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Summary

Academic literature on business practices and neanagt is based on Western cultural
beliefs and values. This results in problems forio&in managers and foreign managers
working in African organizations, because the auenit’'s indigenous culture has been
ignored since colonial times. The conceptubluntutakes the cultural background of
African people in consideration and is part of Afedcan Business Renaissance, which
encourages to find ways to use culture as a stca@gpet. Especially in business
practices that require intense social interactisash as knowledge sharing, it could be a
promising step towards innovativeness. In this \tilkdat was done in Dar es Salaam,
Tanzania, the assumed positive relationship betwien presence ofibuntu and
knowledge sharing has been confirmed. Also sevenaerlying dimensions of both
subjects have been analyzed, which led to more ahi@w interesting relations. Further
research is needed, but this study has found beahtimanness of Africans stimulates
knowledge sharing, a practice which Western orgdiozs are so willing to integrate in
their corporate practices.

Keywords: ubuntu, knowledge sharing, African Bussn@enaissance, African
management, firm innovativeness



1 Background and Introduction

In the 18" century Europeans sailed out of their continerfirst discover and later
conquer the world. They succeeded in their quedtfan centuries the European empires
ruled most parts of the globe. Trade of spicesidyee, ores and people were in the hands of
these supreme powers who formed and mapped thd woebrding to their need, greed and
compromises. Although colonies are a thing of tast gnd the ever growing globalization is
involving more and more parts of the world, worldeiibusiness is still being done according
to Western principles. A quick look at modern acaiteliterature says it all: the European
and American business schools dominate the delaaidsset out the rules for managing
people and organizations. Blunt and Jones (19931 go as far as to call this a form of “new
colonialism”, which could just be as damaging asithperialism of old times to developing
countries. Worldwide, countries and companies akeldping to play their role in the global
economy, but somehow the African continent, as aleyhkeeps lagging behind. It seems
African run organizations are not able to tag alasity the rest of the world, but also foreign
managers coming to the continent seem not to babtamf turning things around, using
their knowledge of international business and ento® (Gbadamosi, 2003). The main
guestion of course is why. Since about fifteen yesrademics finally got interested in this
matter. One of them is Lovemore Mbigi, who arguest tAfrica will only be able to be
innovative and compete in the global market by éssing its own cultural strengths and stop
imitating Western or Asian practices and modelsi¢il2000).

According to Mbigi, these cultural strengths can fband in the human values
expressed by the people of Africa in their dailye8. These values, emphasizing a spirit of
caring, dignity, respect, importance of communityl &olerance are combined in the concept
of ubuntu(Newenham-Kahindi, 2009; Mbigi, 2000). This congdfatving its roots in African
philosophy, can, according to several authors, Blsdound in African management and
would show to be the key to success for Africanaargations (Karsten and llla, 2005;
Mangaliso, 2001; Rwelamila, Talukhaba and Ngow§9)9

According to Mangaliso (2001) it is only possibler forganizations to enjoy a
sustainable advantage over others if they are tamdlmatching their corporate strategies
with the values and beliefs of local communitiesubuntuis the key to understanding
African organizations, then how can its values émaimovativeness? The theory underlying
this study is derived from a study by Jassawalld &ashittal (2002), who found that
organizations that have low innovation supportiuééures, employ people who are found to
be individualistic and competitive. This means theganizations exhibitingibuntuvalues
could well possess a culture favoring innovativenes

The purpose of this study is to make a beginninthis line of research. As this is
new ground, and due to limited time and resouritespuld be too much for this study to
cover the entire relationship betweebuntuand organizational innovativeness. Therefore,
one of its most important determinants, intra-orz@ional knowledge sharing, has been
chosen to investigate. Several authors alreadssdethe positive relationship between
knowledge sharing and firm survival (Wolfe and Lasa2008) and innovativeness (Liao,
2006; Du Plessis, 2007; MacCurtain, Flood, Ramatgo@Yest and Dawson, 2009), arguing
that knowledge and its creation, sharing and atilan are crucial to any innovation process,



while others state that the exchange of informaisothe lifeblood of product development
(Eppinger, 2001).

In academic literature the relationship betwedmntuand knowledge sharing has
never been examined, which makes this study axpibetive. The main research question
of this is study is whether a direct relationshgm de established between the presence of
ubuntuvalues and the willingness to share knowledge witinganizations. Also the relations
betweenubuntu values and some important motivations for knowledgaring will be
examined.

This study attempts to prove the actual worthulmiintuas a management concept. It
is said to be focused largely on human capital @aons that theibuntuvalues are within
every African human being due to historical hestalf this can be established, this research
will contribute to a first glance of possible Afaic superiority in a field lots of Western
managers and scholars struggle with. Andhtintuis a successful management concept to
support innovativeness, maybe other cultures céeddn from this African management
principle as well. The value of this research dwrdfore be twofold. On one hand there is a
clear need for African companies to break free fidfastern rules and principles about
organization and management theory. Also thereezrisieed to identify and acknowledge
their own strengths, while on the other hand itld@iso help foreigners working in African
organizations understand cultural differences amdopm according to local values. If this
form of collectivism translates in African organipas into a higher willingness to share
knowledge, then maybe a first step to the practisa# ofubuntus characteristics can be
made. Not only couldibuntu values prove to be quite favorable to create avienge
sharing climate, but moreover it could provide siols for a problem that continues to
present itself in Western organizations (Bradfeetdi Gao, 2007).

The following part of this paper is divided intok Sections. First, a more thorough
theoretical and academically literature review loé ttoncepts op management in Africa,
ubuntuand knowledge sharing will be offered, followed @ypresentation of the central
hypotheses. After that the methodology used inrgsgarch will be outlined, followed by a
presentation of the results of the statistical ysialand a discussion of its implications. The
last section will consist of a summary of conclasidollowing this research and some
general remarks for further research on this topic.
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2 Literature Review

This section will give a more extensive review itériature about the topics covered
in this study. First an impression of the broadwmid of Western management practices
within African business contexts will be given. Neke history and emergence of the
concept ofubuntuwill be discussed. Finally the concept of knowledtparing will be briefly
examined. While this last topic is extremely braawl got a lot of attention in academic
writing already, only the aspects relevant to gasgticular study will be elaborated on.

2.1 International management and business discowgs in African contexts

In 2001, Jide Osuntokun published an article abimaihature of African management
prior to the era of colonization. He claims thaintary to the popular view in the Western
world, at that time systematic patterns of plannimgre carried out and individual and
collective resources were managed and used fdrahefit of the community.

As a result of colonial times though, European (dawér American) ideas have been
dominating international business literature sit@ebeginning of its academic life. Business
schools and universities all around the world make of text books that are based on
Western management theories and business pracitigtents coming from Europe, China
or even the Congo are taught that these theoréetharbest to apply in any given situation
(Gbadamosi, 2003). It is no wonder that for a Idnge, organizations operating in
international contexts held on to principles of@éincy and standardization, advocating that
those are the only proper ways to manage people campanies. These traditional
management visions, which are based on Westermm@gocultures, have been dominating
organizational discourses and literature aroundwbdd at the expense of local cultural
values. Modern management theories have been bedcby Blunt and Jones (1997) as
being ethnocentric, they are culturally determinEdr the larger part this represents the
North American point of view. While these businesedels have been praised for their
excellence due to their evolutionary path and rEgareholder value, no one ever cared to
wonder if they were maybe only regionally (i.e Vifestern Europe and the USA) applicable.
These theories were also used in doing businebsAfiiican organizations (Rwelamila et al.,
1999), whereas local cultural business practice® lieeen ignored for a long time. These
have been labeled as inferior by international esads and managers for quite a while
(Gbadamosi, 2003). Nobody wondered if these posdeary added value to either doing
business in non-Western places or management jpiescin general (Newenham-Kahindi,
2009; Mangaliso, 2001). This led inevitably to desbs in management, understanding and
communication which have only recently been givendttention it deserves.

To start with, it is important to point out that ¥ern business models are built on a
foundation of order, advanced technology and haveraphasis on economic growth and
material wealth. The African world on the other tias characterized by a more chaotic
environment, with huge problems in health and psliand has a basis in spirituality and the
traditional emphasis on the good of the commurily @lessis, 2001). Nussbaum (2003)
suggests that the southern regions of the worldnamee shaped by communal ideas of
societies and that they are different from the Emsi the West, who are somewhat
individualistic. This is very important when tryirig understand the purposes of actions of
people in every day (work) life. On top of thatdividualistic cultures assume that people
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and organizations are rational economic actors willavant to optimize economic rewards.

It encourages competition. The problem is that nmasti-Western cultures do not value
individual competition and are therefore not vezgeptive of business strategies aimed at it
(Blunt and Jones, 1997). Therefore, Lutz (2009uesgthat theories that have been created
for individualistic cultures will not work withina@mmunal cultures such as those of Africa.
This mismatch means that many African managershateable to practice what they have
learned from theory. Moreover, employees of Afridams cannot function effectively if
they have to perform within an economic model whighbased in a cultural foundation
which is not theirs (Ntibagirirwa, 2009).

A recurring problem when adapting Western managé&npeactices to African
contexts is the relative importance of efficiencypdaproductivity. While Western
organizations are measured by their abilities taimeae these determinants, in most African
societies however, the practices that achieve $igines are contradictory to intrinsic values.
These Western principles destroy interactivity lestw people, and well-being of employees
comes (at best) in second place. Mangaliso (20vhpng others, argues that attempts to
maximize company efficiency generally disrupt sberlations. Obeying the phrase that
‘time is money’, many Western managers implemerdanges or new practices without
careful considerations of the social impacts. Qust has to take a look at the enormous
amount of academic literature on this subject tdemstand that this forms already a problem
for American, Asian and European organizationscdhiures that are more communalistic,
like most African societies, this leads to evergeigproblems. According to several authors,
managers working in Africa should consider optimggi rather than maximizing,
productivity which allows higher priority for harmmus relations on the work floor
(Mangaliso, 2001; Jackson, 2004).

Dia (1992) agrees with this statement and everstakane step further. According to
him, one of the main failures of Western managers scholars is to fully grasp the socio-
cultural values of other continents. He states tihase people incorrectly assume that
everyone has the same basic principles and goéfg,imvanting material security, driven by
a motive for profit and self interest. And consatflieAfrica has been labeled by some as
primitive and underdeveloped because it does noib#xhese values. But those people fail
to understand how important it is for African orgaations to stay in touch with the roots of
its people and culture. Clearly it does not seenbdovery effective to imitate Western
approaches to management, organizational struahdeegulations. According to Mbigi and
Maree (1995) the trick is to combine appropriatenagement techniques from the US,
Europe and Asia with the social dimensions and muwadues of the African people.

The interest in managing African organizations has emerged solely because of
Western and Asian companies establishing branche&fiican soil. Of course it is very
important for them to understand African cultured aget the most out of their local
employees. However, slowly but steadily, due tdglization, technology development and
improvement in political stability and democracynee African organizations are getting
more internationally orientated and are also emgethe highly competitive global market
and have been exporting their business activititessa borders (Newenham-Kahindi, 2009).
This means they as well will have more interactionth foreign organizations. For both
parties it is interesting to understand how Africaiganizations work. Foreigners should
recognize cultural beliefs and values that are ngom when working with Africans, while
African managers (and foreigners working in Africaiganizations) need to comprehend and

12



identify internal aspects that are unique compdecetheir foreign counterparts and which
could create competitive advantages for them (Ghbadg 2003).

As one of the first Sub-Saharan countries, SouthicAfmanaged to take part in
global competition, although still in its margimMdangaliso (2001) argues that the next step to
actually be able to excel, must be to create utaigisg for the culture, values and norms of
the African workforce and act accordingly. Newenhadahindi (2009) emphasizes that most
multinational companies (MNCs) from emerging ecoreanlike Africa, have traditional
organizations based on social systems. It repredammanistic values and a stakeholder
(rather than a shareholder) approach in which everynvolved should benefit or is able to
have a say in things. He shows in his study ontgédiican MNCs that the ones that are
successful were able to combine American and EarogéRM policies with their own
national and cultural organizational practices.sTisi only one example that the notion that
“Western norms are the best way to go” is slowldirig in this world of growing
globalization.

Several authors, like Jackson (2004) and Mangd#661), are suggesting that the
best strategic attitude for (foreign) managers @ig@nizations is to be flexible and willing to
learn from local cultures and embed them in a liybystem which combines the best of both
worlds. Karsten and llla (2005) and Rwelamila et(AB99) state as well that managers in
African organizations need to embrace its indigenealues and combine, rather than
subordinate, it with Western views to a hybrid epst Better cultural understanding and
interactions could provide a solution for many bé tcontemporary problems in African
workplaces. According to therabuntucould definitely be this cultural stepping stone.

2.2 Ubuntu

The problems outlined above provide the need forapproach that incorporates
African values and beliefs into managerial prastice African organizations. Not only does
this help African organizations to perform bettaséd on their own internal strengths, but it
also assists foreigners to understand and cope théthcultural environment they have to
encounter when working in or with African organieas. In the last fifteen years, slowly but
steadily, a serious line of research has emergedndr these issues focused on the
philosophical concept ofibuntu The next section will dig deeper into this cortcapd
discuss its evolution into an alleged managememtegat in African organizations.

2.2.1 Philosophical term

Ubuntu originates from Africa, where it applies as a itiadal philosophy that
explains the relationship between people and tlgalsavorld around them. The word is
derived from the Zulu expression "Umuntu Ngumungablantu”, which means that a person
is a person through other persons (Mangaliso, 26Gtsten and llla, 2005). Translated
directly into Englishubuntucan be defined as ‘humanness’ or ‘humanenessirntatiduals
or groups display for each other (Mangaliso, 2@xiglish, 2002; Lutz, 2009; Sigger, Polak
and Pennink, 2010), although Rwelamila et al. (198 it interchangeably with the word
‘harmony’. Generallyubuntuincludes sharing, generosity, cooperation and hayn@@nglish,
2002), caring, community, harmony, hospitality aedpect (Mangaliso, 2001) or survival,
solidarity, compassion, respect and dignity (Mbid97). This last set of dimensions will be
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used for analyses in this study, as they have bsed by Sigger et al. (2010) to measure the
presence otibuntu Moreover this is the only existing measuremept for ubuntuat this
moment.

Although seen as present in many traditional ceéné@stern and western African
societies (English, 2002ubuntuhas generally been ascribed to South Africa. Bdglson
Mandela and Archbishop Desmond Tutu named the @brace a pillar of the new South
African republic after the abolition of aparthefsfter a long period of inequality of people
and immoral behavior against certain groups witBouth Africa,ubuntuemphasizes the
unity of the country and the moral ethics to makeisions which are the result of consensus
(Mangaliso, 2001). It represents a nation in wiiebple care about each other and where the
communal well-being is more important than indiatigtatus. But it also means that it is
unthinkable for any person adheringuiountuto defile the dignity or rights of other people
(Tambulasi and Kayuni, 2005). In fact, a personatus is actually dependent on his
behaviors towards otherklbuntuasserts that one’s status in society is not detextinby
money, power or formal position, but by recognitiminothers and one’s relationships and
interactions with other people (English, 2002)adldresses human interconnectedness and
responsibility towards each other (Nussbaum, 2003).

As this short introduction into the concept alreagtyows, the values that are
attributed toubuntuby scholars are not unanimous, though they maenofary in name
than in meaning. All definitions however have towlith the way a person treats others and
the suppression of self interest. And in every césis about the interdependence between
human beings. In this view, no one can exist withmibers. These values have traditionally
only been attributed by philosophers and anthrapste when referring to societies or
groups of people. But in modern business acadeniticspw is also being applied to
organizational settings. The following section weilhborate on this line of thinking.

2.2.2 Ubuntu as management practice

When writing aboutibuntuas a management concept, one has to keep in nand th
is a more social reaction to Western practicebaasalready been outlined above. It is meant
as a way to understand people and processes icaAforganizations. In his works, Mbigi
(1997; 2000) refers to the African Business Remaiss, which is about the ability of African
organizations to move away from imitating Westeeffi¢iency) or Asian (technical
capabilities) business practices. Instead, thed n@d¢ocus on their own cultural strengths to
gain a competitive advantage and be innovativéodtiad) markets. Acts like taking time to get
to know ones employees or colleagues, establistgtegions and long and open decision
making processes, which are all reflectediiminty are also seen by Ntibagirirwa (2009) as
assets to be exploited by African organizationfaathan treated as a cultural nuisance
hindering efficiency. It is the management of peofthat should reflect a uniqgue and
distinctive approach and that is what this lineesfearch is all about.

