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Abstract

Providing and deploying effective strategies to support knowledge-sharing activities is imperative, yet it is achievable by understanding the factors that facilitate the knowledge transfer process (Chaudhry, 2005). Knowledge sharing is considered as the central key to the success of all knowledge management strategies (Chaudhry, 2005). For an organization, knowledge sharing is the act of capturing, organizing, reusing, and transferring experience-based knowledge that reside within the organization and making that knowledge available to others in the business (Hsiu-Fen, 2006). 
Once knowledge sharing becomes integrated in the organizational culture and incorporated into performance appraisal processes, the foundations for a real knowledge culture will be built which is important for organizational success.

Moreover, communication and management are important factors in building a good business and they are enhanced by the adoption of a good performance appraisal system.

Effective appraisal systems act as a primary vehicle for the measurement of management change in this rapidly changing world marketplace (longenecker, 1997).  It occupies a core role in human resource management and remains an essential topic to be investigated among organizational researchers.

Many different appraisal techniques exist; the most important are: Self-Review appraisal, Immediate supervisor appraisal, Peer group appraisal, Team appraisal, overall assessment appraisal, Upward appraisal, and the 360 degree appraisal. Each appraisal process has its own advantages and disadvantages. The best anyone can hope to do is to match the appropriate appraisal method in order to enhance knowledge sharing in an organization.

According to the researchers knowledge, no literature review exists on performance appraisal and knowledge sharing, thus this research will provide an empirical investigation about the relationship between performance appraisal and knowledge sharing. It will examine thoroughly the effectiveness of the different performance appraisal systems on knowledge sharing within Lebanese organizations. It further suggests some means for adopting better performance appraisal system that may incorporate criteria for knowledge sharing.






Introduction

A stream of research on knowledge sharing behaviors has emerged from the literature affirming that knowledge sharing holds a relevant importance among core employees and might be a key element regarding the achievement of a sustainable competitive advantage (Cabrera & Cabrera, 2005; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Davis-Blake & Hui, 2003). 
This competitive advantage is provided through knowledge sharing activities by the creation of new opportunities which maximizes organizational utilities, and generates solutions to meet organizational needs (Reid, 2003).
The importance given to knowledge sharing is mainly due to its activities such as helping communities of people work together, facilitating knowledge exchange, and increasing employee’s ability in their individual and organizational goal achievement (Dyer & Nobeoka, 2000).

Hsiu-Fen (2006) states that a relevant aspect of knowledge sharing is that it can be seen as an organizational innovation having the capacity of generating new ideas and developing new business opportunities through socialization and learning process of knowledge workers. However, obstacles to sharing knowledge do exist (Tsoukas, 1996) and should be overcome if the organization is to achieve better competitive advantage (McDermott & O’Dell, 2001). According to McDermott & O’Dell (2001) the most significant obstacle is culture, which is viewed as the key inhibitor to effective information exchange. The concept of knowledge-sharing culture is seen as a vital element of effective knowledge management initiatives (Holsapple & Joshi, 2001; Reid, 2003). McDermott & O’Dell (2001) stated that ideas and insights are shared among employees and that the idea of sharing knowledge is considered as a natural thing to do in a knowledge sharing culture.
The promotion of knowledge sharing within a firm depends to a large extent on changing employee attitudes and behaviors to make them willing to share their knowledge (Lee & Choi, 2003; Moffet et al., 2003; Jones et al., 2006).
Moreover, knowledge sharing practices are described in the knowledge management literature as linked to reward systems which are useful motivators for employees to share their knowledge (Bartol & Srivastava, 2002).

According to Cabrera & Cabrera (2005), performance appraisal and reward systems should be designed as a tool for encouragement of the knowledge-sharing behaviors. Hence, when the organization rewards and recognizes these behaviors, it sends a signal to the employees that it values communication and interaction.

Even though formal appraisals are very important, the communication with the employees should be accounted for and practiced before the formal performance interviews takes place. The surprise element for the employee should not exist when discussing the evaluation (Billikopf, 2006). Consequently, according to Oltra (2005, p.80), “Individual performance could be expanded to include proactive sharing behaviors”. Billikopf (2006) further stated that the importance of performance appraisal among business researchers lies in its ability to help in the development of organizational performance by rewarding the present employees’ performance.

