates

.033

.854

.175

.213

Availability of other middle managers to middle manager

.238

.181

.858

.047

Availability of middle manager to other middle managers

.104

.240

.833

.222

Usefulness of middle manager’s knowledge to subordinates

.094

.209

.124

.874

Usefulness of subordinates’ knowledge to middle manager

.340

.146

.132

.756

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 6 iterations.
The eight variables have been listed in Table 4 in the order of the size of their component loadings.
For each variable the strongest (above 0.25) loadings are highlighted indicating which variables load
most strongly on which component.
As the result of PCA four different components have been identified. Table 5 contains the principal
components of maturity of knowledge sharing and the variables that are loaded on them.
Table 5: Components of maturity of knowledge sharing and the variables loaded on them
Name of the Component

Availability among
middle managers

1.

2.

3.

4.

Availability among
the middle manager and subordinates

Usefulness of knowledge among
middle managers

Usefulness of knowledge among
the middle manager and subordinates

Name of the Variable
other middle mangers’ availability towards the
investigated middle managers
the investigated middle managers’ availability towards
other middle mangers
availability of the investigated middle mangers’
subordinates towards the middle managers
the investigated middle managers’ availability towards
their subordinates
usefulness of other middle managers’ knowledge to the
investigated middle managers
usefulness of the investigated middle managers’
knowledge to other middle managers
usefulness of knowledge of the investigated middle
managers’ subordinates to the investigated middle
managers
usefulness of the investigated middle managers’
knowledge to their subordinates

The first component, the availability among middle managers, includes other middle mangers’
availability towards the investigated middle managers and the investigated middle managers’
availability towards other middle mangers.
The availability among the middle managers and their subordinates component contains the
availability of the investigated middle mangers’ subordinates towards the middle managers and the
investigated middle managers’ availability towards their subordinates.
The third component, usefulness of knowledge among middle managers, comprises the usefulness of
other middle managers’ knowledge to the investigated middle managers and also the usefulness of
the investigated middle managers’ knowledge to other middle managers.
The last component, usefulness of knowledge among the middle managers and their subordinates,
consists of the usefulness of knowledge of the investigated middle managers’ subordinates to the
investigated middle managers and the usefulness of the investigated middle managers’ knowledge to
their subordinates.
Based on these results the following Thesis can be determined:
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Thesis: Middle managers’ maturity of knowledge sharing who work at medium- and large-sized
enterprises in Hungary is characterized by the availability among middle managers, the availability
among the middle managers and their subordinates, the usefulness of knowledge among middle
managers, and the usefulness of knowledge among the middle managers and their subordinates.
3.4.4 Interpretation of the results
The maturity of knowledge sharing is examined by the indices of availability to one another and the
usefulness of knowledge, which are presented in the followings.
Availability among Middle Managers: The higher the index of availability is the more the investigated
middle managers are available to each other, the lower this index is the less the middle managers try
to find time for each other. Accordingly the more time the middle manager is willing to find from his
work time to help other middle managers, the more the knowledge of these middle managers will
enlarge and the more it promotes the growth of the organizational knowledge base as well.
Influencing factor for being available originates from the appreciation, understanding and identification
with the organizational goals. Middle managers can be more open to be available to other middle
managers if their goals and tasks are mutual or if their career depends on the knowledge sharing
behaviour. The willingness to be available exposes the sign of cooperativeness within the
organization which plays a significant role in these middle managers’ availability to each other. Thus
the more they are willing to co-operate, the more they will be available, the less they are willing to cooperate, the lower their availability will be. Those areas in the organization can also be revealed
where middle managers rather compete than cooperate that should lead to the revision of personal
differences and also the perception and understanding of goals of the given organization. The sign of
competition can also draw attention to the “knowledge is power” attitude that can exist within the
organization that is against the fulfilment of organizational goals or at least makes it harder to fulfil.
Availability among the Middle Managers and their Subordinates: The higher the index of availability is
the more the investigated middle manager and his/her subordinates are available to each other, the
lower this index is the less they are available for each other. Furthermore the more the middle
manager is characterised by having a participative leadership style (Tannenbaum, Schmidt 1958,
Hersey, Blanchard 1969) the more they are available to each other, thus the extent of availability
shows the extent of participation as well. If the level of availability is higher between the middle
manager and his/her subordinates, it results in better communication and the goals for the manager
and his/her subordinates can be fulfilled together. By being available to each other the participants
can get into win-win situation. Other pairing (win-lose, lose-lose, lose-win) can only lead to low level of
availability, which raises the question whether the “knowledge is power” behaviour occurs again. This
attitude can cause damage in the communication, and can undermine the fulfilment of organizational
and operational goals. In addition problems may also appear if the organizational goals of the
manager and the subordinates differ. The higher the power distance of a country is, the more the
authority, power differences and status privileges are accepted in that country and the stronger the
hierarchical power practices are, and the higher the organizational power distance is, the more the
self-interest is dominant within the group (Carl et al. 2004). Thus these features result in a low level of
availability among the middle manager and his/her subordinates. Hungary according to Bakacsi and
Takács (1998) is characterized by higher power distance and as a result it is understandable that the
availability between the middle manager and his/her subordinates is lower.
Usefulness of Knowledge among Middle Managers: The higher the index of usefulness of knowledge
is, the more valuable the shared knowledge is for the middle managers, the lower this index is the
less valuable this knowledge is for the middle managers. Co-operation also plays a significant role in
the usefulness of knowledge since the more they are willing to co-operate, the more they will know
what kind of knowledge is useful for the others, the less they are willing to co-operate the lower the
usefulness of their knowledge will be. If common organizational knowledge, language and jargon
emerge in the organization, it can foster the usefulness of knowledge. If middle managers are loyal to
their organization they know what kind of knowledge is needed by other middle managers. However if
they are not loyal, they will not put effort in sharing useful knowledge with others. When the level of
usefulness of knowledge is low, not only the time and effort for sharing but also the intention and the
knowledge of the transmitter are queried. The presence of competition leading to the failure of
communication can also appear in case of low usefulness. On the other hand, the knowledge that is
shared by one middle manager can be misleading since it can be found useful for the transmitter
while it is less useful for the recipient(s). The difference in the knowledge base and the existing jargon
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can result in knowledge that is less useful for others. By sharing the knowledge which is useful for
other middle managers, not only the knowledge base of other middle managers will grow but also the
knowledge base of the organization.
Usefulness of Knowledge among the Middle Managers and their Subordinates: The higher the index
of usefulness of knowledge is, the more valuable the knowledge shared by the parties is for each
other, the lower this index is, the less valuable the knowledge shared is. In this case the shared
knowledge is in connection with day-to-day work. The low level of usefulness queries not only the
competence of the person in that given scope of activities but also the intention of knowledge sharing.
Besides the characteristics of the person can also have an affect on how his/her colleagues perceive
the quality of the shared knowledge. Middle managers have mainly long term goals, while the
subordinates have short term goals which may lead to less usefulness of knowledge for each other.
Sharing a part of the needed knowledge can lead to the lack of fulfilment of the tasks. However the
usefulness of knowledge probably can be improved by the use of coaching, mentoring, reporting or
feedback.