In his work on African management approaches, &8ck®004) argues that there is a
more humanistic way of viewing organizations andpkayees. As discussed before, it sees
them as unique, valuable contributors to collectieals and benefits, instead of the more
strategic Western ‘humans as resources’ pointef/\for reaching corporate goals to satisfy
shareholders. Karsten and llla (2005) sbantunot only as a set of practices but actually as
part of (or influence on) thhabitus,a collection of mental and ethical dispositions afhi
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establish a person’s behaviors and attitudes intdagltay life. They therefore state that
ubuntuis more than just an employee participation prograims something that is embedded
in corporate culture and is present in the way eyg#s interact and share knowledge and
experiences. The importance of these interactisrsoimetimes hard to understand for non-
Africans.

One crucial difference between traditional Westemanagement principles and
ubuntuis the assumption about motivations for actingmorganizational and economical
environment. Western systems are mostly individtiali assuming individuals will want to
earn as much as possible while contributing ake las possible (Mangaliso, 2001). This
contradicts to the collectivist view abuntuin which the well being of the group and others
is more important. Self-interest is rejected, remify is celebrated. This is also expressed by
Rwelamila et al. (1999), who explain this differeras follows: The Western philosophy of
humanism is based on the premise of humans asahti®ings, who can make individual
choices. The Africamibuntuphilosophy does not recognize this, because ibissamething
one can choose. It simply exists and people atttegsintuitively do as life comes. Moreover,
ubuntu treats an organization as a community, rather thaoollection of individuals.
Following this point of view the purpose of mana@enis not to benefit one or more groups
of individuals (which is common in Western stakel®sl or owner-value-maximization
theories), but to benefit the entire community @, #009).

The communal nature afbuntuin organizations could be reflected in employee
relations, teams and collective goals. Peopleveitbput any extrinsic reward, willing to help
others, share ideas and cooperate for the sakieeohigher goal (Lutz, 2009; Mangaliso,
2001). There is an emphasis on working together rasgecting others (English, 2002).
Communication is the vital process here. It is aidomeans of building relationships
between people and creating understanding of ettwdr'® beliefs and motivations. In an
ubuntu environment, decisions can only be properbde when all opinions are heard.
Diversity in vision and ideas are permitted andoemaged and everyone involved in the
decision-making process is allowed to venture theguments. It is only after everyone has
spoken that a consensus can be reached. Thisttaleesnd to time driven Europeans and
Americans this may seem as an inefficient prockssfor African organizations it makes
perfect sense. Harmony is more important than legsieffectiveness. As Mangaliso (2001)
stated: ‘A decision that is supported is considesagderior to the “right” decision that is
resented or resisted by many’. And in the longthia leads to employees that are happy at
their workplace and feel that they are importarth&r companies.

Closely related is the concept of family, whichaiso very important when assessing
ubuntu.First, there is the comparison between family arghoizations. People working in
an organization are viewed as the members of age family, whose main goal is to take
care of each other and achieve the best resultghforentity so everyone can benefit
(Mangaliso, 2001). They are not working there foe benefit of the organization, but the
organization is seen as a means to reach a biéttéodether. Also, there is the belief that if
employees treat their colleagues as family, thelf shiow more respect and kindness,
resulting in better informal contacts, and a comirigr atmosphere at the work place.
Moreover this leads to greater commitment to ozational goals (Mangaliso, 2001) and
employees will have higher levels of accountabilapd will become more innovate
(Newenham-Kahindi, 2009). Second, in African saegetand work places, kinship ties are
deemed very highly. It is perfectly normal to Hiaenily members before attracting outsiders,
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because their qualities are known and this everiameies the cordial relationships between
employees.

There is however a downside to this as well as lcaKatuma points out (personal
conversation, March 2010). Because of the impodaidamily, he was asked by his sister
to hire her sons into his organization. Althoughuested kindly, this was actually an order
which was not to be ignored. His unemployed nephesesied a job to survive and he was
by far the highest ranked member of the family. rEfere it was his moral duty to find a
position for them in the organization he workedatthough they were not qualified for the
jobs. At the same time, this meant that someoreevel® really was right for that job was not
hired, and therefore the company got damaged ireseay. Nevertheless he argues that now
the network at his organization is more closelynzmted. Also he can discipline his nephews
and is able to make them learn to do their job$oprdly, while an outsider brings in social
risk. So generally the organization as a whole khbenefit in the long run. This line of
thought is also found in the ideas of Mangalisd@0

Finally, ubuntucan be seen as the collective participation olval are involved (Rwelamila
et al., 1999). It is the belief that no organizatis able to attain its highest potential if it
neglects its moral and ethical base. And this b&seabout working together and
acknowledging interdependence between all peopleate involved. According to Van der
Colff (2003), the social values dfibuntu can form an innovative process in people
management. Not only in Africa, but also in glob@nagement organizations could learn to
work together in harmonious ways. And Rwelamilalet(1999) even argue that the goal of
working together within ambuntuenvironment happens for the sake of harmony. thés
highest goal. Men do not exist to serve a projeat,the project exists to serve men. They
conclude that if a manager were to treat his enga@syas ‘cogs in the machine’, they will just
work for the money and show no sign of commitmeutitich results in weaker performance.

2.2.3 Dimensions of ubuntu

The concept olibuntuhas been defined in differing ways and has be&htsabe
made up out of different dimensions. Most of tmeets though, they aim at the same kind of
actions, values and meanings. In one study, Brdo@2@06) described sixteen different
values that can be found withilbuntu.For this study, the dimensions first outlined bigityl
(1997) and later by Poovan et al. (2006) have lobesen as the basic groups of aspects that
explain whatubuntuis made out of. As one of the pioneers in the fieldubuntuas a
management concept, he argues that it is construmtié of five dimensions, which are
closely related. These are Compassion, SolidgpitytsSurvival, Respect and Dignity. They
describe the core values of humanness and areedéfirterms that fit organizational settings
by Sigger et al. (2010). In their study they trtecembed also the sixteen values of Broodryk
into the dimensions of Mbigi. One has to bear imanihat the basic features of these values
are essentially present in human nature in ger(eérgk, 2009). However, currently they
seem to be more present in African societies.

Compassion
The dimension of compassion is about understanttiegroblems and dilemmas of

others and feeling the urge to help them (Mbigi9Z:9Poovan et al., 2006; Sigger et al.,
2010). It is one of the cornerstones of the comrheoharacteristics otibunty as it forms
relationships and creates a feeling of intercoredratss. Broodryk (2006) sees it as a vital
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remembrance of the interconnectedness of Africapleeand compassion is represented in
the way people reach out for each other so thatioels can be formed. And according to
Poovan (2006) compassion forms the foundation foulture of caring and sharing as the
wellbeing of others is equally or more importardrirsomeone’s own wellbeing.

Solidarity
A spirit of solidarity also enlarges the commureglings of a group. Again it means

that someone chooses to help other people instegichimg for individual glory (Sigger et al,
2010). Also it encompasses the idea that diffitagks can only be accomplished collectively.
According to Poovan et al. (2006) it also means pemple really take time to get to know
each other and do things together. He even makesngarison with the Israelian Kibbutz,
which is a non-individualistic value system based wmutual efforts and voluntary
participation of all members. They work togetherammomplish communal goals and he
claims that the solidarity dimension abuntu holds these same values. This feeling of
togetherness is part of the values Africans leewmftheir childhood, which praise the good
of the community. Through rites such as singing dadcing these values are expressed in
most communities. Nussbaum (2003) describes howvétiebeing of the community defines
a person’s status, using the phrase “I am becaesare/. Poovan et al. (2006) therefore
concludes that the solidarity spirit abuntucan be seen as the opposite of selfishness and
competitiveness.

Survival

The concept of survival is closely related to thmehsion of solidarity. For some
parts there is some overlap when it come to thénfge of responsibility for others and
combined efforts to accomplish mutual goals (Poostaal., 2006). Survival is about people
who share their expertise and resources and makdiszs for the benefit of the group or
community (Sigger et al. 2010). Individual gaing aeached through collective goals (Lutz,
2009), which increases the coherence of a grouggam. This has come forth out of the
struggles most African tribes and communities leadeal with in their histories. This created
scenarios where one was only able to survive wicingaand caring as member of a group
(Poovan et al., 2006). Also there is a parallehwlite dimension of compassion, as Broodryk
(2006) points out. In order to survive in a worldnatural disasters, war, political instability
and poverty, people are dependent on the survivathers. This interdependence created
bonds that are still present in most Africans and manifestation of this is the sharing of
wages and food between employed and unemployedyfammbers and friends.

Respect & Dignity

Although identified as separate values by Mbigi9qa9 most academics using his
categorization combine these two to make up for dmeension (Sigger et al. 2010;
Broodryk, 2006; Poovan et al., 2006) because theyery closely related. Respecting others
is valued highly in most cultures around the wolldt has been defined by Poovan et al.
(2006) as one of the building blocks of African isties. Also there is deeply rooted respect
for elder people, authority and other persons lfin§ their tasks for the community good
(Mbigi, 1997). Respect and dignity in African sdi@e are in the first place is about
tolerating and valuing other people as well asrtbpinions and ideas. These opinions can be
related to ideas at the workplace or to ethnicakbgious matters.

Within organizations all around the world diversgypraised as people from different
origins bring in new and different opinions. In &, this is true as well, but according to
Mbigi and Maree (1995) this is not the result ofteal driven HRM practices but a general
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and sincere interest in other people. Organizatexpsessing anbuntuspirit on their work
floor place high emphasis on hearing all opinianseach consensus. Everyone’s meaning is
valued highly. One does not have to earn respecigbnerally receives it, regardless of
position or status according to Broodryk (2006)veéty important consequence of mutual
respect in relations is the growing of trust betwpeople. And where there is trust, there is a
sharing of ideas and information. This is also emaged by the notion that everyone is equal.
As already mentioned, after the apartheid regim8aaoth African and many other colonial
regimes in other countries, people wanted to kedteas equals and this very much present
within the dimension of respect and dignity.

Although ubuntu has been the topic of several articles, reseabdutaits actual
existence in African organizations is still youipst authors refer to it in its anthropological
terms and translate them into business practicg$ehaviors. Only recently did Sigger, et al.
(2010) make a first attempt to measure the preseingdeuntuin Tanzanian companies with a
newly designed scale. This study will take a néeg $n this line of research, using the same
measurement tool, adjusted according to the suggssione by the researchers themselves.
The purpose will be to use it and find a relatiopskith the concept of knowledge sharing.
The next section will elaborate on this other cartopic of this study.

2.3 Knowledge Sharing

In current times, knowledge has proven to be aiarocganizational resource. There
is an endless list of authors who stated the vafuanowledge for organizational survival or
growth and the creation of a competitive advani@ge for instance: Wang and Noe, 2010;
Lin, Lee and Wang, 2009; Pretorius and Steyn, 2808k, Zmud, Kim and Lee, 2005). The
following section will elaborate on knowledge simgriits relation with firm innovativeness,
its problems for management and the factors intlirgnit.

2.3.1 Definitions

Knowledge is a very broad concept, which can bi (experiences, learned abilities
and creativity) or explicit (files, records and alaises) (Kim and Lee, 2006). It is especially
tacit knowledge that has great value, but both $oare considered in this study when the
term “knowledge” is used. According to Bock et @005) knowledge resides in employees
who create, apply, access, archive and recogniae/lkdge while performing their tasks. In
literature, there have been debates whether kngeladd information differ from each other
or not. Although some argue that information isyocalflow of messages and data and that
knowledge is the usage of information dependingsomeliefs (Nonaka, 1994) or
interpretations (Nevis, DiBella and Gould, 1999)iststudy will use the two concepts
interchangeably. As Wang and Noe (2010) point thére is not much practical utility in
distinguishing between the two concepts when ddingwledge sharing research. This
means that knowledge will be treated as informapiozcessed by individuals including all
expertise, experience, ideas, factual data andvithdil assumptions, which have any
relevance for other employees, teams or the orgaoizas a whole (Bartol and Srivastava,
2002).

Lin et al. define knowledge sharing as ‘a socidéfiaction culture, involving the
exchange of employee knowledge, experiences, ailig gitough the whole department or
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organization’ (2009: 26). Cummings adds that knolgte sharing occurs to collaborate with
others to solve problems, develop new ideas orémpht policies or procedures (2004: 353).
Finally, Kim and Lee see knowledge sharing as &hidity to share experience and, expertise
and information with other employees through forauadl informal interactions’ (2006: 371).

In any case, there has to occur some form of conwation between two or more
individuals at hand. In most cases these indivelaaé at the same geographical place at a
certain moment in time, in a face-to-face settiBgt knowledge sharing can also occur by
phone or over the internet or through (digital)adatorage in which case people are not
physically at the same place. In this study, alinf® are admitted for examination.

2.3.2 Knowledge sharing and firm innovativeness

In literature about determinants of the innovate@pabilities of organizations,
knowledge sharing can be found as one of the naitoifs. Du Plessis (2007) expresses this
very well by stating that the management of knogke® not solely focused on innovation,
but that it does create an environment conductiveninovation to take place. This is based
on the premise that knowledge sharing leads tadhngbining and transferring of new ideas,
suggestions for improvements and solutions (Jantu2@05). The findings of Lin (2007) and
Liao (2006) also show that organizational innowextiess is significantly related to the
process of knowledge sharing, because it enablesdeas, processes, products or services.
Calantone, Cavusgil and Zhao (2002) add to thiskhawledge sharing is crucial to prevent
a loss of organizational knowledge and experienge o0 employee turnover and transfer.
Jantunen (2005) argues that recent academic literé very much resource-based. Within
these frameworks knowledge is seen as a key adsiehwvis valuable, inimitable and
intangible and can make a difference in innovatprecesses to create a competitive
advantage. According to Du Plessis (2007) knowledge resource used to reduce the
complexity in these innovation processes. Sharimpwedge makes information available
for all that are involved, quickening problem salyiand idea creation.

In innovative processes, research activities armuidiya changing orientations are
becoming more and more the key to success. Bojtorethe development, acquisition and
dissemination of knowledge and the effective us@es information by employees (Liao,
2006; Liebowitz, 2002). Knowledge sharing thus déeslpeople to combine their ideas and
circulate knowledge throughout a firm. This inteén&e environment gives organizations the
possibility to make efficient use of its tacit aeaplicit knowledge base, creating a very
valuable intangible asset which can lead to a coithmeadvantage in innovation processes.

2.3.3 Management problems involving knowledge slari

The preceding sections clearly presented the witpbrtance and use of knowledge
sharing within organizations. However, sharing klemge cannot be taken for granted, given
the enormous amount of research that has beeniddhis field to identify factors that can
establish and enhance it to benefit organizatidnbig range of problems in (Western and
Asian) organizations have been identified whichdemeffective sharing or even obstruct
knowledge sharing from actually happening at al.illustrate the magnitude of this problem,
a study by Babcock (2004) showed that failing taretknowledge resulted in a total of $31.5
billion per year being lost by Fortune 500 companie
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One of the main problems that are presented inems@dwriting is the concept of
power. In organizational cultures where individuasults are the main measure of
determining performances and rewards, the possesfiknowledge is vital for gaining
personal benefits. This results in defensive bedralyy employees to guard one’s position
and possibilities, by withholding ideas and knowjedrom colleagues (Lin et al., 2009).
Moreover, knowledge sharing creates a sort of puiptiod dilemma, in which knowledge
assets are contributed for the benefit of the argdion and can be used by others, but there
is no guarantee of others making the same kinawofributions (Dawes, 1980). It leads to a
kind of uncertainty for employees which resultghe tendency to withhold knowledge, just
to be sure not to contribute too much valuablermgdion.

Another problem that is associated with this isfdet that organizations find it hard
to correctly reward knowledge sharing (Bock et 2005). As Scarbrough (2003) points out,
rewards for some, be they tangible (promotiongraricial bonuses) or intangible (increased
respect or status), can lead to dissatisfaction®otivers. Especially in Western cultures in
which individual profit maximization is the mainider for performance, knowledge sharing
can become solemnly a strategic activity. In thesefor-performance structures, knowledge
sharing is discouraged (Bock et al., 2005). Empmayenly share because of the expected
rewards, not out of concern for the best orgaronaii outcome. This problem presents itself
also at the levels of teams and divisions.

