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Abstract

With the advent of social media and its tools foowledge sharing and effective learning. Thigigtis intended
to examine the mediating role of creation of newwledge for effective learning and sharing. Thigly intended
to investigate and map social media for effectiwarhing through creation of new knowledge and tskiring
requirements.  With systematic review on the exggtiiterature, found that Nonaka’'s knowledge spiral
Socialization, Externalization, Combination, anchtelnalization as a mediator and how each cong#huwn
effective learning through social media. This stutis been conducted with a sample of 521 engirgen
management students who are in the age of 18-34.yHais study uses the Survey technique and tteewdaich
was prepared based on the earlier studies on sitojécs. The effect on knowledge sharing througtia media
which was constructed by Bock et., al 2005 has heseqdl for measuring in this study. The mediating od SECI
on social media and knowledge sharing for effectesrning has been assessed based on the four signsn
Socialization, Externalization, Combination, antemalization multi-dimensional questionnaire offéby Nonaka
et. al, (2000) has been used for this study. Theltereveal which of the four dimensions of Nonakdhat, which
has a significant impact on effective learning gssocial media & knowledge sharing that has beendirt to light
from this study. The empirical findings of this dyumay enable to enrich the theoretical and praktioplications.

Keywords: Social Media, Knowledge Sharing, Soc&lon, Externalization, Combination and Interndiiza,
Effective learning.

Introduction

In this study we had taken upon key frameworksrandels relevant to effective knowledge and knowéeslgaring
and synthesized it with learning and doing throaghediator role of Nonaka's SECI. In the courséhefstudy, it
has also been found that there exist serial medisitin these areas of: perceptive-sharing-learrtamdt -explicit
knowledge in the knowledge spiral.

The motive of this paper is to come up with enhdngederstanding on the concepts of learning-dombigher
education. In very recent times, the interestingcepts of sharing of knowledge and social inteomstihave been
grown remarkably in both the academic and the lessirworlds. Understanding of knowledge is theoifor
competitive advantage and has been enhanced thnarggd frameworks for increasing knowledge-basedvs
(Grant, 1996). Learning which happens, at theviddial level, gets transferred to the higher leagld then it can
be leveraged to achieve the goals and outcomesugrhthere is a huge work in the connection betweaming
and performance, and it has been agreed by resgarttiat there exists a knowing-doing gap (PfeffeButton
1999). It has also been absorbed by researchdrththr@ are various factors looked in that modeledening and
performance relationships. In this study, we hdahtified a mediator which enables the relationstiih learning
& performance and identified that there exist deriadiations in this process.

Background of the study

The omnipresence of social media and the impadtithiaas created has attracted global attentionn{& wli
Ahmed, Mohammad Nazir Ahmad, Nor Hidayati Zaka@819), Norasnita Ahmad). The intense developmént o
social media has transformed knowledge sharingtle@dvay of communicating and collaborating with jpleo (Li
and Sakamoto, 20i4ilo et al., 2015). Social Networking, persofébgs or Twitter, Myspace and Facebook,
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microblogs, video-sharing applications like Fliokr YouTube, and other collaborative websites likékipédia
(Osatuyi, 2013; Kaplan and Haenlein, 2010; Yan.e2813) which are the forums that are used fonmnicating
and sharing information. These noticeable sociaientols are entrenched spaces for creation of krewvledge
sharing channels, where people may able to ideittfividuals of similar interests for sharing th#iioughts with
them (Bilgihan et al., 2036

In today’s competitive scenario’s even higher ediooal institutions are also adopting social meaaa mean for
inspiring activities based on learning. ( KulaktidaMahony, 2014Balakrishnan and Gan, 2016

During the last few years, there has been resesatbla¢ are indicating that there is a steady usooial media for
sharing knowledge and it has increased the levielttention. There are several aspects that sigh#é learning
processes through knowledge that has been gaiaedtfre availability, influence & creation of norrasd beliefs,
and power. In a study from Reagans and McEviB0® that network range and bonding that eases letige
transfer.

Crossan et al. (1999) has provided a model forrozgéional learning in four stages. Nonaka (199] provided a
spiral model for knowledge creation at organizatidn this study the author has attempted to iategthe models
and presented them, in an integrated process mardelarnings at higher educational institutions.