4. Future plans
As a continuation of our research the following options could be taken into consideration:


If our research is carried out among middle managers in a few years changes in the middle
managers’ maturity of knowledge sharing could be revealed;



If managers or employees from other levels of the organization are also investigated then their
maturity of knowledge sharing could be revealed, and their results could be compared with the
recent results of middle managers;



If our research is extended to other countries then the Hungarian results of our research could be
compared with the results of other countries considering the national cultural differences as well;



If other parts of the research questionnaire are examined in Hungary or are extended to other
countries then the results could also be compared.

By carrying out the research in a few years time the recent results regarding middle managers’
maturity of knowledge sharing could be compared with the “future” results. With this method a change
process can be planed, managed and monitored.
Investigating employees or managers from other levels of the organization could reveal differences or
similarities between these employees and the middle managers regarding maturity of knowledge
sharing.
Research partners have been found in Bulgaria, Romania and Serbia with the help of whom our
research has been extended. As a result of the extension of our research we will be able to compare
these countries’ results regarding maturity of knowledge sharing. Since these countries show
similarities or differences regarding national culture, the results from these countries should also take
into consideration the features and influences of national culture background as well (Heidrich 2002a,
2002b; Szabó et al. 2010).
The extended research includes all questions within the questionnaire of the research not only the
questions connected to maturity of knowledge sharing, thus the questions and results connected to
other parts of the questionnaire can also be compared.

5. Conclusion
This paper has presented the results of an empirical research conducted between 2007 and 2010
among 400 Hungarian medium- and large-sized enterprises. The paper has focused on the research
methodology and the results of data analysis. Findings of the research have indicated that four
principal components can be considered by middle managers during knowledge sharing. Two of them
relate to availability. These are availability among middle managers and availability among the middle
managers and their subordinates. The remaining two relate to usefulness of knowledge such as
usefulness of knowledge among middle managers and usefulness of knowledge among the middle
managers and their subordinates. Concerning availability it has been revealed by Kankanhalli et al.
(2005) that knowledge sharing can appear as a result of reciprocation or simply as the enjoyment of
helping others. Regarding usefulness of knowledge prior studies have shown that those who are
confident in their ability regarding useful knowledge or have higher expertise are more likely to share
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their knowledge and are engaged better in knowledge sharing (Cabrera et al. 2006, Constant et al.
1996; Lin 2007). Thus it has been suggested that it is important to increase individuals’ confidence
(Wang, Noe 2010).
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