All academic writings strongly agree on the ideat tiop management must introduce
systems of knowledge management to establish alkdge sharing climate and culture.
Employees have to be triggered, and moreover ldatoeshow any kind of sharing behavior
(Lin, 2007). To enable knowledge sharing within aganization, managers should try to
determine the most important factors influencing #ind of behavior and create favorable
circumstances and culture.

2.3.4 Dimensions of knowledge sharing

Although a variety of academics has tried to idgntine factors and mechanisms
used to enhance, create or motivate the sharikgailedge, they have not agreed yet on a
single set of determinants. Below some of the meoyrdeterminants or predictors of
organizational knowledge sharing found in acadeltérature will be given. These are
derived from Lin et al. (2009) which were estalddhin their study identifying the most
influential dimensions of knowledge sharing.

Corporate culture

The first dimension which influences knowledge stmmwithin organizations is the
corporate culture. According to the study done by ét al. (2009), it is in fact the highest
ranking overall factor in promoting knowledge sharilt indicates that an organization needs
to be socially oriented to provide employees witkclinate in which their interactions
encourage the sharing of ideas and information. ditmension of corporate culture has been
made up out of the following subjects: social neksointerpersonal trust, sharing culture,
learning orientation and organizational rewardslo®eeach of these will be briefly
introduced.
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Starting with social networks, Cross and Cummirgf¥4) found that the ties among
individuals within social networks facilitate theamnsfer of knowledge and contribute to its
quality as well. Employees expecting to strengtlieese social ties participate more in
community activities and show higher intentionskobwledge sharing. As Kaser and Miles
(2001) state, employees working in these kindseativorks perceive knowledge sharing as
social exchange between the individual and the conityn Finally, social networks facilitate
open and informal communications. Kim and Lee (2306nd that especially the latter is an
important influence on knowledge sharing among eyg#s.

Maybe even more important is the concept of tr@&tong social connections can
only be formed when people trust each other. Engaeyneed to make sure that their honest
intentions are met when sharing information andsd&&ser and Miles (2001) argue that the
highest form of knowledge sharing can only be adakdethrough very high levels of trust.
Moreover Liao (2006) found that trust is a prersdai for knowledge sharing and firm
innovativeness, as it is fundamental for socialiaibns that demand cooperation and
employee interdependency.

An organization’s culture can only influence knodde sharing if the tendency to
share information and ideas is regarded as a dalljine activity. There is an emphasis on
the value and benefits of sharing knowledge andyewe is expected to contribute. This
kind of sharing culture stems from organizationalues and beliefs that accept failure,
support risk taking and reward team or organizafigrerformance instead of individual
results (Kim and Lee, 2006). The concept of psyatpchl safety, which means that one does
not have to be afraid of giving his or her opini@also closely related. If this is the case,
there is no reputational risk for sharing, whicfim&ely enhances its occurrence.

The link between knowledge sharing and a learnmgntation seems obvious. The
concepts are closely related, because knowledgeei®f the basic requirements for learning.
Learning organizations use the knowledge they haeeived through earlier cycles to
customize or create new products, services or psaece (Liao, 2006). Therefore these
companies encourage employees to be hungry for lkdge and acquire new skills in
different areas of expertise.

The positive influence of organizational, or exsia rewards on knowledge sharing
has been debated. Although some scholars (EwingKaedan, 2001; Kim and Lee, 2006)
found that the promise of financial or promotiomalvards for knowledge sharing activities
was effective, others were not able to find thimtrenship and doubted the underlying
motives (e.g. Bock et al., 2005; Lin, 2007). As hdseady been mentioned, wrongly
implemented, rewards can lead to selfish behawvidractually hinder sharing. However, in
certain organizational cultures, some kinds of relwado seem to be able to increase
knowledge sharing. This is especially true whea the sharing itself that is rewarded, rather
than individual performances using knowledge andemwhthe target is to promote
involvement or communication (Kim and Lee, 2006).

Employee motivations

The second dimension, the personal motivations nopleyees for sharing their
knowledge, is considered to be a very importaneetspontributing to knowledge sharing.
These reflect the individual values and beliefsmployees in their actions.

Closely related to the issue of interpersonal frissthe expectation of reciprocity
(Lin, 2007). This is the belief that if one shake®wledge now, a later request for critical
knowledge will be returned in the future by colleag. Again this touches the problem of
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only sharing when getting something for it in ratualthough this is not on the level of direct
rewards. In an open and sharing organizationaliejltemployees should not have to worry
about finding colleagues not returning any fav@sadk et al., 2005).

Previous research showed that one of the main atains is the intrinsic need to
contribute knowledge, because it is challengingleasurable (Wasko and Faraj, 2005; Lin,
2007). In this case, knowledge sharing is a volyntact, which allows for growing
competences and personal abilities (Késer and M231).

Another sort of motivation comes from employee -sfficacy, which is their own
judgment of their capability to perform well andask knowledge. It is present in people
believing that their contributions will be able solve problems and help colleagues with
work related problems (Luthans, 2003; Lin, 2007)arily and Noe (2010) point out as well
that this has to do with a form of self confideat®ut the value of the knowledge one owns.

Reputation and respect are also strong motivatsrstfaring knowledge. This has to
do with the social exchange theory. Dating back981, Emerson suggests that individuals
base their actions upon the benefits they expediemme them. The decision to share
knowledge then comes from the belief that one gaih respect from colleagues or in some
cases more tangible rewards. This last aspect rmweas already been mentioned as a
subject of debate about its effectiveness wherontes to encouraging knowledge sharing
(Bock et al., 2005).

Management/leadership

Leadership and top management involvement is alsod to have serious impact on
knowledge sharing within organizations (Lin et &009). This dimension includes the
setting of clear organizational visions and god® support and encouragement of top
management to share knowledge and the existerare @ben leadership climate.

Setting clear organizational visions and goalsdtasys been indicated as one of the
main tasks of top management. Apart from thatyitdgs organizations in their activities and
according to some it also influences knowledgeisbaiGold, Malhotra and Segars (2001)
suggest that clear goals and vision engender adeef involvement and collectivity, which
leads to mutual contributions among employees.

A commonly believed aspect of this is the visiblg@ort of top management to
create a organizational climate that is supportiveharing and provide sufficient resources
to establish this (MacNeil, 2004; Lin, 2007). Moveo Lin and Lee (2004) claim top
management encouragement to be a necessity imptbéess. To show this, knowledge
sharing can be entered into official company pe$icor statements. This support is also
argued by Wang and Noe (2010) and Pretorius anghS®#005) to be positively related
towards knowledge sharing. Perceived supervisop@ti@and encouragement to share ideas
for new opportunities contribute towards both theant and quality of knowledge sharing
within an organization.

Finally, in an open leadership climate, authorgyconsidered to be informal. Every
employee is allowed to venture ideas and solutionbusiness problems (Lin et al., 2009).

Information Technology

In modern times Information Technology (IT) has dree very important for the
processes of storing and retrieving knowledge (kKamd Lee, 2006). Rapid access to
information is crucial for efficient problem solgror product development and computers,
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internet, data warehouses and databases are mediggensable in these processes. The use
of knowledge networks and database utilizationdases the volume and effectiveness of
knowledge sharing, according to Mosia and Ngulub@0%). Nevertheless, the role of
information and communication technology (ICT) inokvledge sharing processes has also
been contested. These concepts are undoubtedlglyclbsked, because a well function
technology infrastructure supports communicationd eollaborations between employees,
while enabling them to search within databasegbiarate knowledge (Huysman and Wulf,
2006). In his study however, Lin (2007) found tlH&T contributes to requesting knowledge,
but does not per se lead to the donation of indafikknowledge. His main argument is that
knowledge sharing is a social practice which ndeadtman interaction. This indication has
also been found by Pretorius and Steyn (2005), 8tisystems seem to be positively related
to the capabilities of employees to share knowledgé&kim and Lee (2006) found.

This section gave a broad literature overview eftimin concepts of this study. The

next section will use these to form and presenpthgses that will be tested and form the
central part of this paper.
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3 Hypotheses

As stated in this study’s introduction, it does fibwithin the scope of this research
to examine the entire set of relations betwabnontuand firm innovativeness. Moreover,
such an approach would only examine a vague caometietween innovativeness and
ubuntu,while it would not be able to explain how this teda intrinsically works. Therefore
the choice has been made to examine knowledgenghasi a concept that has proven to be
an important determinant of a firm’s innovative &hiities. The underlying idea is that
knowledge sharing could also be one of the orgéinizal processes in which a social and
communal culture asbuntuis clearly capable of making a difference compdeiVestern
management principals. Finding a positive relattmuld mean a first step in identifying
aspects of African management practices to focus @achieving a competitive advantage
over their American, European and Asian competitors

3.1 Knowledge sharing inubuntu cultures

As seen in theoretical analysis of this study, oh#éhe much praised characteristics
of ubuntuis the interdependence between people, expressextiprocal relations. In their
analysis of different cultures, Hampden-Turner dndmpenaars (1993) indicate that these
feelings of belonging to the collective lead toriméic motivations to contribute to mutual
goals. This spirit of solidarity not only stimulateooperation, but it is argued that this can
grow out to be a competitive advantage over modividualistic cultures by allowing
individuals to contribute their best efforts foeteake of the team (Mangaliso, 2001). Wolfe
and Loraas (2008) found that both the intentiostare knowledge and the total amount of
knowledge that is shared increases when peoplettem@ more collectivistic rather than
individualistic. Moss Kanter (1972) takes this evaere step further. In her work on social
perspectives of communities, she states that iddals that perceive themselves as part of a
community do not see the need for competition.iripby does not serve the community
purpose. Therefore the community is expected toigeoits members with the knowledge
they need, without deliberations for personal gains

Another characteristic aibuntuis the quest for consensus. All opinions are heard
before decisions are made, which takes time, bubimtuenvironments it is more important
to be ‘harmonious and united’ than ‘right, but asted’ (Mangaliso, 2001). In these
decision-making processes it is important that aadbilable information is shared and
discussed, it is the only way to reach a sharedemgent. But what is more important to
remember here, is that there is no direct link ketwthe amount of communication and the
amount and effectiveness of knowledge sharing. (2806) reminds us that it is not about
the quantity of communication, but the quality tf Also, employees will not share more
knowledge per se if invoked from above. These teaidres create an opportunity tdounty
which principles put value on intense communicatiand interactions bases on humanness.

Also, Lin (2007) stated that knowledge sharing soaial process, which works best
when relationships are close and people are wiliingelp each other. Pretorius and Steyn
(2005) also suggest that human relations and ktierss should be fostered within
organizations, using teambuilding and mentorshqgams. In African organizations, people
should take more time in greeting each other aadrare interested in each other’s concerns,
therefore these interactions should be alreadyqiatie daily routine of employees instead
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of an intensive management attempt. Lin et al. 920€laim that several of the items
contributing to important knowledge sharing predlist are about sharing, helping and
informal communications within the organization.egb are actions that should be very
much present in companies wheareuntuvalues are celebrated. And as Karsten and llla
(2005) arguedybuntuis about close interactions and sharing experiewids a company.

Finally, Kaser and Miles (2001) point out that twaportant preconditions for
knowledge sharing are a high level of trust betwi#ensharing parties and the presence of
intrinsic motivations. Both are inherentubuntuand it should therefore stimulate knowledge
sharing. Because of its communal focus, peopleimgldbuntu principles should feel no
constraints helping others and sharing valuablermétion with them. Therefore the main
hypothesis of this paper states that people scdigiyg on the scale afbuntuvalues, should
also score high on their willingness to share kreolgk.

Hypothesis 1. Employees scoring high in valuingpuntuvalues, will show greater willingness
to share knowledge than those employees who dmré $iigh on valuingibuntuvalues.

3.2 Ubuntu and knowledge sharing dimensions

Following this line of reasoning, it is also exptthat each of the four dimensions
of knowledge sharing that have been identifiedthas study are also positively related to
ubuntu Moreover, as Ntibagirirwa (2009) has argueds itime to explore if the traditional
African values of community show economic potenti$ ubuntu should be part of the
intrinsic motivation for behavior and reasoningaoperson, it should also be present when
considering an organization’s culture, leadersmp apersonal motivations of employees.
Although the use of IT has not yet fully developed anzania, it is assumed here that people
make more use of it for knowledge sharing, if the&ore onubuntuis higher as well.
Therefore the next set of hypotheses state thatl@eszoring high on the scale obuntu
values, should also score high on each of the keagéd sharing dimensions.

Hypothesis 2a: Employees scoring high on ubuntalues, will show more personal
motivations to accommodate knowledge sharing thase employees who don't score high on
valuing ubuntwalues.

Hypothesis 2b: Employees scoring high on ubuntalues, will attribute more value to
leadership supporting knowledge sharing than treraployees who don’t score high on
valuing ubuntwalues.

Hypothesis 2¢c. Employees scoring high on ubunsalues, will attribute more value to a
corporate culture supporting knowledge sharing tllamse employees who don’t score high
on valuing ubuntwalues.

Hypothesis 2d: Employees scoring high on ubuntalues, will make more use of IT to share
knowledge than those employees who don't scoredrighaluing ubuntwalues.

3.3 Ubuntu dimensions and knowledge sharing

Except from the positive relationship between gkraeral presence abuntuwithin
an organization and knowledge sharing, this studg assumes a positive relation exists
between each of the individuabuntudimensions and knowledge sharing. This is based on
the idea that those dimensions all contain certdiaracteristics that should encourage
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knowledge sharing behavior as well. These assumgptéoe expressed in the next set of
hypotheses:

Hypothesis 3a: Employees scoring high on Compassion, will shoeatgr willingness to share
knowledge than those employees who don't scoredrigbompassion.

Hypothesis 3b: Employees scoring high on Solidarity, will shoreater willingness to share
knowledge than those employees who don't scoredrigbolidarity.

Hypothesis 3c. Employees scoring high on Survival, will showageg willingness to share
knowledge than those employees who don't scoredridgburvival.

Hypothesis 3d: Employees scoring high on Respect & Dignity, slilbw greater willingness to
share knowledge than those employees who don't $6gh on Respect & Dignity.

Moreover it is also expected that each ofubentudimensions that have previously
been defined, have a positive causal effect orfdtaeknowledge sharing dimensions. Each
ubuntudimension is based around a central set of vahassupport outcomes that benefit a
group, community or team as a whole. They are abm@atting others with respect and
helping them if possible. These traits should igesdsult in a positive contribution to all
aspects of knowledge sharing.

3.4 Compassion

The first dimensions is compassion. This concepteiined as the need to care for
other people and the willingness to help them wtiigir problems. It is expected that these
feelings will lead to a greater willingness to sh&nowledge in all its aspects. This is
formulated as follows:

Hypothesis 4a: Employees scoring high on Compassion, will sharenpersonal motivations
to accommodate knowledge sharing than those enggdoyko don’t score high on
Compassion.

Hypothesis 4b: Employees scoring high on Compassion, will attréomore value to
leadership supporting knowledge sharing than treraployees who don’t score high on
Compassion.

Hypothesis 4¢c. Employees scoring high on Compassion, will atttéomore value to a
corporate culture supporting knowledge sharing tilamse employees who don’t score high
on Compassion.

Hypothesis 4d: Employees scoring high on Compassion, will makeerase of IT to share
knowledge than those employees who don't scoredrigbompassion.

3.5 Solidarity

The second dimension is solidarity. If one possessis spirit, the individual goals
are set aside to bundle resources and knowledgenmplete collective tasks. Therefore this
study assumes that there is a direct relationsbiywden the presence of solidarity spirit and
the willingness to share knowledge in all its forrmitiese expectations are formulated as
follows:

Hypothesis 5a: Employees scoring high on Solidarity, will showrmpersonal motivations to
accommodate knowledge sharing than those empleyle@slon’t score high on Solidarity.
Hypothesis 5b: Employees scoring high on Solidarity, will atwile more value to leadership
supporting knowledge sharing than those employéesden’t score high on Solidarity.
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Hypothesis 5¢: Employees scoring high on Solidarity, will atuite more value to a corporate
culture supporting knowledge sharing than thoseleyges who don't score high on
Solidarity.

Hypothesis 5d: Employees scoring high on Solidarity, will makerenuse of IT to share
knowledge than those employees who don't scoredrigbolidarity.