A good amount of research on performance appraisal exist, where most of the researchers define it as a tool, having the ability to increase the performance of employees and the effectiveness of the organization (McNamara, 2005; Katsanis et al., 1996; Bell, 1988a; Kamp, 1994; Kempton, 1995; Anon, 1999).
According to Scholtes (1993), the purpose of performance appraisal is to control an individual’s behavior to the manager’s satisfaction. Dulebohn et al. (2004) defined performance appraisal as a key function of human resource management.

Katsanis et al. (1996) described the effective performance appraisal as an encouragement tool to individual performance while reinforcing organizational objectives. This is achieved by establishing personal performance objectives that are compatible with the overall organizational goals. In turn then, encouraging individual performance through performance appraisal that promotes overall organizational performance.
Different purposes of appraisal exist, which are mainly: evaluating people’s performance, recommending a salary increase, encouraging developmental growth within a position, e.g. if you are not appraised, what is the advantage of extra effort and growth?
According to Bell (1988a), appraisal is not an opportunity to criticize any individual’s personality or opinions, or other colleagues. However, appraisal should focus on the individual educator’s own performance to screen out some areas that could be improved as well as potentials for developing new skills and taking on more demanding jobs. Appraisals can also function as indicators for reward and promotion although this should not be their main focus.
It is essential however to highlight, in general, some disadvantages of appraisal. The problem, of course, is that perverse effects are inevitable: “It is widely recognized that there are many things inherently wrong with most of the performance appraisal systems in use” (Levinson, 1991a, p.22). For example, sometimes poorly designed appraisal forms are used which tend to reduce credibility. Othertimes feedback and follow-ups can be inadequate (Anon, 1999). To be effective, appraisal must provide good feedback to the subordinates; McGregor (1957) and (1990) identifies this as a problem area because, first, lack of communication or inadequate communication can result in poor appraisal results. Second, not all managers tend to like new procedures or methods, thus resistance to administer new appraisal methods may arise. Another important impediment is the lack of trust in the appraisal method. According to Bell (1988a), the major difficulties associated with the introduction of appraisal relate to staff suspicion about the ability of their colleagues in middle or senior management to carry out an effective appraisal. 

Even though performance appraisal has disadvantages, every manager recognizes that “like it or not, performance appraisals are here to stay” (Longenecker, 1989, p.76).

In a subsequent article Longenecker (1997) explains that well done managerial appraisals become an effective guidance tool, enhancing and rewarding managerial performance. However, poorly done managerial appraisals are a dysfunctional organizational practice leading to many negative consequences. 
 There are many different techniques of appraisal the main of which are: Self-Review appraisal, Immediate supervisor appraisal, Team appraisal, Upward appraisal, and the 360 degree appraisal. Each appraisal process has its own advantages and disadvantages. 

Self-Review appraisal is a commonly used technique and consists of each employee appraising his or her own performance. This approach tends to lessen employee’s defensiveness about the appraisal process and increases performance (Gibson, et al., 1994).  In the immediate supervisor appraisal, the supervisor and the subordinate fill out identical appraisal forms and later compare the responses and discuss the agreement and disagreement areas (Vecchio, 1995). The upward appraisal technique is different from the previously discussed ones. Individual members or subordinates are asked to complete a performance appraisal on their supervisors. Moreover, there exists a method that combines appraisal types. The 360 degree appraisals are based on feedback from the full circle of contacts that an employee may have in performing their job. This may include bosses, peers or subordinates (Schermerhorn et al., 1998).
Appraisal can be either a process of control or a means of empowerment, or both (Gibson, et al., 1994; Auteri, 1994; Kempton, 1995).  When upward appraisal is being used, the result is greater empowerment for employees. However, according to Levison (1991) most managers do not want to be evaluated by their subordinates. Moreover, supervisors may become more concerned with the issue of popularity instead of effective performance of the work unit (Caruth, et al., 1988).

The self-appraisal technique is similar to the upward appraisal. The similarity is due to the fact that the self-appraisal technique also leads to employee empowerment. The self appraisal technique allows employees to personally add input in their appraisal, the personal input results in employee development since employees start gaining insight into the real causes of performance problems (Gomez-Mejia et al, 1995). In the upward appraisal the bias is present because the employees tend to present a good image of their supervisors to please them; however, according to Robbins (1998), in the self appraisal the bias is present because employees tend to present a positive image of themselves.

The immediate supervisor is used when the upward appraisal and the self-review technique do not resolve the performance problem. Unlike the self-appraisal where the employees evaluate their performance in relation to set standards, the immediate supervisor appraisal entails the filling up of appraisal forms by the supervisor.