Crossan et als. (1999) 4ls are Intuiting, Integatinterpreting and Institutionalizing. These meges provided by
him are bi-directional and involved both creatiora@plication of knowledge at various levels. ThiEnfiework has
been used here in this model. The challengesteanbdel by Crossan et als. (1999) do not distsigas explicitly
the types of knowledge, while Nonaka (1994) modalispenses between the tacit and explicit knovdedipnaka
(1994) argued that in his “spiral”, “It is the comtous interaction between tacit and explicit knedge that drives
new knowledge creation; where tacit knowledge isvikedge deeply rooted in action, commitment andifscult
to codify and explicit knowledge is knowledge tlwain be transmitted through formal language”. Nonalso
highlighted social interaction trait for knowledge=ation.

Nonaka termed the fours modes of the knowledge esion as “Tacit to Tacit — Socialization”; “Tatit Explicit —
Externalization”; “Explicit to Explicit — Combinain”; & “Explicit to Tacit — Internalization”.

We proposed that Nonaka’s (1994) adaption of thenddlel helped in enhancing by satisfying the detadtween
the four I-step, and linking the type of knowledgguired at every stage. As Crossan et als. (19@®9Yion, “[T]he
subconscious is critical to understanding how peamme to discern and comprehend something news2§)
from their experiences.

Nonaka (1994) categorized the process of convessdbrindividual tacit knowledge as group tacit kiesge and
called it Socialization. The base from this enalgersceiving, experience of the individual, may bkeh as tacit
knowledge. This intervening conversion through alimation helps in the next 41 process interpreiging the
sharing of experiences.

The experiences shared through meaningful discugemy lead for conversion of group tacit knowledgeroup
explicit knowledge; and it is named as Externaicraby Nonaka. This explicit knowledge that hasrbeenverted
at this group level would nurture into the nextdethereby integrating the 4l.

The third step of integrating is a process for ttingacombined action of the group, through negmtiet and
alterations. This progresses for an in-depth wtdading to the members through stories that areukated and
repeated.

Nonaka labelled that knowledge conversion practisesial processes for combining different bodieggmup
explicit knowledge as Combination and this grougplicit knowledge that is understood and shared imore
common way by giving examples through stories wlgcbombined to make a role in the 4l process dtepugh
common action suitably and by the way of understapgrocedures. The shared feeds into the fing stikeich
institutionalize, where learning becomes entrenchiedrganizational memory (Walsh & Ungson, 199Xptigh
routines and structures. These process of an ohaivimay makes things influential. This conversaingroup
explicit knowledge to individual tacit knowledgeshiaeen defined by Nonaka as Internalization.

1802



Effect of Social Media on Learning Effectivenessargining the mediating role of the Socialization,
Externalization, Combination, Internalization andowledge sharing

There are also various factors that may impaceffective applications of knowledge that includesial networks,
information systems, & culture (Alavi & Leidner, @D). Transfer of knowledge transfer may happeough
formal/ informal ways (Alavi & Leidner, 2001). Kndedge that has been transferred through best peaistformal
(O'Dell & Grayson, 1998).

Argote and Ingram (2000) refers that the processmoling knowledge pools as the virtue for transfgrr
knowledge. Knowledge pools refer to knowledge that be implanted in members, sub-networks, andats t&
tasks.

Many of the researchers have looked at the varfaators that render a relationship between learrdng
performance. Hislop 2005; has also discussed snrésearch work that only practice-based perceptian
hypothesizes knowledge as not as object which eanetbieved, codified and stored for future, bubended in and
inseparable from practice (Hislop, 2005). Everyividlal possesses incomplete and contradictory kedge
which may be in dispersed bits.

Every individual possesses incomplete and conti@agidknowledge which may be in dispersed bits. thesr to
Polanyi’'s (1962) on the conception of tacit knovgedhat he claimed “that there is always more tatwtan be
explained and named this residual knowledge “tanitwledge™ and in his work he has often articuthtbat the
dichotomy between explicit and tacit knowledge, pleeception of knowledge entitles that knowledgd kearning
are rooted in practice and constructed sociallyrttfem to it Tsoukas refers this as, that Knowledge
multidisciplinary, it is distributed and fundamelhtandeterminate.