3.6 Survival

The dimension of survival represents the feelireg this good to work together and
help each other, because in that way everyoneéstalsurvive. In an organizational context
this means that everyone is able to keep their golssexecute them properly to earn money
for themselves and their family. Consequently sns& normal that employees with a strong
sense of survival will share their knowledge tophethers perform their tasks. This leads to
the following assumptions up for analysis:

Hypothesis 6a; Employees scoring high on Survival, will show enpersonal motivations to
accommodate knowledge sharing than those empleyle@slon’t score high on Survival.
Hypothesis 6b: Employees scoring high on Survival, will attribuhore value to leadership
supporting knowledge sharing than those employéesden’t score high on Survival.
Hypothesis 6¢: Employees scoring high on Survival, will attribuhore value to a corporate
culture supporting knowledge sharing than thoseleyges who don’t score high on Survival.
Hypothesis 6d: Employees scoring high on Survival, will make enose of IT to share
knowledge than those employees who don't scoredrigburvival.

3.7 Respect and Dignity

The last dimension is respect & dignity. Withubuntu communities,this part
resembles the open culture in which people valwh edher’'s opinions and beliefs. It is
important to trust co-workers and treat them allaly. Therefore this study assumes that
when people respect each other within an orgaoizathey have no reason to mistrust the
motives of other persons and will therefore feebaariers to share knowledge. This leads to
the final set of hypotheses of this study:

Hypothesis 7a; Employees scoring high on Respect & Dignity, slilbw more personal
motivations to accommodate knowledge sharing thase employees who don’t score high on
Respect & Dignity.

Hypothesis 7b: Employees scoring high on Respect & Dignity, afilfibute more value to
leadership supporting knowledge sharing than treyaployees who don’t score high on
Respect & Dignity.

Hypothesis 7c: Employees scoring high on Respect & Dignity, afiltibute more value to a
corporate culture supporting knowledge sharing tilawse employees who don’t score high
on Respect & Dignity.

Hypothesis 7d: Employees scoring high on Respect & Dignity, milke more use of IT to
share knowledge than those employees who don't $6gh on Respect & Dignity.
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4 Research Methodology

4.1 Data collection and participants

To obtain data, a survey using questionnaires waslucted in Tanzania. This
country has been chosen for two main reasons. &irall, prior research to validate a scale
measuringubuntu has also been conducted in Tanzania. The existehcduntu within
organizations in this country therefore has alrelaglgn established, which makes it a perfect
geographical location to test for relationshipshwidther organizational constructs. The
second reason why Tanzania was chosen has con@ puactical reasons. The available
network of initial contacts already existed in @arSalaam.

The questionnaire used for obtaining data was naaddable in both English and
Kishwabhili, the official language of Tanzania. Thigas done to make the survey also
accessible to non-English speakers and hopefullyr#uuced misunderstanding due to errors
in translating. This survey samples employees hoi®ub-Saharan countries from 70 small
and large organizations in Dar es Salaam and Arusfianzania. The organizations were
chosen because of their accessibility and all quasaires have been distributed by hand or
email. The questionnaires were to be filled outrgmoously. Within a few days after
handing them out, the organizations were visitegiragp collect the questionnaires. Of the
300 questionnaires distributed, 215 were returmetlused for analysis, which is a response
rate of 71,7%. Out of this total, nine participamisre ignored because they were born
outside of Africa.

4.2 Measures and scales

To measure the presence ufuntuand knowledge sharing in organizations, items
were used that were mainly adapted from previouslies. These scales were adjusted
according to the findings and recommendations ofehresearchers after using them. All
constructs were measured using multiple items. &edgnts were asked to indicate to which
extent they agreed to statements regarding theses itising a five-point Likert scale (ranging
from 1 = strongly agree to 5 = strongly disagré®y. the sake of comparison or the results,
the scales have been reversed for all questiond, e items have been grouped into eight
scales, representing the four existing dimensiohsibmntu and the four dimensions of
knowledge sharing that have been conceptualizediqugly. This has been done by
summing up the scores for the items in each dimersnd then dividing this by the number
of items. Finally these dimension scales have la¢ssm summed up and have been divided by
the number of dimensions to come up with two meaales forubuntuand knowledge
sharing. Scores of 2.4 or less indicate a low |®falbuntuor a negative attitude towards
sharing knowledge. Scores between 2.5 and 3.5 atelimoderate levels afbuntu and
Knowledge sharing, while scores 3.6 indicate a legiel or positive attitude. A complete list
of these items for each scale can be found in AgipeA. Below a short description for the
chosen scales is given.

The four dimensions ofibuntu have been derived from the study of Sigger et al.
(2010), which main target was to design a measuretoel for ubuntu.These dimensions,
Compassion, Survival, Solidarity and Respect/Dighiave first been identified by Mbigi
(1997). The total scale consists out of 39 itente Present study will also make use of this
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scale as it is the only known and validated measeng tool for this concept. The four

dimensions of knowledge sharing have been measwautding to the study of Lin, Lee and

Wang (2009), which aimed at evaluating the factibist influenced intra-organizational

knowledge sharing. A total of 16 items is used teasure the four factors. These four
dimensions are Employee Motivation, Corporate CaltuLeadership and Information

Technology. This scale has been chosen becauseséry broad and comprehensive in the
items it measures and has shown to be applicalgeey industry.

4.3 Procedure

To get a first impression of the results the meand standard deviations for all
dimensions and constructs will be calculated. Newt, check for reliability and the
Cronbach’s alphas will be generated and also afledsions scales will be analyzed both
internally and compared to other dimensions usipngetation matrices. Also a factor
analysis using the principal components analyslkbei executed as an extra check on the
scales that were used. Then several regressiorysasalWwill be done to explain any
correlation found between the different dimensiand concepts. Also all hypotheses will be
checked for explained causal relations. Finally tesearch model for this study will be
evaluated and if necessary redesigned.

4.4 Validity and reliability

The first step now is to check if the scales thditlve used for measuring knowledge sharing
andubuntuand their dimensions are applicable in this paldiccontext. The Factor Analysis
is a method to verify validity and will be used éeo establish if the measurement tools that
have been used in prior research are appropriatsdan this study. In the ideal situation
these results back up the previous findings bytifl@émg four dimensions per construct and
providing an orderly Rotated Component Matrix tdigate a simple structure. All Factor
Analyses have been performed using the Principat@ments analysis in combination with
a Varimax rotation.

4.4.1 Ubuntu scale validity

Starting with theubuntuscale, the first thing to look at is the Kaisdtezion to determine the
number of factors that are present within the gocst This method identifies all components
that have an Eigenvalue over 1.0 as separate $acfbe results then show 11 component
that have been extracted which score above ther.their Eigenvalues. These explain a
total of 66.05% of all variance. The Kaiser criberihowever is known to extract too many
components as Pallant (2005) points out. As a ibetiiéerion he suggests the Parallel
Analysis, which uses the number of variables antbjests to calculate the average
Eigenvalues for a certain amount of randomly gdedraamples. All factors from the study
results that present higher values than the ariteralues from the Parallel Analysis are to be
retained. This leads to the result that the fik& factors are accepted, which is interesting as
the original model of Mbigi (1997) also identifi¢éive dimensions. These five component
explain 47.48% variance. When creating a Rotatethgoment Matrix and entering five
components (see Appendix B.1) however, it becorbe®as that not all items seem to load
in the way that was expected. Although comples tives rise to the idea that in this context
the dimensions are not exactly measuring what these intended to do. Looking at the
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Matrix, a slight pattern emerges showing a clustgf questions about co-workers, team-
level and organizational level. This could indica®me sort of respondent bias, as the
questions in the questionnaire were categorizékdarsame way.

The current Factor Analysis does however not jushe use of the scales in the proposed
form within this context. Therefore a series ofefally entering and removing items from
analysis has been sequenced in order to identistt@r structure. This led to the deletion of
four items which were not found to show any truarstd factor loadings with the rest of the
items. Out of the 35 items that were left, two mbexve been omitted, because no proper
theoretical explanation could be given for theggance within the factors the results showed
them to be part of (see Appendix B.2d for thesmsle The remaining 33 items have been
used to make a final new Factor Analysis. Using Klaéser criterion, still nine separate
factors were identified with an Eigenvalue above. JAccording to the Parallel Analysis
however, a total of four factors should be retai(sske Appendix B.2b), which resembles the
original amount. These four factors explain 46.25%ll variance. The results in the Rotated
Component Matrix show a rather different arrangemeh items than the original
measurement tool. Appendix B.2a depicts these r@toif loadings. The four components
however still seem to reflect the original dimemsiaf ubuntu, which can be explained by
the fact that the dimensions show some overlapinvitieir definitions. Moreover all items
are in some way related to each other as theyedsnore the humanness in ubuntu. Also it is
possible that certain definitions given by Africacademics have been interpreted in other
ways by Western scholars. Nevertheless, this stuldigontinue to use these four dimensions
in their new compositions, which now show a solidumnd for further use. Appendix B.2d
presents the new arrangement of items used forstbdy and provides a short theoretical
explanation for the items that have changed scale.

4.4.2 Knowledge sharing scale validity

Next, a Factor Analysis has been done for the kedge sharing scale of Lin et al.
(2009). These results, which can be found in AppeBd3, present scores that are more in
line with the expected outcomes. The items fordifrf a nice cluster and the same goes more
or less for employee motivations. The items fodérahip and corporate culture are clustered
together as well, but according to the Rotated Gorapt Matrix they form one component.
This can be explained by the fact that both dinmrssiare focused at management decisions
and form a more organizational strategic group withhe knowledge sharing dimensions.
One corporate culture item however does not seetoad at all to this factor and will
therefore be removed from this scale. Appendix Bekents the results of the new Principal
Components analysis for which 15 items were usedv Blso all four employee motivation
items are grouped together into one factor.

According to this structure, it seems better to lbiora the factors of leadership and corporate
culture into one dimension. Moreover, the Paraliealysis suggests to remain three factors
for the knowledge sharing scale. Therefore the nedea of this study will use these three
dimensions (employee motivations, leadership & omfe culture and information
technology) to measure knowledge sharing.
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Consequences for hypotheses

Due to the combination of Leadership and Corpo€ikure into a single dimension, some
new hypotheses come into existence. To begin Wipptheses 2b and 2c concerning the
relation between ubuntu and these knowledge shalimgnsions are deleted and are now
combined into the new hypothesis 2b:

Hypothesis 2b Employees scoring high oubuntu values, will attribute more value to
leadership and a corporate culture supporting klemlge sharing than those employees who
don’t score high on valuing ubuntu values.

The same goes for the hypotheses concerning therlyimdy ubuntu dimensions and the two
specific knowledge sharing dimensions. This mehashypotheses 4b and 4c, 5b and 5c, 6b
and ¢ and 7b and 7c are deleted as well and repleespectively by the following
hypotheses:

Hypothesis 4b Employees scoring high on Compassion, will attbumore value to
leadership and a corporate culture supporting krexge sharing than those employees who
don’t score high on Compassion.

Hypothesis 5b Employees scoring high on Solidarity, will attributhore value to leadership
and a corporate culture supporting knowledge shatiman those employees who don't score
high on Solidarity.

Hypothesis 6b Employees scoring high on Survival, will attribub@re value to leadership
and a corporate culture supporting knowledge shatiman those employees who don’t score
high on Survival.

Hypothesis 7b Employees scoring high on Respect & Dignity, wilfilbute more value to
leadership and a corporate culture supporting klemlge sharing than those employees who
don’t score high on Respect & Dignity.

The changes mentioned above also imply that hypeth@d, 4d, 5d, 6d and 7d are now
relabeled as 2c, 4c, 5c, 6¢c and 7c.

4.4.3 Means and reliability

The next step in assessing the value of the stladésare used, all the means and standard
deviations of the two central concepts of this gtad well as the scales of their dimensions
are computed. The results are presented in TabkesIcan be seen, all dimensions have
means scores above 3.6. This leads to the assumtptib the mean level of ubuntu is high
and that there is a positive attitude towards sigaknowledge. Moreover the standard
deviations range from .457 to .815 and this indisdhat the answers for all dimensions are
distributed closely to the mean. The fact thatstfamdard deviation is highest for Information
Technology is not surprising. Although improvedtive last decade, the electricity net and
internet connections are still not very stable mr Bs Salaam. This makes it risky to use IT
facilities for organizations which do not possekteic generators to cope with the daily
power outages.
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Table 1 — Means and Standard Deviations

Mean Std. Deviation
Uhuntu 3925 457
Compassion 4103 A84
Solidarity 3767 544
survival 4. 532 485
Eespect/ Dignity 3512 a6
Enowledge Sharing 3919 507
Emplovee Motivations 4161 555
Leadership & Corporate Culture 37783 659
Information Technology 37788 Bl5

The next step is to check for the reliability oéthcales, using the Cronbach’s alpha. It is
generally accepted that a Cronbach’s alpha of Oltigher indicates an intrinsically correct
and reliable scale. As the results in Table 2 shallvscales that have been composed are
reliable to use in this study. To double check ifgernal consistency and validity of the
research dimensions, correlation matrices for alhstructs were calculated and these
findings confirmed that there was no reason toudelany other item for analysis in this
study. Per dimension, more or less all items amgukty be significantly correlating with the
other items.

Table 2 — Cronbach’s alphas for all constructs and dimensions

Cronbach’s Nr. of 1tems

alpha
Ubuntu 916 33
Cotnpas s1o1 F2E ]
Solidarity 05 7
survival TES
Eespect/ Dignity 891 10
Enowledge Sharing 859 15
Employee Motivations B39 4
Leadership & Corporate Culture 859 n
Information Technology 62 3
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5 Analysis and results

51 Correlations

Now that we have confirmed that all scales areabddi and valid, they are ready for
comparison and further use. This section will etab®on the correlations between the two
central concepts of this studybuntu and knowledge sharing, and their dimensions. To
measure correlation, the Pearson Correlation test wsed. These results only give an
indication if there is any kind of relationship Wween two variables and if this relationship is
positive or negative. To make maximum use of thenens, all missing values have been
excluded pair wise.

The correlation that is most interesting when amswethe central research question
is the one-on-one analysis betweenheintumean and the Knowledge Sharing mean. This
resulted in an initial Pearson score of .702, whias found to be significant at a level of
0.01. This finding signals the positive relatioqshietween the presence Obuntuin a
human being and the willingness to share knowledge.

Table 3 — Correlations between Ubuntu and Knowledge Sharing dimensions

Ubuniu
Knowledge Sharing Fearson Correlation T02¥
Big. (@-tailed) A00
(19} 134
Employee Motivations Pearson Correlation G630+
Big. @-tailed) A00
(1) 135
Leadership & Fearson Correlation T3
Corporate Culture Big. @-tailed) 000
(M) 140
[nformation Technology Pearson Correlation (353
Sig. @-tailed) A00
() 141

**_ Correlation is significant at the 001 level (2-tailed)

Moreover, somewhat identical relationships are ¢buetweenUbuntu and the
dimensions Employee Motivations and Leadership &rpGmate Culture. Only the
relationship with Information Technology seems Isseng. All correlations are found to be
significant. The results are shown in Table 3, Wwhea simplified overview of the results of
the correlation test. Appendix C.1 shows the fudltmx with all internal correlations as well.

Following these results, it is also interesting dee the results of the Pearson
Correlation test for the Knowledge Sharing mean tweddimensions making up thibuntu
construct. The results, which are again simplifiedn be found in Table 4. Again, these
results indicate a set of rather positive relatgps, which are also significant. The matrix
showing the complete results can be found in Appe@d.
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Table 4 — Correlations between Knowledge Sharing and Ubuntu dimensions

HEnowledge Sharing
Ubuntu Pearzson Correlation T02%
Sig. @-tailed) A00
(T 134
Compassion Pearson Correlation a7
Big. (@-tailed) 000
(I L&0
Solidarity Pearson Correlation AaTE
Big. @-tailed) 000
(T ]
Survival Pearzon Correlation 08+
Big. @-tailed) 000
(T 156
Respect & Dignity Pearason Correlation GG
Sig. 2-tailed) aaa
() 152

**, Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

5.2 Regression

Now that all relationships have been acknowledgfers, time to see whether these
relations are actually causal, in a way that changg be explained. To do this, multiple
linear regression models have been used. In tluSosethe results of several regression
analyses will be presented. First, a one-on-oneessgn analyses will be discussed between
Ubuntu and Knowledge Sharing, which will be followed biyalyses between Knowledge
Sharing and the individudJbuntu dimensions. After that, the same regression aeslysl|
be done for each individual Knowledge Sharing digiem, to see to what degree they are
influenced by the level dibuntupresent in employees.