Finally, the latest appraisal technique which is the 360 degree gives a wider range of performance-related feedback than the traditional evaluation techniques. The 360 degree appraisal combines the upward appraisal with the peer appraisal and the immediate supervisor appraisal. Regarding possible biases, the 360 degree appraisal appears to be a fair source of information since the appraisers biases are minimized (Kermally, 1997).

Longenecker (1997) argues that a host of negative outcomes could occur when an organization does not do an effective job of appraising managerial performance. Ineffective appraisals might a reason for managers to be demotivated and frustrated.

Corcoran (2006) adds that managers fear the challenge of giving negative feedback since it could demotivate employees. Besides, when performance management is done properly it results in better communication and motivation. 

Robbins (2001) argues that supervisors tend to reward their subordinates after the appraisal is completed, based on their abilities and skills that have been recognized from the performance evaluation. 

As argued by McGregor (1990), supervisors cannot escape making judgments about subordinates. Without such evaluations, salary and promotion policies cannot be administered fairly. According to Montgomery (1991), appraisal can function as an indicator for reward and promotion although this should be neither the main reason for conducting appraisals nor should this be given without a full appraisal. Rowan (1995) argues that the appraisal system is developmental, not deficiency seeking.

The implicit relation between knowledge sharing and performance appraisal drives this investigation and gives rise to five hypotheses:
H1: Self-Review appraisal will be positively related to knowledge sharing
H2: Immediate supervisor appraisal will be positively related to knowledge sharing

H3: Team appraisal will be positively related to knowledge sharing

H4: Upward appraisal will be positively related to knowledge sharing

H5: 360 degree appraisal will be positively related to knowledge sharing

H6: there is a causal direction from various kinds of performance to knowledge sharing
Formal performance appraisal is found to be a potentially effective tool for employee development (Longenecker, 1997) and a practice that fosters knowledge sharing within an organization (Cabrera & Cabrera, 2005).

This research investigates which kind of performance appraisal leads to more knowledge sharing. In a world where sharing information is closely linked to everyday business problem solving (McDermott and O’Dell, 2001) it has become very important to uncover the best approaches that may lead to sharing knowledge.

Methodology
For this study, the sample was mainly chosen from banking organizations operating in the Lebanese industry. Questionnaires were distributed across 9 banks. A total of 220 were circulated with an overall response rate of 72.72%; that is 160 employees constituted our sample. Participants were encouraged to respond to all the questions in the surveys and were assured of absolute anonymity. 
The questionnaire designed for this study used rating scales for some questions. Their scores on the particular scale can be related to other measures of interest. The questionnaire consisted of 5 items that collected demographic and personal data and 32 questions using 5-point likert scale ( 1 = Strongly Agree, 2 = Agree, 3 = Undecided, 4 = Disagree, 5 = Strongly Disagree). 

Every response is given a point value, and the respondent’s score is determined by adding the point values of every statement in such a way that valid and reliable differences among individuals can be represented (using SPSS) ( Gay and Diehl, 1992; Bell, 1993; McIver and Carmines, 1994).

The questionnaire was compiled to measure the effect of the different types of performance appraisal (independent variables) on knowledge sharing (dependent variable). For each dependent and independent variable there were four broad spectrum questions which cover different aspects within each dependent and independent variable. The results of each set of four questions were inputted into the SPSS and averaged to a single value.
Content validity was checked by asking those who read the interview whether or not the questions asked served the purpose of allowing a proper measurement of what was to be found. The result of standardized item alpha = 0.8947 showed an overall reliability of the questionnaire. The questionnaire used was constructed by the researcher based on the review of literature, that is to say this research is a contributory research in this field. The check for validity led to the little amendments in the questionnaire. 

A Pearson correlation was conducted to test the relationship of the dependent variables (Knowledge sharing) with five independent variables. Subsequently, to test the study hypotheses, a linear regression stepwise analysis was run. A regression equation was computed formulating the significance of the relationship, if any, between the designed variables.

Results

The purpose of this study is to examine thoroughly the effectiveness of different performance appraisal systems on knowledge sharing within Lebanese organizations.
Characteristics of Scale

Table 1 point out the subscale, number of entries, means, standard deviations, and correlation of the independent and dependent variables.