The knowing perception claims that sharing knowteayg acquiring knowledge happens through “rich”ialoc
integration & entanglement in practice — by the wawatching and/or doing (Hislop, 2005). Tsoukd896) states
that in (p.-22): “Given the distributed charactéomanizational knowledge, the key to achievingrcinated action

does not so much depend on those “higher up” doliganore and more knowledge, as on those “lowevrdo

finding more and more ways of getting connectediatatrelating the knowledge each one has”. Thiglso more

applicable to the higher educations as well.

Hypothesis Development

Here in this study we will examine the mediatinder@f Nonaka’'s four dimensional variables Socidlaa,

Externalization, Combination, and Internalizatiam social media-learning effectiveness. The metdjagffect of
Nonaka’s four dimensions Socialization, Externdlma Combination, and Internalization and netwogkplays a
very important role and ease the process of shatgping others may provide opportunity for groveitd learning
by Wasko and Faraj (2000) & Bat al. 2001. For creation of new knowledge, sharing of videdge and
effectiveness in learning, how social media actarasnabler has led to the following hypothesis

H1: Impact of social media on knowledge sharing
H2: Impact of social media on learning effectiveness
H3: Impact of social media on socialization

H4: Impact of social media on externalization

H5: Impact of social media on combination

H6: Impact of social media on internalization

H7: Impact of socialization on knowledge sharing
H8: Impact of socialization on learning effectiveness
H9: Impact of Externalization on knowledge sharing
H10: Impact of Externalization on learning effectiveae
H11: Impact of combination on knowledge sharing
H12: Impact of combination on learning effectiveness
H13: Impact of internalization on knowledge sharing
H12: Impact of internalization on learning effectivese
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Creation of new knowledge is a cyclic process dmating of thoughts both tacit & explicit betweemividual and
group (Blackler, 1995; Nonak& Takeuchi, (1995 J. Bloodgood and W. Salisbury) were widely atedpon
individual learning as well as in groups which deatharing for creation of new knowledge and ttasgs way for
the hypotheses below.

H13: The mediating role of Socialization, Externaliaat Combination, and Internalization, on socialdmaeand
learning effectiveness

H14: The mediating role of Socialization, Externaliaat Combination, and Internalization, on sociakiaeand
knowledge sharing leading to learning effectiveness

H15: The mediating role of knowledge sharing in somi@ldia and learning effectiveness

Ranjan and Khalil (2007, pp. 15-25); in their resbahey had a mention on how institutes can craatabust and
flourishing knowledge in developing a culture orcessing, collaborating and managing knowledge.s Tdads to
the hypothesis on how well higher educational ingtins can work on effective learning influenceddoeation of
new knowledge. Rowley, 2000; Sohail and Daud, 20@8 also widely discussed that Universities weseehouse
for knowledge generation and dissemination whield I® the above hypotheses.

Based on the above-mentioned hypotheses, the al#isoframed a conceptual model as seen in the difjur
From the model it has been observed that socialaresiindependent and resilient students were tahigilize

their skills and strengths using the mediator \@eis of SECI and the outcome variables are knovdest@ring
and learning effectiveness
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Figure 1. Model on the Relationship between Variables unidisr $tudy
Procedure

Sample Population

521 engineering and management students from Natiostitute of Technology and Indian Institute of
Management Tiruchirappalli were taken for this studRange of age 18-34 years were considered i®sthdy.
The sample consisted of 68.48% of male and 25.9%e#@mle students.

Measures

In this study, we have revealed that in social mexdtid Learning effectiveness, there has a mediatiaso has an
indirect effect. The mediating variable may beagehous and reveals more about it during the psocBsiring the
observation of the study, this has serial mediatitso which has been identified by the items of gbale for the

variables. The following are the standard tool$ #ne used in this study. Professors and the ressaholars tested
the instrument’s content validity.