5.2.1 Knowledge Sharing

The first regression analysis is based on the orere relation between the two
central constructs dfbuntu and Knowledge Sharing. Based on the correlaticeffictent
of .678 we found earlier, this results in ahd® .493, which is significant with F=128.238.
This means that 49% of all variability in the wiljjness to share knowledge, the dependent
variable, can be explained by variance in the preseof Ubuntu (For full results see
Appendix D.1). The variables used in this regressinalysis are the grouped means of each
of the four dimensions. It is however also posstbl@erform a multiple regression analysis
in which theubuntudimensions are entered as four dependent varjahkisad of the one
total mean score that was used when enteringlibatuvariable. This leads to arf Rf .553,
which is significant with F=45.489. The’Row is exactly 6% more than the score of the
ubuntumean. This means that hypotheses 1 is supported.

The next step is to take a look at the variableffimpents to tell how much they

contribute to a change in the willingness to sHarewledge. These results are presented
using the following regression equation:
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Willingness to share knowledge0872 + 0.058 x Compassion + 0.024 x Solidarity
+ 0.386 x Survival + 0.298 x Respect / Dign

It is clear that Respect & Dignity and Survival arentributing far more to the
willingness to share knowledge than Compassion Quolttlarity do. This is also seen in t-
scores and significance. While the former are botimd to be significant at a level of p<.05,
Solidarity and Compassion are not significant &t Bhis means that according to these
results hypothesis 3a and 3b are rejected, whipetmgses 3¢ and 3d are supported according
to these numbers. The full results are shown inefgdix D.2. Later on, this study will
elaborate on those findings when rebuilding theassh model.

Employee Motivations

The first knowledge sharing dimension up for analys Employee Motivations. The
sole regression analysis withbuntushows a Rof .409, indicating that 40,9% of variability
in Employee Motivations can be explained by thaltbtbuntu mean. With a significant
(p<.01)p of .744 (see Appendix D.3), this means that hypsith2a is supported. When the
ubuntudimensions are entered separately, they expla?6df all variability. Again, not all
dimensions contribute for the same amount and merewot all show significant scores (for
complete results see Appendix D.4). The regressipuation for this knowledge sharing
dimension is:

Employee Motivations 549 + 0.053 x Compassion + 0.317 x Solidarity
+ 0.550 urfdval - 0.055 x Respect / Dignity

This equation shows that only Survival and Soligahiave a positive relation with
Employee Motivations and both are significant atOg<and therefore are giving support to
hypotheses 5a and 6a. Respect & Dignity seems flectea negative relation towards
Employee Motivations, but is not found to be sigraiht. Compassion also shows no
significant score in this equation which means tlvat cannot establish a causal relation
between those variables. Therefore the hypothesasd 7a are rejected.

Leadership & Corporate Culture

The second knowledge sharing dimension that willabalyzed is the combined
component of Leadership & Corporate Culture. The-on-one regression analysis with
Ubuntu results in an Rof .508, indicating that 50,8% of variability inehdership and
Corporate Culture scores can be explained by tted tduntu mean. With a significant
(p<.01)B of 1.027 (see Appendix D.5), this means that Hygsis 2b is supported. When
entered separately, the foubuntu dimensions even make up for 50,2% of explained
variability. Also for Leadership, not allbuntudimensions contribute equally and neither are
all of them significant (see Appendix D.6 for fuélsults). The regression equation for this
knowledge sharing dimension is:

Leadership & Corporate Culture 354 + 0.258 x Compassion - 0.169 x Solidarity +
0.212 x Survival + 0.595 x Respect / Dignit

The variables Respect & Dignity, Compassion andd8adty are contributing in a positive
direction towards Leadership & Corporate Culturel @mne also found to be significant at
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p<.05. These findings give support to hypotheses 6tband 7b. Solidarity also has a
significant influence on this dimension, but wasrid to be negatively related, which lead us
to reject hypothesis 5b.

Information Technology

The final knowledge sharing variable in the researoodel is Information

Technology. The one-on-one regression analysis with total Ubuntu mean shows an
explained variability of only 12,5%, which is quitew, although it is significant. With a

significant (p<.01p of .627 (see Appendix D.7), this means howevdrteat hypothesis 2d

is supported. When doing the regression analysit Wie four ubuntu dimensions as
independent variables, this score increases t&20This low score is also represented in the
respective coefficients and significances:

Information Technology #.752 - 0.054 x Compassion — 0.148 x Solidarity

+ 0.274 x Survival + 0.495 x Respect / Digni

In this equation, only the variable Respect / Digshows a significant score at p<.05, while
Surival has a significant score at p<.10. The othariables are in no way close to
significance and moreover negatively related (sppefidix D.8 for full results). Therefore

hypothesis 6¢ and 7c is supported, while 4c arar&cejected following these results.

Table 5 — Regression analyses results

Dependent Variable

Indepen dent Variable(s)

Ubuntu (total mean)

Compassion, Solidarity, Survival & Respect/ Dignity

Knowledge Sharing

Emplovee Motivations

Leadership &
Corporate Culture

Information Technology

B2 F B Constant RZ F Constant [ Compassion 3 Selidarity 3 Survival 3 Respect
493 128.238 780 .858 553 45489 872 058 024 386+ 298
409 91.893 NE = 1.233 521 39910 549 053 317+ S50 -.055
508 142358  L027+ -.250 645 66.798 354 258+ - 169+ 212 595+
125 19.810 627 1.308 201 9270 1752 -.054 -.148 274 459+

**, Significant at a 0.05 level
*. Significant at a 0.1 level

Table 5 provides a summary of all relevant regmesainalyses mentioned above. In
all cases, the explained variability of the dependariables is higher when the four separate
ubuntudimensions were used for regression. This is &diecause four means provide more
detailed information and variance than a singldaide does. Also the results show that
about forty to fifty percent of the variability iboth knowledge sharing and two of its
dimensions can be explained by the present leveboiftu Only the explained change in the
scores on Information Technology is not as straag & for the other variables. Moreover it
is the only knowledge sharing dimension that hdg one ubuntudimension that contributes

significantly at a 0.05 level to its scores.
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5.3 Redesigning the research model

This is the final section of this chapter concegniine analyses of the research model
and the hypotheses. The prior findings are useddeate the research model to improve its
predictive strength and value. Basically this meiduas the value of Information Technology
for the model will be re-assessed. Finally, the etadll be retested and these results will be
compared to those we have found so far using themumodel.

In the previous sections the results of this sty far have shown that the
correlations between all constructs and dimensayassignificantly positive, but this is not
the case for all regression analyses. Some dimemnsio possess some predictive strengths,
while other do not seem to contribute to the valitsiof the dependent variables in any way.
Considering all findings, the value of Informati®@echnology is open for reconsideration in
this model. Next we will discuss the role of thisndnsion and the changes that occur if it
were to be deleted from the model.

5.3.1 Information Technology

As has already been mentioned before in this pdp#rscale use of Information
Technology is still not an option for most Tanzan@ganizations. Due to disruptions in the
electricity net and internet connections, compuéerd data warehouses are not operative for
several hours a day. This is a serious problemiwpbievents organizations from investing in
IT infrastructure. Moreover not every employee ianZania is used to working with a
computer, and neither are they aware of all optemd possibilities of the internet. Also it
has to be noted that computer software in Kiswahkilscarce, so most programs are in
English. Although this is the second language afZBaia, definitely not everyone is able to
use it in the workplace. All these things could MWelve had any effect on the answering of
guestions about the use of IT to share knowledberéfore it does not seem unreasonable to
see what happens if Information Technology wereetaleleted from the model.

Table 6 — Correlations between Knowledge Sharing and Ubuntu dimensions
(Information Technology excluded)

Knowledge Sharing |
Ubuntu Pearson Correlation 821+
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
(IN) 132
Compassion Pearson Correlation 596
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
() 157
Solidarity Pearson Correlation 597+
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
(1) 155
Survival Pearson Correlation 706%*
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 153
Respect / Dignity  Pearson Correlation 716
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
(IN) 150

**, Significant at the 0.01 level



First the correlation between thibuntumean and the Knowledge Sharing mean will
be computed again. When IT was still included i Knowledge Sharing scale, the Pearson
correlation test score was .702. Excluding of lade to a Pearson score of .821, which is a
substantial difference. Table 6 shows the resilthe Pearson Correlation test witbuntu
and its four dimensions. When compared to Tablé Becomes clear that all correlations
show higher scores with the Knowledge Sharing nrmeamthat IT is omitted from it.

Next another regression analysis will be made &ifthere is any difference in the
total of explained variability of the model now thHa is no longer part of the Knowledge
Sharing mean. These results are presented in Tableich can be compared to the upper
row of Table 5. The complete results can be foum#gpendix E. The Rfor the totalubuntu
mean is now .674, which means that 67.4% of thal tariability in Knowledge Sharing
using two dimensions can be explained ubuntu When using the four separatbuntu
dimensions, this percentage even rises to 71,8%hwh very high. It is also a lot more than
the 55,3% that was explained when IT was stilludeld in the knowledge sharing mean.
Moreover the results now show that the Compassimermsion is also significant at a level
of p<.10, which was not the case in the first tesults. Also one should bear in mind the
findings in the first phase of this study that skdwhat IT had a far smaller correlation with
ubuntuthan the other knowledge sharing dimensions. Tegdahese are all clear indications
that the research model will do a better job odmting knowledge sharing behavior when
IT is omitted as one of its dimensions.

Table 7 — Regression analyses results
(Information Technology excluded)

Dependent Variable Independent Variable(s)
Ubuntu (total mean) Compassion, Solidarity, Survival & Respect/Dignity
R? F B Constant R? F Constant  Compassion 3 Selidarity [ Survival [ Respect
Knowledge Sharing 674 272.904 B78H 521 718 93.494 471 104% 070 417 2857

**_ Significant at a 0.05 level
*. Significant at a 0.1 level

Research model

Figures 1, 2 and 3 provide a three-layered overwéwhe final research model for
this study. A completely integrated model can bentb in Appendix F. Because of its
complexity however, it has been separated intcethagers, which give an overview of the
general relationship between knowledge sharing abdntu as well as a deepened
explanation using both constructs’ dimensions.

The first part of the model, shown in Figure 1, gemets the direct relationship
between the presencewdfuntuand the willingness to share knowledge. The sigaifi score
of .878 that was found in the study indicates Hygothesis 1 is supported. This means that a
collectivistic organizational culture such asuntuencourages knowledge sharing, which is
consistent with the findings of Wolfe and Loraa®(8). This is also an indication that the
assumptions of Mbigi (1997) about the competititrerggth of local African cultures could
be true. Although merely a first sign, these figdirsuggest that the intrinsic values that are
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present in people living in collectivistic societiean be very important in all organizational
processes which are related to the sharing of lenyd and information.

Figure 1 — Research Model (layer 1)

Main relationship between Ubuntu and Knowledge Sharing

UBUNTU

r

EKNOWLEDGE SHARING

FIRM
INNOVATIVENESS

## Significant at a 0.03 level

The second layer of this model digs deeper intoré¢hation found above. Figure 2
shows how the individual dimensions obuntu influence knowledge sharing. Also this
figure shows how the general concept wjuntu affects the individual dimensions of
knowledge sharing. The dimension of Information Aredogy has been removed, as has
been discussed in the former section. This meatshijpotheses 2c has been removed from
the model as well. The thick black arrows correspwaith significantp coefficients between
the constructs and dimensions. In section 5.2 & aleeady noted that the presencelmiintu
was able to explain about forty to fifty percentalf variability in these three knowledge
sharing dimensions. The model endorses these yosélationships and shows clearly that
hypotheses 2a and 2b are supported by the resultsiso study. This means that the
communal values otibuntuin general positively influence the personal mations of
employees to share their knowledge and ideas. Merabgives way to leadership styles and
a corporate culture that support openness, trussharing within organizations.

On the other hand Figure 2 shows that three ouh®ffour dimensions afibuntu
make valuable contributions to knowledge sharing. shown, compassion, the feeling of
collective survival and mutual respect and digratg found to create a positive attitude
towards sharing. This means that hypotheses 3an8c3d are supported. Compassion is
about caring for others and helping them if thegché. The wellbeing and opinions of co-
workers are highly valued and to understand the difd situation of others, sharing of
information and ideas is a logical result. Survikvak to do with sacrificing one’s own goals
for the benefit of the group and therefore it soaimportant to provide information to others
in order to succeed together (Poovan et al., 200&3. dimension of respect and dignity is
about respecting the opinions and ideas of otfidrsrefore it is important to communicate a
lot and learn about each other and this encourkigesledge sharing as well. However no
support was found for hypothesis 3b, which stabed & spirit of solidarity also would have
a positive influence on knowledge sharing. Althoujhwas expected that feelings of
togetherness and the subordination of individualgshould increase the willingness to
share knowledge, no evidence for this was founthis study. Maybe knowledge does not
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account for the personal needs people are wilbngj\te up for the good of the community or
team, as solidarity spirit inbuntudescribes. The exact reasons why this result wasdf
however, do not fall within the scope of this stulyt do clearly pose an interesting question
for further research ombuntu

Figure 2 — Research Model (layer 2)

Underlying relationships between Ubuntu dimensions and Knowledge
Sharing & knowledge sharing dimensions and Ubuntu

— Compassion

Employee Motivations

— Solidarity

— Swrvival

Leadership &
Corporate Culture

Respect / Dignity

UBUNTU KNOWLEDGE SHARING

##, Significant at a 0.05 level.
*, Significant at a 0,10 level.

The final part if this section will even go onesteirther than we have gone so far.
Figure 3 displays the third layer of the researcideh, depicting all relationships between the
separate dimensions of botibuntu and knowledge sharing. Because of the deletion of
Information Technology, the hypotheses 4c, 5c¢, it & have also been removed from this
study and the model. Again the thick black arrogsresent the hypothesized relations that
are found to be significant. To begin with, comparssvas found to have a positive impact
on the more strategic motivations of employeeshiares knowledge. A significant positive
relation with Leadership & Corporate Culture hasrbestablished and this gives support to
hypothesis 4b. We can therefore assume that pedpideel the intrinsic urge to help others
and care about their wellbeing favor an organiratioculture that supports knowledge
sharing. The compassion dimension also containataral respect for persons with other
religions or customs and this characteristic couddl instigate a preference for a culture that
fosters expressing ideas and mutual faith about e#lrers intentions. It does however not
bring about any positive changes in the personall@mee motivations that are concerned
with knowledge sharing. Although it seemed logitait feelings of compassion influence the
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personal environment and motivations of peoplesigaificant positive relationship can be
established based on the results of this studyotigsis 4a is therefore rejected.

Solidarity was the only dimension abuntuthat showed no significant influence on
the willingness to share knowledge. The third lagéranalysis clearly presents some
interesting results for explaining this, as sdiijahas a significant relationship with both
Employee Motivations and Leadership & Corporatet@el The latter however was negative,
which means that A stronger solidarity spirit dases the preference for an organization that
supports knowledge sharing. On the other hand,sétiy® relation exists towards personal
employee motivations for knowledge sharing. Thisangethat hypothesis 5a is supported,
while 5b has to be rejected. A possible explanatmuld be that the feelings of togetherness
and building of strong relations are somewhat kahito the direct community or closely
related co-workers and teams. A protective intoitithat is a part olubuntu could be
expressed within this dimension and urges emploieep information from people they do
not feel related to. In such a situation employesld share information if they feel like it,
but would not be too enthusiastic about an orgaioizal culture and leadership style that is
focused on sharing all information. This resemlag®rm of defensive behavior Lin et al.
(2009) discussed, but at a group level insteachefitdividual level. This is however only
one suggestion and further research is promptédda sound explanation

Survival is the only dimension that displays pesitsignificant relations with both
knowledge sharing dimensions, which leads us temichypotheses 6a and 6b. Survival
seems to be the most strategic dimensionbointu,in a way that it requires some effort and
a more considerate decision making process as eggdosthe other dimensions which are
somewhat more intuitive and learndchportant aspects are interdependence, strivirgr aft
mutual goals and the believe that help offered mollvbe returned later as everyone needs
each other to get optimal results. This seemsttpeiifectly with the stimulating conditions
knowledge sharing organizations provide and thgrecal faith that is part of the personal
motivations for sharing. According to this study i# therefore a strong predictor of
knowledge sharing.