--------------------------------------

Insert table 1 Here

--------------------------------------

Forming Regression Equation with Knowledge Sharing:
Using knowledge sharing as the dependent variable, a regression analysis was conducted with Self-Review, Supervisor, Team, Upward, and 360 degree appraisal used as the independent variables. The analysis of these results generated the following equation. The results obtained are presented below:
Knowledge sharing = 0.713 + 0.012SelfReview + 0.038Supervisor + 0.149Team + 0.026Upward + 0.596ThreeSixty




0.78

0.461

0.012

0.608
0.000
Sig. level = 0.05, F = 36.466, sig = 0.000, R2= 0.542
This equation partly supports H1, H2, and H4.  The factors that emerged to be significant are Team and Three Sixty degree appraisal in relationship with Knowledge sharing.  ThreeSixty degree appraisal showed the highest correlation among all other appraisals. These results partially explain the dependent variable, i.e. 54.2% of the variations in the discussed appraisal forms explain the variations in knowledge sharing; whilst the remaining 45.8% of the variations is not explained by these variables, i.e. it is explained by other variables. 

This is logical since we only took 5 forms of appraisal and studied their correlation. Besides, knowledge sharing is affected by many other variables, like motivation, culture, etc…

Path Analysis

Based upon the above regression equations and as an extension of regression analysis, the researchers were interested in examining more closely the factors that might be causing the knowledge sharing practice in the Lebanese organizations. For this purpose, path analysis was used. A set of additional regression equations was built to help in the creation of the path model
-----------------------------------
Insert Figure 1

-----------------------------------
These are the following:
Sharing = f (Team, 360◦ Feedback)

The envisioned model is shown in Figure 1, and the path coefficients were derived from the regression coefficients and error variances. 
The model in Figure 1 contains five kinds of appraisal namely, Self-Review, Supervisor, Team, Upward, and 360 degree appraisal.

Figure 1









γ= path coefficient
p< 0.01, sig at 0.001

Table 1
	
	Mean
	Std. Dev
	Self Review
	Supervisor
	Team
	Upward
	360 Degree
	K. Sharing

	Self Review
	3.190
	1.235
	1
	.156*
.049
	-.044
.584
	.108
.174
	-.38**
0.000
	-.25**
.002

	Supervisor
	2.996
	1.062
	
	1
	.24**
.002
	.358**
.000
	.097
.223
	.162*
.041

	Team
	3.479
	.8804
	
	
	1
	.304**
.000
	.103
.196
	.239**
.002

	Upward
	2.981
	1.055
	
	
	
	1
	-.06
.451
	.052
.516

	360 Degree
	4.259
	1.050
	
	
	
	
	1
	.714**
.000

	K. Sharing
	4.001
	.8910
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Notes

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

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


Discussion

According to the researchers knowledge, no literature review exists on the types of performance appraisal and knowledge sharing, thus this research will provide an empirical investigation about the relationship between performance appraisal and knowledge sharing. The aim of this study is to examine thoroughly the effectiveness of different performance appraisal systems on knowledge sharing within Lebanese organizations. It further suggests some means for adopting better performance appraisal system that may enhance knowledge sharing.
H1, H2, H3, H4, and H5 concluded that 360 degree appraisal proved to have the highest correlation with knowledge sharing. 360 degree appraisal has a sound theoretical base because it has built into a form of triangulation which helps to ensure the validity in data collection and reliability of findings.
It is implied that 360 degree feedback is similar to the process of triangulation since it uses information from a wide range of sources no various aspects of the subject’s performance and behavior (see Figure 2). The following minimizes bias due to the broad spectrum of appraisers rather than an exclusive reliance on one source (Coolican, 1996). An example could be the Immediate Supervisor appraisal whereby bosses may feel incapable of fairly evaluating the unique contributions of each subordinate. This is consistent with our finding where Immediate supervisor appraisal showed a very low correlation ( 0.038) with knowledge sharing, hence proving that the biases in appraisal would lead in low contributions of sharing knowledge among employees. 
Moreover, 360 degree appraisal must be carefully managed so that its focus remains on constructive, rather than destructive criticism (Moorhead and Griffen, 1998). As also discussed by Cabrera and Cabrera (2005), performance evaluations should be based on a developmental rather than on a controlling focus. Mismanagement of appraisals may lead to a number of pitfalls. Oldham (2003) argues that a safe and non-judgmental organizational climate leads to employees more willing to share their ideas. He adds that people expecting developmental evaluations to share their creative ideas more than those expecting to receive critical evaluations.

According to Cabrera and Cabrera (2005), knowledge sharing should be evaluated and rewarded; it is preferable to base the evaluation and compensation systems on group and organizational-level outcomes rather than on individual outcomes. Appraising a team will reinforce mutual cooperation and collective goals that would lead to a higher level of trust necessary for knowledge exchange (Kang et al., 2003). Working around teams is an opportunity for employees to collaborate and encourages knowledge sharing chiefly when rewards are based on team results. The joint collaboration of employees and joint responsibility would lead to action learning because the achievement of positive results necessitates that team members look up information and share what they find with others (Noe et al., 2003). Noe (2003) further adds that sharing knowledge is even greater when high interdependency exists among members. A positive relationship exists between task interdependence and knowledge sharing (Janz et al., 1997). Another representation of team work are the communities of practice where employees self-organize to help each other and share ideas about their work practices, hence resulting in learning and innovation within the community (Faraj and Wasko, 2001:3). The current study shows a positive and significant relation between knowledge sharing and Team appraisal with a correlation of 0.15, thus “supporting” the idea that Team work or communities of practice are a medium through which knowledge sharing is based (McDermott and O’Dell, 2001) and are encouraged through performance evaluations  and promotion decisions (Lengnick-Hall and Lengnick-Hall, 2003).
Appraisal and incentive systems based on group or firm performance will reinforce collective goals and mutual cooperation that should lead to higher levels of trust necessary for knowledge exchanges (Kang et al., 2003).  Consequently, as knowledge sharing behaviors should be evaluated and rewarded, evaluation and compensation should focus on group and organizational-level outcomes rather than on individual outcomes (Cabrera and Cabrera, 2005).  This supports the finding of our study in which knowledge sharing was not significantly related to self-appraisal, showing a correlation of 0.012. 

McMahon and Gunnigle (1994) argue that implementing self-appraisal would lead to more constructive and productive discussion about the central individual’s performance than having the supervisor rate the subordinate’s performance. Self-raters could give more accurate evaluations than their supervisors since they are more familiar with their own performance (Klimoski and London, 1974); however, self-appraisal is very likely to generate rating error, like leniency and halo errors (Fox et al., 1994). Participants in this study showed no clear and significant relation between appraising their selves and sharing knowledge within their organization.
Upward appraisal showed also no significant correlation with knowledge sharing among employees in the Lebanese institutions. Numerous articles exist in the literature discussing the advantages and disadvantages of upward appraisal. Bettenhausen and Fedor (1997) propose that upward appraisal can increase employee participation and sense of importance in the company. Nevertheless, Bettenhausen and Fedor (1997) add that upward appraisal could be perceived as undermining supervisor’s authority in the workplace. 
Figure 2
360ο Feedback






Limitations

An important limitation of this study was the sample size. It was mainly chosen from banking organizations operating in the Lebanese industry. The researchers overlooked the knowledge acquisition in this study which precedes the knowledge sharing in knowledge management. The relationship found in this study was correlational rather than causal. 

Potential Contribution

This research contributes to the previous performance appraisal and knowledge sharing literature as it tests empirically the association between kinds of performance appraisal and knowledge sharing in Lebanese banking sectors. At this point the researchers propose that Lebanese managers or leaders in the banking sectors practice the 360 degree appraisal method.
Managerial Implications
There are numbers of implications of this study for managers/ leaders using 360 degree appraisal which results in enhancing knowledge sharing in an organization. First, this study will contribute to the body of knowledge by identifying the performance appraisal method used in an organization and by assessing its effectiveness and effect on knowledge sharing.
Our 6 variables model developed and validated can be studied and used by managers/leaders to enhance their knowledge capabilities within the banking sector. Moreover, the findings of this research provide guidance on how managers/leaders may use 360 degree appraisal to enhance knowledge sharing. As argued by London and Beatty (1993) 360 degree appraisal can build more effective work relationships.
Conclusion

This study demonstrates that only the 360 degree appraisal has a significant impact on knowledge sharing in the Lebanese Banking sector. The regression analysis showed how the various kinds of performance appraisal can affect knowledge sharing within an organization.
Yehya and Wee-Keat (2002) argued that performance appraisal should be the evaluation base of employee’s knowledge management practices and an input for the direction of knowledge management efforts. The current study reinforces Yehya and Wee-Keat argument where knowledge sharing proved to be influenced by the kind of performance appraisal practiced in an organization.  The path analysis could help the researchers to build a relationship between performance appraisal method and knowledge sharing practices in an organization.

Finally, the researchers recommend additional qualitative and quantitative research in a wide variety of sectors where performance appraisal is regarded as an important tool for enhancing knowledge sharing and professional development of the employee which are important factors for the survival of the business in this competitive world.
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