Finally, the dimension of respect & dignity showsvary strong and positive
influence on the organizational features of knogkedsharing motives, which supports
hypothesis 7b. Employees scoring high on this dsimenseem to feel very comfortable in an
environment that supports knowledge sharing. Tééss obvious as mbuntucommunities
there is a high sense of equality and respect floers, their opinions and in general for
family, elders and leaders. A corporate culture ihapen and focused on learning from each
other fits with the respect people have for othetgpothesis 7a however is rejected. The
personal motivations for sharing knowledge thatideatified in this study apparently are not
significantly influenced by motives of respect.

These results show that most hypotheses are méte(Baprovides a conclusive
summary of all hypotheses). Survival is the onlyuntu component which contributes
significantly to both knowledge sharing dimensiohse other threebuntudimensions only
positively support one out of the two. None of km@wledge sharing aspects is significantly
influenced by allubuntu dimensions, although Leadership & Corporate Calthas a
significant tie with all. The negative relation Wween Solidarity and Leadership & Corporate
Culture is very interesting as it might well displa form of collective defensiveness. The
overallubuntumean is however contributing to knowledge shadesg construct as it is to
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both separate knowledge sharing dimensions, whighp@ts the central hypothesis of this

study that there exists a causal relation betweeset concepts.

Figure 3 — Research Model (layer 3)

Underlying relationships between Ubuntu dimensions and Knowledge
Sharing dimensions

Compassion

Solidarity

Employee Motivations

Swvival

Respect / Dignity T

## Significant at a 0.05 level

Table 8 — Summary of results

Leadership &
Corporate Culture

Hypothesis Hypothesized path Path coefficient Results
H1 Ubuntu = Knowledge Sharing BrFar Supported
Hla Ubuntu — Employes Motivations T Supported
Hibk Ubuntu =+ Leadership & Corp. Culture 1.027 Supported
Hza Compassion = Knowledge Sharing 104* Supported
Hib Solidarity — Knowledge Sharing 070 Eejected
Hic Survival = Knowledge Sharing A1 Supported
Hzd Respect & Dignity = Knowledge Sharing 285 Supported
Hda Cormpassion — Employee Motivations 053 Eejected
H4k Compassion — Leadership & Corp. Culture 2Bgn Supported
Hba Solidarity = Employee Motivations ) Vi Supported
H5b Solidarity = Leadership & Corp. Culture - 1e9** Eejected
Heta Survival = Employes Motivations SR Supported
Heb Survival = Leadership & Corp. Culture 212 Supported
H7a Respect & Dignity = Employes Motivations - 085 Eejected
H7b Fespect & Dignity = Leadership & Corp. Culture H9E* Supported

** Significant at a 0.05 level
* Significant at a 0.10 level
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6 Discussion
6.1 Discussion of findings

First of all this study has shown that the presasfagbuntucan be identified within
organizations. For proper measurement howeverexisgting scale that was used had to be
arranged to fit the context of this study. The n@dpective of this study however was to find
out if a causal relation existed between the pmsafiubuntuand the willingness to share
knowledge. This was done in the light of Mbigi'®©@b) statement that African organizations
need to use their own cultural strength to innavaesignificant positive relationship
between the two concepts has been established:eShkts of this study show about seventy
percent of all variability in the willingness toale knowledge within an organization can be
explained by the dimensions underlyuiguntu This actually is quite a considerable amount,
indicating that Karsten and llla (2005) were righith their assumptions about this relation.
Knowledge sharing is very much dependent on saciatactions and these results clearly
prove this yet again. However it has to be noted the dimension of Solidarity does not
show to submit a significant contribution to theemdl willingness to share knowledge. This
could indicate that the solidarity spirit that desatogetherness within groups also brings
along a sort of defensive system, which protecsctmmunity or team from others who are
not part of it. In that case, employees will sher@wledge within their teams, but are
hesitant when it comes to sharing with others withie same organization. This result could
form the focus of a follow up research.

This study also found thatbuntuis able to predict variability in the dimensions
underlying knowledge sharing: Employee motivatiansl Leadership & Corporate culture.
These findings enhance the idea thhuntuis present within human beings and influence
their actions and motives in daily life. This asgtion is actually reinforced by the fairly
lower amount of variability of the use of IT thatexplained bybuntuand the fact that the
research model becomes stronger when this dimersaeleted from analysis. However, we
already argued that not all organizations are follgking use of IT applications to store
and/or share knowledge. This may have influencedstbhdy and therefore it was excluded
from the final research model.

Finally the results revealed an interesting satanfsal relations, underlying the main
effects, between the four dimensionsubuntuand the two remaining factors of knowledge
sharing. The personal motivations of employeestaggered by survival and solidarity,
dimensions which are all about getting the optinegilt, for all individuals concerned, by
pursuing community goals and working together. Casspn and respect reflect values of
humanness which affect how people treat otherss@ laee strong and important factors that
actually define how we act and see the world asdmbeings. In a communal culture such
as ubuntu these dimensions form the cornerstones of existeReeple scoring high on
valuing these attributes, do also favor an orgdiw@athat supports and encourages
knowledge sharing. Also the survival dimension,ahhias been labeled as strategic, shows a
strong positive relation towards an organizatiofatus on knowledge sharing. Very
interesting is the significant negative influenadidarity spirit has on this dimension. As
discussed before, one can only make assumptiong #i®reason for this relation. But if a
sort of protective system is in place, concernitgsaly related persons such as family
members and direct colleagues, is it worth exargitis in further detail. At least the results
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show that although thébuntudimensions seem to be very much alike, significhiférences
do exist between them when exploring relationshiils other constructs.

6.2 Implications

The results of this study show that a strong refestip exists between the concept of
ubuntuand the willingness to share knowledge within aganization. This confirms the
assumption that the social values and communak&iepoint that form the core afbuntu
have a positive influence on knowledge sharing biena This means that African
organizations should be able to create a sharittgreuwith a large flow of information,
experiences and data. It is crucial however todbait organization that sticks closely to
African society and its cultural values (Mangali)01). Considering the importance of
sharing for firm innovativeness, these results suplbigi’s (1997) ideas about the intrinsic
power of African culture. Managers working in Afmicwith African employees could
therefore use these results to organize their cofeparound these cultural values to create
an atmosphere in which people feel they are resgeatd listened to. They should consider
to build on the intrinsic humanness of their emplesywhen considering systems of hierarchy
or rewards. Moreover, managers working in Africatg renounce the terms human capital
or resources to begin with, as these do not vadwplp in a way that resembles the African
ideas about human beings.

The findings of this study can however also be able to managers working in
organizations in other parts of the world. As htere has shown, a lot of managers around
the world find it difficult to get their employeés start sharing knowledge with each other.
Although theubuntu values are probably less present in Western oamgieople, as a
management concept for shaping organizational multhey provide some interesting
possibilities. This study shows that people arearaften prepared to share knowledge when
they respect each other. Also it seems to helmijleyees have the feeling that mutual goals
are actually coinciding with their individual goalgloreover, an organizational culture that
encourages helping each other, will increase théngmess to share. This leads to the
assumption that Western organizations could alsml&om their African counterparts about
how to handle employees and shaping a culture iichwthe goal of the community is
superior to individual results. This supports tlsswamptions done by van der Colff (2003).
This entails however an enormous change of viewnwiténking about goals, corporate
culture and treating employees. But if such an a@ggn improves knowledge sharing,
innovative opportunities arise as Liao (2006) haisted out.

6.3 Limitations and directions for further research

This study has a number of limitations. First, @s la geographical limitation, because
it is restricted to companies located in two citiesTanzania. Results may therefore not be
generalizable for the entire African context. Aseault, this study should be replicated in
other African countries and cities. What is motes tool measuringibuntuhas only been
used in Tanzania. Not only should it be testedtheiocountries in Africa as well, but it
would be really valuable to do the same kind oéaesh in Europe, The Unites States or Asia.
Only then an actual comparison can be made bettieepresence afbuntuin people from
different parts of the world, which could prove #@stual existence. Also further research
could dig deeper into the definitions of the falountudimensions. This study showed that
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survival did not contribute significantly to knowlge sharing, while the other three
dimensions did. Moreover, the factor analysis efahiginal scales suggested to rearrange the
items within the scales and some items were defeded further research. Further research is
needed to improve the measurement tool to identibyintu and check for the best
arrangement of the items within the dimensionsubéintu Also, another arrangement of
questions within the questionnaire is advised, bseahe grouping of questions that were
printed on the same page in the factor analysitddadicate a form of respondent bias. The
second limitation lies in the dimensions used feasuring knowledge sharing. Maybe other
variables and dimensions could have been used asumne this concept as well. The amount
of literature on the topic is extensive, so othaales could be tried within this framework.
This scale, made by Asian academics, presented smak problems and one item needed to
be deleted to get the scales right. Moreover, timredsions that previously were identified
as separate ended up together in this study. Anaalsuring knowledge sharing within an
African context would be interesting for future easch. The third limitation is the fact that
the ideas of knowledge sharing and innovation uisddis study are still derived from non-
African literature. Therefore measurement of thesacepts could be inaccurate for the
African context, because they might be out of fithwthe cultural setting. More extensive
research using and developing these African valuesd be appropriate in future research in
this field. Finally, the author himself is Dutchhigh enables the possibility of a certain
Western bias.
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7 Conclusions

The objective of this study was to find out if aspiiwve relation could be found
between the constructs abuntuand knowledge sharing. The results show that niwaa t
sixty percent of all variability in the willingneds share knowledge, could be explained by
the presence afbuntu Also, a significant relation was established lmubuntuand the
two knowledge sharing dimensions that were usetiarfinal research model of this study.
Knowledge sharing is a social activity and thisdgtishowed that the values underlying
ubuntuare identified as quite solid predictors of thdimgness to share.

This study is one of the first to use the receddyelopedubuntumeasurement scale
to check for causal relations with other businesscepts. Although a rearrangement of the
items was needed to fit the context of this stuldg,first results look promising and feed the
idea that this African philosophy is indeed abledntribute to the innovativeness of African
organizations exploiting local cultural traits. &&n managers should not be afraid to use
these and combine them along with what they haweenésl to be effective in their
organizations. Moreover, foreigners working in A&ishould respect these values and learn
about them to understand the motivations and valtigseir co-workers and employees. But
the key is to treat human beings as human beingiainas assets or numbers, because such
an inhumane point of view, will never succeed imiédn society.
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Appendix A -- Initial list of research scales andtems

Measurement items

UBUNTU

Survival

I rely on my co-workers for support when things at work or at home are not going well
Relatives of my co-workers should have an advantage over outsiders in competing for job
openings

The organization encourages teamwork

I have to work closely with others to do my job well

The organization has well-being of its employees as a major objective

The organization and its employees are like a family and its members

My family is always welcome to visit the organization

Many of my family members work in the organization

Solidarity

When a co-worker gets a promotion and I am not, I'm happy for him/her
My co-worker is someone who I inform about my personal life

My co-workers and I get together outside of work time

I feel I am really part of the team

I enjoy, above all else, to work as part of a team

I am willing to give up personal needs for the good of the team

I always put the interest of the whole team before my own interest

In the organization all decisions are made by the leader

The organization provides equal opportunities for all

In the organization ceremonies and personnel parties are organized

Compassion

My co-workers are friendly and helpful

I care about the well-being of my co-workers

I see myself as an active listener towards my co-workers

I take the time to greet my co-workers

I have confidence and trust in the team

A crisis in the team will always be solved in a harmonious way
Long discussions take place in team meetings

All opinions have a fair hearing and consideration

I value sharing what I have with my family

The organization prevents loss of jobs, even in difficult times

Respect / Dignity

I respect the religion of my co-workers

I respect the customs and beliefs of my co-workers

I believe that older co-workers have more knowledge and skills than younger co-workers
I have the right to say no to the team

I have the freedom to take my own approach
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* In the organization all the employees are equal

* Different ethnic groups work in harmony

* Dialogue is an important means in organizational life

*  There is open communication in the organization

*  The organization provides all employees open access to all information

*  The organization encourages diversity in opinions

KNOWLEDGE SHARING

Corporate Culture

* I communicate with co-workers through informal meetings within my organization

* In the organization employees have reciprocal faith in the behaviors and intentions of co-workers
* In the organization high participation is expected in sharing knowledge and ideas.

*  The organization views employee training as an investment rather than an expense.

* I will receive increased promotion opportunities in return for my knowledge sharing

Employee Motivations

*  When I share knowledge with co-workers, I believe that my future requests for knowledge will be
answered by them

* I enjoy helping others by sharing my knowledge

* I am confident in my ability to provide knowledge other people in the organization find valuable

*  When I share my knowledge with co-workers the people I work with respect me

Leadership

*  Top management provides a clear organizational vision and goals to employees

*  Top management clearly supports the role of knowledge sharing

*  Encouraging knowledge sharing with co-workers is important component of organizational policy

* In the organization employees are encouraged to suggest ideas for new opportunities

Information Technology

* My organization uses technology infrastructure that allows employees to share knowledge with other
people inside/outside the organization

* In my organization employees make extensive use of electronic storage (such as databases and data
warehouses) to access corporate knowledge

* In my organization employees use knowledge networks (email, intranet, etc.) to communicate with co-
workers
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Appendix B — Results of recumputing all research sdes

B.1a — Eigenvalues for initial ubuntu scale
Total Variance Explained

Ectraction Sums of Squared
Initial Bgenvalues Loadings
| Component Total % of Vanance | Cumulative % Total % of “arance
1 0,203 23,840 13,840 0,293 23,840
2 3221 8,168 32,099 3121 8,258
3 2,289 5,870 37 969 2,289 5,870
4 2,007 5,146 43,114 2,007 5,146
5 1,701 4,360 47 475 1,701 4,360
i 1,416 3630 51,104
7 1,341 3437 54,542
3 1,196 3063 A7 609
] 1,126 1,586 60,435
10 1,114 2,866 63,3562
" 1,051 2,694 G, 045
12 a4 24512 63 568
13 847 2.30M 70,868
14 o] 2,130 T2.998
14 763 1871 74,969
16 JTI0 1,845 Th.814
17 Lt 1,761 TaA7H
18 it} 1,712 80,287
19 G112 1570 21,8567
20 Rili 1,475 83,332
21 kil 1,433 84,765
12 SI7 1,378 86,143
23 498 1,278 87 421
24 480 1,232 83653
24 454 1,164 89,817
26 432 1,109 a0 926
i it} a5 a1.821
28 385 et 9z.909
it 366 13 03,822
a0 330 L] 04,663
| 316 A10 05,478
a2 285 T3 06,209
jok 262 AT L]
a4 248 ] a7 .a19
et 240 G116 03,135
36 el AT 0,708
ar 87 473 09,188
a8 ATE A5 09,639
et A4 61 100,000

Eetraction hiethod: Princioal Componernt Analvsis.

mAdeE

Extraction

Sums of

Squared

Loadings Ratation Sums of Squared Loadings

Cumulative % Total % of Vanance | Cumulative %

23,840 5,841 16,004 15,004
32,099 4,887 12,831 27,5345
37,969 2704 5,933 kL
43,114 2076 G360 41,328
47 475 2,397 6,147 47 475
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B.1b — Rotated Component Matrix initial ubuntu scale

Rotated Component Matrix®

Component
2 3 4 5

"| value sharing what | have with my family" (Compassion) ,367 AT1
"My co-workers are friendly and helpful" (Compassion) ,220 276 ,536
"| care about the well-being of my co-workers" (Compassion) 674 ,253
"| see myself as an active listener towards my co-workers" (Compassion) ,368 AT2 ,200
"| take time to greet my co-workers" (Compassion) ,445 ,508
"l have confidence and trust in the team" (Compassion) ,316 ,333 ,435
"A crisis in the team will always be solved in a harmonious way" (Compassion) ,406 ,343
"Long discussions take place in team meetings" (Compassion) ,495
"All opinions have a fair hearing and consideration" (Compassion) ,229 ,253 ,206 ,486
"The organization prevents loss of jobs, even in difficult times" (Compassion) ,575 231
"Dialogue is an important means in organizational life" (Respect/Dignity) 677
"| respect the religion of my co-workers" (Respect/Dignity) , 756
"| respect the customs and beliefs of my co-workers" (Respect/Dignity) ,258 ,703 ,210
"| believe that older co-workers have more knowledge and skills than younger co- ,669
workers" (Respect/Dignity)
"| have the right to say no to the team" (Respect/Dignity) ,254 ,482
"l have the freedom to take my own approach” (Respect/Dignity) ,307 247 ,386
"In the organization all the employees are equal" (Respect/Dignity) ,676 ,251 ,252
"Different ethnic groups work in harmony" (Respect/Dignity) ,585 ,245 277
"There is open communication in the organization" (Respect/Dignity) 747
"The organization provides all employees open access to all information” ,702 ,300
(Respect/Dignity)
"The organization encourages diversity in opinions" (Respect/Dignity) 773
"When a co-worker gets a promotion and | am not, | am happy for him/her" (Solidarity) ,399
"My co-worker is someone who | inform about my personal life" (Solidarity) ,659
"My co-workers and | get together outside of work time" (Solidarity) 221 ,578
"| feel that | am really part of the team" (Solidarity) , 793
"| enjoy, above all else, to work as part of a team" (Solidarity) ,485 227
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"I am willing to give up personal needs for the good of the team" (Solidarity)

"| always put the interest of the whole team before my own interest" (Solidarity)

"In the organization all decisions are made by the leader" (Solidarity)

"The organization provides equal opportunities for all* (Solidarity)

"In the organization ceremonies and personnel parties are organized" (Solidarity)

"I rely on my co-workers when things at home or at work are not going well" (Survival)

"Relatives of my co-workers should have an advantage over outsiders in competing for

liob openings" (Survival)

"The organization encourages teamwork" (Survival)

"l have to work closely with others to do my job well" (Survival)

"The organization has well-being of its employees as a major objective” (Survival)
"The organization and its employees are like a family and its members" (Survival)
"My family is always welcome to visit the organization" (Survival)

"Many of my family members work in the organization" (Survival)

,258
,335
, 757

,547

,299

,660
,655

,539

,516

467

434

-,449

,337

277
,669

,589

,250
449

,342

,759
,547
,239

,294

-,227

-,370

217

,256

321

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Rotation converged in 7 iterations.

NB. For reasons of simplification all scores beloWw.2 have been omitted from this table.

55




B.2a — Eigenvalues for new ubuntu scale

Total Variance Explained

Initial Eigenvalues

Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

Component Total % of Variance | Cumulative % Total % of WVariance | Cumulative % Total % of WVariance | Cumulative %
1 8,801 26,6649 26,669 8,801 26,669 26 669 4891 15124 15,124
2 2,882 8,734 35,402 2,882 8,734 35402 3,839 11,634 26,759
3 1,810 5789 41191 1,910 5789 41191 3,358 10,175 36,934
4 1,670 5062 46,253 1,670 5,062 46,253 3075 9,319 46,253
5 1,411 4277 50,530
& 1,344 4,074 54,604
7 1,277 3868 58,473
B 1,135 3,438 61,811
g 1,020 3,001 65,002
10 64 24820 67,8922
i B72 2,642 70,564
12 B20 2,484 73,048
13 748 2,268 75,316
14 T 2,153 77,469
15 a2 2,066 759,536
16 602 1,825 21,360
17 562 1,704 83,064
18 542 1,642 24,706
19 B8 1,562 86,268
20 505 1531 87,799
N ATE 1,443 89,242
2z 443 1,343 80,585
23 404 1,224 91,809
24 ,340 1181 92,989
25 347 1,051 94,040
26 325 9g4 95,024
27 300 808 95834
28 284 86D 96,793
29 262 7495 97,588
30 248 750 98,338
H 214 648 95,087
32 186 664 98 551
33 148 445 100,000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

B.2b — Parallel Analysis results for new ubuntu scale

Eigenvalue # Random Eigenvalue

Standard Dev

~NoO O~ WN PR

56




B.2¢ — Rotated Component Matrix new ubuntu scale

Rotated Component Matrin®

Componernt

1 2 3 4

"The arganzation provides all employees open aocess to all information” qa42

"The arganzation encourages diversity in opinions" 735

"The arganzation and itz employees are like a family and its members" T16
"Thete iz open communication in the aganization” iy

"The arganization provides equal opportunities for all” G593 94

"In the organization all the employvess are equal” 10 475

"The arganization baswel-being of its employvess as a major objedive" G083 380

"My family iz akvays welcame to visit the arganization” 295

"In the organization ceremonies and personnel parties are organized” 570

"Different ethnic groups swoek in harmory” 520 434

"| respect the customs and beliefs of my conarkers" G522 369

"4l opiniors have a fair hearing and consideration” 593

"y cosvorkers are friendly and helpful” 591

"| care about thewell-being of my coswvorkers" S63
42
496

466

396
336

"| rezpect the religion of my conworkers"

"| have the freedom to take my own approach”

"Long discussions take place in team meetings"

"ihen a covearker gets a promation and | am naot, 1am happy for himher" T

"l feel that | am really pat of the team" a3

"The arganization encouracges teamwaark” T22

"| have towork closely with others to do my jobwell" Gd3

"l walue sharingwhat | havewith my family" 559

"| have confidence and trust in the team” 3638

476

"Dialogue is an impartant means in organizational life" 356 402

"4, crizizin the team will akvays be solved ina harmonious weay" 390

"l enjoy, above all elze towork &= pat of a team” 363

"l take time to greet my cosnorkers” 573

"l atn wvilling to give up personal needs for the good of the team” 554

542

"My cosvorkers and | get together outzide of weork time"

"My cosorker i someone who Linfarm about my personal life" 443
432
396

3da

"| zee myself az an active listener toweards my coverkers”

"| abvays put the interest of the whale team before my awn interest”

"| have the right to say noto the team”

Extraction Method Principal Companent Aralysis.
Rotation hdethod: Warimay with Haiser Mormalization.

NB. For reasons of simplification all scores below.35 have been omitted from this table.
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B.2d — New arrangement of items for ubuntu scales

Measurement items

UBUNTU (Cronbach’s alpha = .916)

Compassion (Cronbach’s alpha = .726)

* My co-workers are friendly and helpful

* I care about the well-being of my co-workers

* Irespect the customs and beliefs of my co-workers

* I respect the religion of my co-workers

*  All opinions have a fair hearing and consideration

*  Long discussions take place in team meetings

*  When a co-worker gets a promotion and I am not, I'm happy for him/her
* I have the freedom to take my own approach

Solidarity (Cronbach’s alpha = .705)

* I am willing to give up personal needs for the good of the team

* I always put the interest of the whole team before my own interest
* Isee myself as an active listener towards my co-workers

* I take the time to greet my co-workers

* My co-worker is someone who I inform about my personal life

* My co-workers and I get together outside of work time

* I have the right to say no to the team

Survival (Cronbach’s alpha = .785)

*  The organization encourages teamwork

* I have to work closely with others to do my job well

¢ I have confidence and trust in the team

* A crisis in the team will always be solved in a harmonious way
* I value sharing what I have with my family

* Dialogue is an important means in organizational life

e I feel I am really part of the team

* I enjoy, above all else, to work as part of a team

Respect / Dignity (Cornbach’s alpha = .777)

* In the organization all the employees are equal

*  The organization encourages diversity in opinions

*  Different ethnic groups work in harmony

*  There is open communication in the organization

*  The organization provides all employees open access to all information
*  The organization provides equal opportunities for all

* In the organization ceremonies and personnel parties are organized

*  The organization has well-being of its employees as a major objective
*  The organization and its employees are like a family and its members

* My family is always welcome to visit the organization
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Changed items

Iltem

Original scale

New Scale

Explanation

| respect the customs and beliefs of my co-work

| respect the religion of my co-workers.

| have the freedom to take my own approach.

When a co-worker gets a promotion and | am ng
I’'m happy for him/her.

erfRespect / Dignity

Respect / Dignity

Respect / Dignity

Solidarity

Compassion

Compassion

Compassion

Compassion

The respect that is portrayed in this item is abou
understanding and appreciating how others live
their lives. As the dimension of respect in this
context seems to be more about equality and
family, this question now falls into the more
personal category of compassion.

Idem

This has to do with respect, but also with providif
others the freedom to work on their own wellbeirg.
There is respect for the ideas of others, but it is
triggered by a feeling of wanting others do to gogd
Compassion is about feeling for others and their
wellbeing. This item can definitely be treated as p
example of this

| take time to greet my co-workers.

| see myself as an active listener towards my co
workers.

| have the right to say no to the team.

Compassion

Compassion

Respect / Dignity

Solidarity

Solidarity

Solidarity

As Sigger et al. (2010) already stated, taking tim
for other people is an important part of the
solidarity spirit. It is therefore no problem toifiin
here.

As the item above, it seems this one has been
interpreted as taking time for others as well.a h
not been specified to personal matters and in thi
general meaning, it fits the friendliness assodiate
with solidarity (Poovan et al., 2006).

To ensure a feeling of togetherness everyone
should be able to express their opinions. For teal
dynamics to thrive, one must be able to disagreg
sometimes, which fits the solidarity dimension.

11°

o7

| feel that | am really part of the team.

| enjoy, above all else, to work as part of a team

| have confidence and trust in the team.

| value sharing what | have with my family.

A crisis in the team will always be solved in a
harmonious way.

Dialogue is an important means in organizationg
life.

Solidarity

Solidarity

Compassion

Compassion

Compassion

! Respect / Dignity

Survival

Survival

Survival

Survival

Survival

Survival

While solidarity is about togetherness and feeling
the emotional and social importance of working
together, survival seems more strategic. The

community or team is the easiest way to “survivd
so it is important to be part of it.

Idem

Maybe compassion creates more trust, but trusflin
the team is a crucial part of its survival as atitgn
(Poovan et al., 2006). Therefore it fits best withi
this dimensior

Sharing of wages and food with members of kin
who are not working or otherwise able to take cg
of themselves is a characteristic of survival
according to Poovan et al. (20(

This seems logical, as a crisis disrupts the team
effectiveness and therefore hinders its chances ¢f
survival.
Dialogue can be seen as a communicative tool \
for pooling resources to improve team performal
(Poovan et al., 2006). In this study it seems
dialogue has been treated from this strategic poi
of view instead of one of respect for all opinions.

The organization and its employees are like a
family and its members.

Survival
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Respect / Dignity

Family is very important and highly respected in
ubuntucommunities (Poovan et al. 2006). Althou
aimed at survival, these kind of questions theeef¢r
could well trigger a respectful response, explanip
its presence in this dimensi




My family is always welcome to visit the
organization.

The organization has the well-being of its
employees as a major objective.

The organization provides equal opportunities for

In the organization ceremonies and personnel
parties are organized.

Survival Respect / Dignity
Survival Respect / Dignity
Solidarity Respect / Dignity
Solidarity Respect / Dignity

It would be very disrespectful if family members
would not be welcome. Matter of respect, no dou
about it.

The thing about this item is that is asks employe
to answer how they think their companies are
working. It seems normal that they expect them
act out of respect for everyone and therefore wa
the best for all employees. Maybe if only manag
would have been interviewed, the survival aspeg
would have prevaile

As several other items show that have been
attributed to this dimension, equality is a key
concept of respect and dignityubuntu
communities. It seems obvious to place this item
here as well.

This item is about the respect an organization hg
for its employees. Although Sigger et al (2010)
pose that these ceremonies and parties concern
solidarity because they promote a sense of
belonging. Respondents however may not have
treated this item in this spiritual way. They seasi
an organization respecting the needs and

n

acknowledging the contributions of its employee

Deleted items

Iltem

Original Scale

Reason

I rely on my co-workers when things at
home or at work are not going well.
Relatives of my co-workers should have a
advantage over outsiders in competing for
job openings

Many of my family members work in the
organization.

| believe that older co-workers have more
knowledge and skills than younger co-
workers.

In the organization all decisions are made
the leader.

The organization prevents loss of jobs, even
in difficult times.

Survival
Survival
Survival

Respect / Dignity

Solidarity

Compassion

Item did not load on any of the four main
components.

Item did not load on any of the four main
components.

Item did not load on any of the four main
components.

Item did not load on any of the four main
components.

Factor Analysis showed this item to be paft
of Compassion, for which no proper
explanation could be given and was
therefore deleted.

Item did not load properly on any of the fo
main components. Eventually turned up in
the Respect factor and was therefore also
deleted, as this item theoretically would fit
better in any of other three factors.

=
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B.3a - Eigenvalues for initial knowledge sharing scale

Total Variance Explained

Initial Eigenvalues

Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

Component Total % of Variance | Cumulative % Total % ofVariance | Cumulative % Total % ofWariance | Cumulative %
1 5,400 1,763 31,763 5,400 3,763 31,763 3,892 22897 22897
2 1,904 11,200 42962 1,904 11,200 42 862 2,395 14,087 36,983
3 1,313 7,726 50,688 1,313 7,726 50,688 1,845 10,853 47 837
4 1,081 6,361 57,050 1,081 6,361 57,050 1,566 9,213 57,050
5 BG4 5,671 62,721
] H26 5448 68,168
7 761 4 476 72645
g 700 4118 76,763
] 602 3,544 80,306
10 554 3,259 83,565
1" 548 3212 86777
12 4581 2,650 89,427
13 425 2624 G1,852
14 403 2,368 84,320
15 A70 2177 96 497
16 334 1,965 48 462
17 262 1,538 100,000
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
B.3b — Rotated Component Matrix for initial knowledge sharing scale
Rotated Component Matrix?
Component
1 2 3 4
"l enjoy helping others by sharing my knowledge" (Employee Motivations) ,782
"l am confident in my ability to provide knowledge other people in the organization 779
find valuable" (Employee Motivations)
"When | share knowledge with co-workers, | believe that my future requests for ,347 ,657
Jknowledge will be answered by them" (Employee motivations)
"When | share my knowledge with co-workers the people | work with respect me" 524 434
(Employee Motivations)
"| communicate with co-workers through informal meetings within my organization” ,259 ,592
(Corporate Culture)
"In the organization employees have reciprocal faith in the behaviors and intentions ,694
of co-workers" (Corporate Culture)
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"In the organization high participation is expected in sharing knowledge and ideas"

(Corporate Culture)

"The organization views employee training as an investment rather than an

expense"(Corporate Culture)

"l will receive increased promotion opportunities in return for my knowledge sharing"

(Corporate Culture)

"Top management provides a clear organizational vision and goals to employees"

(Leadership)
"Top management clearly supports the role of knowledge sharing" (Leadership)

"Encouraging knowledge sharing with co-workers is an important component of

organizational policy" (Leadership)

"In the organization employees are encouraged to suggest ideas for new

opportunities" (Leadership)

"My organization uses technology infrastructure that allows employees to share
Jknowledge with other people inside/outside the organization (Information

Technology)

"In my organization employees make extensive use of electronic storage (such as
databases and data warehouses) to access corporate knowledge"(Information

ltechnology)

"In my organization employees use knowledge networks (emalil, intranet, etc.) to

communicate with co-workers" (Information technology)

,706

,674

,566

7126

744
524

,661

,330

,236

,337

,273

,350
,346

,395

, 713

, 769

729

,256

,248

,201

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

NB. For reasons of simplification all scores belo®w.2 have been omitted from this table.
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B.4a — Eigenvalues for new knowledge sharing scale

Total Variance Explained

Initial Eigenvalues

Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

Component Total % ofWariance | Cumulative % Total % of WVariance | Cumulative % Total % of WVariance | Cumulative %
1 5,209 34729 34728 5,209 34728 34,728 3,748 24,084 24,084
2 1,746 11,640 46 368 1,746 11,640 46,368 2 464 16,435 41 418
3 1,306 8,704 55072 1,306 8,704 55,072 2,048 13,663 55,072
4 1,020 6,798 61,870
3 B4 5604 67 475
6 q72 5149 72624
7 638 4259 76882
3 B 3,876 80,7458
9 560 3,736 84493
10 468 3120 87614
11 A48 24976 90,580
12 ME 2772 §3 362
13 37T 2513 45875
14 346 2,307 8182
15 273 1,818 100,000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

B.4b — Parallel Analysis results for new knowledge sharing scale

Eigenvalue # Random Eigenvalue

Standard Dev

abwNBE

1,4953
1,3765
1,2899

,0604
,0467
,0402
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B.4c — Rotated Component Matrix new knowledge sharing scale

Rotated Component Matrix?

Component

1 2 3

"Top management clearly supports the role of knowledge sharing”

. 758
[Leadership

"Top managemernt pravides a clear orgsnizational vision and goals to
a0

employees" (Leadership)

"The arganization views employee training as an investment rather than an
597

expenze"l Corparate Culture)

"In the organization employees are encouraged to suggest ideas for new

573 368

opportunities" (Leadership)

"Inthe organization employees have reciprocal fath inthe behaviors and
BES

intentions of co-warkers" (Coaorparate Culture)

"Inthe organization high patticipation is expected in sharing knowwledge snd
a5

ideaz" [Corporate Culture)

"I weill receive increased promotion opportunities in return for my knowledge

) SE5
sharing” (Carparate Culture)

"Encourading knowwleddge sharing with cosworkers iz an important component

N i ) S07 377
of organizstional policy” (Leadership)

"In my organization emplovees uze knowledge networks (email, intranet, etc.)

i1
to communicate with co-warkers" (Infar mation technolagy)

"In my organization employees make extensive use of electronic storage

(=uch az databazes and data warehouses) to access carparate Gt

knowwledge"(Infarmation technology)

"My organization uses technology infrastructure that allowes emplovees to

=shate knowledge with other people inzidefoutside the organization 716

[Information Technologyl

"Wahen | share my knowveledge with coswarkers the people | wark with respect
723

me" (Employee Mativations)
"l enjoy helping others by sharing my knowledge" (Employes Motivations) 55

"Wwhen | share knowledge with co-workers, | believe that my future requests

a3
for knowledge will be answered by them" (Employves motivations)

"l am confidert in my ability to provide knowledge ather people inthe
B05
organization find waluable" (Employves Motivations)

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimaex with Kaizer Normalization.

a. Raotation converged in S iterations.

NB. For reasons of simplification all scores beloWw.35 have been omitted from this table.
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B.4d — New arrangement of items for knowledge sharing scales

KNOWLEDGE SHARING (Cronbach’s alpha = .859)

Employee Motivations (Cronbach’s alpha = .639)

*  When I share knowledge with co-workers, I believe that my future requests for knowledge will be

answered by them

* I enjoy helping others by sharing my knowledge

* I am confident in my ability to provide knowledge other people in the organization find valuable

*  When I share my knowledge with co-workers the people I work with respect me

Leadership & Corporate Culture (Cronbach’s alpha = .859)
* In the organization employees have reciprocal faith in the behaviors and intentions of co-workers

* In the organization high participation is expected in sharing knowledge and ideas.

*  The organization views employee training as an investment rather than an expense.

* I will receive increased promotion opportunities in return for my knowledge sharing

*  Top management provides a clear organizational vision and goals to employees

* Top management clearly supports the role of knowledge sharing

*  Encouraging knowledge sharing with co-workers is important component of organizational policy

* In the organization employees are encouraged to suggest ideas for new opportunities

Information Technology (Cronbach’s alpha = .762)

* My organization uses technology infrastructure that allows employees to share knowledge with other

people inside/outside the organization

* Inmy organization employees make extensive use of electronic storage (such as databases and data

warehouses) to access corporate knowledge

* In my organization employees use knowledge networks (email, intranet, etc.) to communicate with co-

workers

Deleted items

Iltem

Original Scale

Reason

| communicate with co-workers through

informal meetings within my organization.

Corporate Culture

Item did not load on the Leadership &
Corporate Culture scale, while all other
items measuring knowledge sharing fell in|
their expected dimensions. Also it disruptg
the Employee Motivations scale, which is
now as it should be.
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Appendix C -- Complete Pearson Correlation Results

C.1 — Correlations between Ubuntu and Knowledge Sharing dimensions

Correlations
Knowledge Employee Leadership and Information
Ubuntu Sharing Motivation  |Corporate Culture|  Technology
Ubuntu Pearson Correlation 1,000 Fiive B39 Akl 3837
Sig. (2-tailed) .aaa .oaa oo 000
M 141 134 135 140 141
Knowledoe Sharing Pearson Correlation Jqoz” 1,000 JBz2a” a1 B2E"
Sig. {2-tailad) Jana ,oon junili] aon
M 134 169 169 169 169
Employvee Motivation Fearson Correlation 639" B257 1,000 3227 2397
Sig. (2-tailed) Jaaa .aaa oo i
M 135 169 150 170 1823
Leadership and Fearson Correlation J13 a0 3227 1,000 526"
Corporate Culture Sig. (2-tailed) 000 ,000 ,000 ,000
I 140 169 170 181 180
Information Technology Pearson Correlation 3837 826" 2387 A2ET 1,000
Sig. (2-tailed) Jana aan 001 junili]
M 141 169 1823 180 193
= Correlation is significant atthe 0.01 level (2-tailed).
C.2 — Correlations between Knowledge Sharing and Ubuntu dimensions
Correlations
Knowledge
Shating Ubuntu Compassion Solidarity Suvival Respect & Dignity
Knowledge Sharing Pearson Correlation 1,000 J07” 4977 4977 608" B46”
Sig. (2-tailed) aan 0an ,aon oo oo
M 169 134 160 1469 156 152
Ubuntu Pearson Correlation 7027 1,000 8157 8377 il 808"
Sig. (2-tailed o0 0o 000 oo oo
M 134 141 141 141 141 141
Cormpassion Pearson Correlation 487" 815" 1,000 5327 5537 5017
Sig. (2-tailed o0 000 000 oo oo
M 160 141 185 174 168 159
Solidarity Pearson Correlation 437" 837" A32" 1,000 627" 564"
Sig. (2-tailed o0 000 0o oo oo
M 159 141 174 180 164 154
Survival Pearson Correlation 608" TBA 563 A2T 1,000 4327
Sig. (2-tailed) oo 000 000 000 000
M 156 141 168 164 175 152
Respec &tDignity Pearson Correlation G46" 808" A01” AE47 432" 1,000
Sig. (2-tailed) oo aan oo ,aon oo
M 143 141 159 164 142 169

==, Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).




Appendix D -- Complete results of all regressionralyses

D.1la — Model Summary Regression analysis Knowledge Sharing & Ubuntu

Model Summary

Std. Error of the
Maodel R R Sguare  |Adjusted R Squarg Estimate

1 faze 493 488 6268

a. Predictors: (Constant), Uhuntu

D.1b — ANOVA Results Knowledge Sharing & Ubuntu

ANOWAP
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Sgquare F Sig.
1 Regression 16,368 1 16,868 128,238 aaoa
Residual 17,363 132 g3z
Total 34,231 133
a. Predictors: (Constanf), Uhuntu
h. Dependent Yariable: Knowledoe Sharing
D.1c — Regression coefficients for Knowledge Sharing & Ubunitu
Coefficients®
Standardized
Linstandardized Coefficients Coeflicients
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) a8 272 3,154 o0z
Mewwl buntu 7an 064 70z 11,324 aaa

a. Dependent Variahle: Knowledge Sharing
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D.2a — Model Summary Regression analysis Knowledge Sharing & Ubuntu dimensions

Model Summary

Model

R R Sguare

Adjusted R Sguare

Std. Error ofthe

Estimate

1

T 443

553

541

34372

a. Predictors: (Constant), Respect & Dignity, Survival, Compassion, Solidarity

D.2b — ANOVA Results Knowledge Sharing & Ubuntu dimensions

ANOWAP
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 21,497 4 5,374 45489 ,oood
Residual 17,367 147 18
Total 33,864 141

a. Predictors: (Constant), Respect & Dignity, Survival, Compassion, Solidarity

h. Dependent Yariahle: Knowledge Sharing

D.2c — Regression coefficients for Knowledge Sharing & Ubuntu dimensions

Coefficients?
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefiicients Coefiicients

hadel B Std. Errar Beta t Sig.

1 {Canstant) AT2 281 3,106 0oz
Compassion 058 JOTE 085 B2 447
Salidarity 24 il J26 352 724
Survival 386 073 372 5,282 oao
Fespect & Dignity 298 047 444 6,378 ,oon

a. Dependent Yariahle: Knowledge Sharing
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D.3a — Model Summary Regression analysis Employee Motivations & Ubuntu

Model Summary

Std. Error of the
Maodel R R Square  |Adjusted R Soquare Estimate

1 399 409 A04 A1054

a. Predictors: (Constant), Uhuntu

D.3b — ANOVA Results Employee Motivations & Ubunitu

ANOWAP
Model Sum of Sguares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Fegression 15,428 1 15,488 91,293 000
Residual 22416 133 165
Total 37,803 134

a. Predictors: (Constant), Ubuntu

h. Dependent Wariahle: Emplovee Motivation

D.3c — Regression coefficients for Employee Motivations & Ubuntu

Coefficients?
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients
hModel B Std. Error Beta 1 Sig.
1 (Constant) 1,233 307 4017 aan
LIbuntu a4 07g 639 4,586 oan

a. Dependent Yariable: Employes Motivation
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D.4a — Model Summary Regression analysis Employee Motivations & Ubuntu dimensions

Maodel Summary

Maodel

R R Square

Adjusted R Square

Std. Errar of the
Estimate

1

722

521

A0s

37322

a. Predictors: (Constant), Respect § Dignity, Survival, Caompassion, Salidarity

D.4b — ANOVA Results Employee Motivations & Ubuntu dimensions

ANOWAP
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Fegression 22,236 4 5,559 39910 ,aopa
Residual 20,476 147 134
Total 42712 151

a. Predictors: (Constant), Respect! Dignity, Survival, Compassion, Solidarity

b. Dependent Yariable: Employee Motivation

D.4c — Regression coefficients for Employee Motivations & Ubuntu dimensions

Coefficients?
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coeficients

Model B Std. Errar Beta 1 Sig.

1 {Canstanty G449 304 1,801 074
Compassion 0453 a2 0449 648 A8
Solidarity T JA7a 324 4,251 ,aao
Sunvival Aa0 073 A0 §,935 aan
Respect & Dignity -,0as 081 - 077 -1,075 284

a. DependentVariable: Employee Motivation
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D.5a — Model Summary Regression analysis Leadership & Corporate Culture and Ubunitu

Model Summary

Maodel R R Square  |Adjusted R Squarg

Std. Error ofthe

Estimate

1 7138 508

504

AB3ET

a. Predictors: (Constant), Lhuntu

D.5b — ANOVA Results Leadership & Corporate Culture and Ubuntu

ANOWAP
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 30,605 1 30,605 142,358 0008
Residual 29,668 138 214
Total 60,273 138

a. Predictors: (Constant), Lbuntu

h. Dependent Yariable: Leadership & Culture

D.5¢ — Regression coefficients for Leadership & Corporate Culture andUbuntu

Coefficients?
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefiicients Coefficients
Madel B Std. Errar Beta 1 Sig.
1 (Constant) - 250 ,340 - 734 64
buntu 1,027 QUL 713 11,93 aan

a. Dependent Wariable: Leadership & Culture
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D.6a — Model Summary Regression analysis Leadership & Corporate Culture and Ubuntu
dimensions

Maodel Summary

Std. Errar ofthe
Model F R Sguare |Adjusted R Soguare Estimate

1 B03a 645 B35 3497454

a. Predictors: (Constant), Respect F Dignity, Survival, Compassion, Salidarity

D.6b — ANOVA Results Leadership & Corporate Culture and Ubuntu dimensions

ANOVAP
Model Sum of Sguares df Mean Sguare F Sig.
1 Regression 42238 4 10,560 BE, 798 oo
Residual 23,238 147 1458
Total 65,476 141

a. Predictars: (Constant), Respect f Dignity, Survival, Compassion, Solidarity

h. Dependent WYariahle: Leadership & Culture

D.6c — Regression coefficients for Leadership & Corporate Culture and Ubuntu dimensions

Coefficients?
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients

model B Std. Errar Beta t Sig.

1 (Canstanty 354 325 1,089 278
Compassion 268 Joas 140 2,940 004
Solidarity - 1649 74 - 140 -2134 034
Sunvival 212 085 158 2811 013
Respect [ Dignity Aa5 54 83 11,014 ,aao

a. Dependent Wariahle: Leadership & Culture
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D.7a — Model Summary Regression analysis Information Technology & Ubuntu

Model Summary

Std. Error of the
Model F R Sguare  |Adjusted R Sguare Estimate

1 3534 124 Jg18 JET45

a. Predictars: (Constant), Lbuntu

D.7b — ANOVA Results Information Technology & Ubuntu

ANOVA®
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 11,436 1 11,436 19,810 ,oooAa
Residual 80,583 138 80
Total 92,078 140

a. Predictors: (Constant), Ubhuntu

h. Dependent Yariahle: Information Technology

D.7c — Regression coefficients for Information Technology & Ubunitu

Coefficients?
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta 1 Sig.
1 (Constant 1,308 BaT 2,344 020
Ubuntu 627 41 ,353 4451 ,aao

a. Dependent Yariable: Infarmation Technology
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D.8a — Model Summary Regression analysis Information Technology & Ubuntu dimensions

Model Summary

Std. Error of the
Maodel R R Square  |Adjusted R Squarg Estimate

1 4454 20 180 73452

a. Predictors: (Constant), Respect f Dignity, Survival, Compassion, Saolidarity

D.8b — ANOVA Results Information Technology & Ubuntu dimensions

ANOWAP
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 20,005 4 5,001 9,270 ,oooAa
Residual 79,309 147 a40
Total 99 314 1481

a. Predictors: (Constant), Respect f Dignity, Survival, Compassion, Solidarity

h. Dependent Yariable: Infarmation Technology

D.8c — Regression coefficients for Information Technology & Ubuntu dimensions

Coefficients?
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefiicients

Model B Std. Error Beta 1 Sig.

1 (Constant) 1,742 600 2,914 o4
Compassion - 054 62 - 032 -,334 739
Solidarity - 148 147 -,099 -1,009 3148
Survival 274 146 165 1,742 gz
Respect ! Dignity 4849 Jan A28 4,600 ,aao

a. Dependent Wariahle: Information Technology
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Appendix E -- Complete Regression Analysis resultser Knowledge

Sharing; Information Technology excluded from
analysis

E.la — Model Summary Regression analysis Knowledge Sharing (ex. Inf. Tech.) & Ubunitu

Maodel Summary

Model

F R Sguare

Adjusted R Sguare

Std. Error of the
Estimate

1

8214 BY4

672

279491

a. Predictars: (Constant), Ubuntu

E.1b — ANOVA Results Knowledge Sharing (ex. Inf. Tech.) & Ubuntu

ANOWAP
Maodel Sum of Sgquares df Mean Sgquare F Sig.
1 Regression 21,381 1 21,3 2724904 0004
Residual 10,342 132 078
Total 31,723 133

a. Predictars: (Canstant), Uhuntu

h. Dependent Variahle: Knowledoe Sharing without Inf. Tech.

E.1lc — Regression coefficients for Knowledge Sharing (ex. Inf. Tech.) & Ubuntu

Coefficients?
Standardized
nstandardized Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) 821 210 2,480 014
Lbuntu a7a 0453 B2 16,520 ,0aa

a. Dependent Variahle: Knowledge Sharing without Inf. Tech.
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E.2a — Model Summary Regression analysis Knowledge Sharing (ex. Inf. Tech.) & Ubuntu dimensions

Maodel Summary

Std. Error of the
Model R R Square [Adjusted R Soquare Estimate

1 G474 18 710 26293

a. Predictors: (Constant), Respect  Dignity, Survival, Compassion, Salidarity

E.2b — ANOVA Results Knowledge Sharing (ex. Inf. Tech.) & Ubuntu dimensions

ANOWAP
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 25,854 4 f,464 93,494 ,oooAa
Residual 10,163 147 0649
Total 36017 1451

a. Predictors: (Constant), Respect § Dignity, Survival, Compassion, Solidarity

h. Dependent Yariable: Knowledoe Sharing without Inf. Tech.

E.2¢ — Regression coefficients for Knowledge Sharing (ex. Inf. Tech.) & Ubuntu dimensions

Coefficients?
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coeflicients

model B Std. Error Beta 1 Sig.

1 {Constant) 471 2158 2,192 030
Compassion o4 058 03 1,783 07T
Solidarity .a70 053 a7e 1,337 183
Survival 41T 056 418 7,460 il
Respect & Dignity 284 J36 A41 7972 .oaa

a. Dependent ariable: Knowledge Sharing without Inf. Tech.
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Appendix F -- Complete integrated research model

— Compassion
104+ 0s3
) hd
_— Employee Motivations
_— Solidarity .
-035
oo Ta4
258*
— Swurvival - 15
e 2127 Leadership &
S05+ Corporate Culture
—— Respect / Dignity L0274
285+
UBUNTU e EKENOWLEDGE SHARING

FIRM

** Significant at a 0.05 level
INNOVATIVENESS

* SBignificant at 2 0.10 level
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