Research Instrument

Variables are measured using 5 point Likert scatk A point Likert scale. In the 5 point Likert Baowing to, 5
represents strongly agree and 1 represents strdiggigree and in the 7 point Likert scale 7 reprisg very high
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and 1 representing very low. An initial pilot stukdgs been conducted with 50 students and aftefdhaalterations
have been made with the scales.

Design of the study:This study is a descriptive study with a crosstieacdesign. Students of the higher
educational institution were the target audien@ait of 600 collected questionnaires 521 questioreaivere
considered for the study and eliminated 79 forrgisancies in the submitted data. Out of 521, &4.05them
were in the age group of 18-24, 68.48% of them weate students, 63.04% of them are in the undetugta
levels, 80.05% of them uses social media for shakimwledge. This study follows a cross sectiatedign
with one independent variable and has more thandependent variables which act as mediator forother
dependent variables. The population that is cemetifor the study was diversified and hence thelt® can be
generalized to a bigger population.

Social Media: It was measured with the 5 point ranking scalectvtias 3 items on the scale. The validated
reliability of the scale is 0.70

Nonakas’ SECI (Socialization, Externalization Condtion and Internalization) The attributes of the
participants were measured on the ranking scalehwhas been constructed by Nonaka (1995). The scale
contains 4 dimensions namely socialization, exteration, combination and internalization. 6 iteroa
Socialization, 5 items on Externalization, 4 iteomsCombination and 5 items on Internalization. Tel&bility

of the scales and the values for all the factonevadove 0.6 to 0.9.

Knowledge SharingTrait resilience was measured on knowledge shdadnthe scale containing 6 scale items.
The reliability was measured as 0.85.

Learning Effectivenesg-or assessing learning effectiveness, a scadehas been used. The reported reliability
for the scale is 0.76 for this study.

Procedure

Respondents were provided the questionnaire ino&lébrelated to the study, with a briefing by tlesearcher
on the content and also the purpose trailing thislys Eventually, the participants were thanked toeir
participation and the respondents were assuredtibae responses provided by them will be keptidential
and it may be used only for the purpose of thiglagac research.

Outcome

The study used the Process Macros as it has beemmngended by many researchers and suggested taatdhd
mediation process (Hayes, 2017). Moreover, we liaeel process macro to understand the individdaieict path
effects, and this will calculate it more straigbtvardly than any other software.

Table 1: The table below presents the descrigtiaistics of the scales and their reliability dméénts.

Variables ltemg Population Mean Standard Standard Reliability
Deviation Loading (Alpha)
Social Media 3 521 487 1.17 0.73 0.70
Socialization 6 521 533 1.23 0.83 0.81
Externalization 4 521 512 1.22 0.85 0.78
Combination 4 521 484 1.19 0.76 0.78
Internalization 5 521 4.73] 1.25 0.86 0.82
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Knowledge Sharing 6 521 555 1.56 0.82 0.85
Learning 4 521 534 | 131 0.80 0.76
Effectiveness

Analysis on mediating role of SECIs Socializatidixternalization, Combination, Internalization & Kmledge
sharing between social media and learning effecéss.

There exists a positive regression which concluties there exists mediation during the processncden this
study the author explored with the SPSS processasdo identify the mediating effect between theéeipendent
and the dependent variable.

From the table below, the confidence intervals ftbmmeasured output is 95.0000 and the bootstnafidence
interval from the samples considered is 5000.

Table 2:
Run MATRIX procedure:
Fkkxxxxxxk PROCESS Procedure for SPSS Version .01 ¥kt

Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Ph.D. wwrafhayes.com
Documentation available in Hayes (2018). wwwfgrd.com/p/hayes3

*kkkk *k%k *kkkkk * *% *kkkk *% *kkhkkk *

Model: 4
Y:K_S
X:S M
INT: INTER
SO: SOCI
Ex: EXTER
CO: CcomMB

Sample
Size: 521

*kkkk *k%k *khkkk * *% *kkkk *% *kkkkk *

OUTCOME VARIABLE:
INTER

Model Summary
R R-sq. MSE F dfl df2 p
4190 1756  .8266 82.1918 00@0 386.0000  .0000

Model
coeff se t p LLCI ULCI
constant  .0000 .0462 .0000 10000-.0907  .0907

S M 4190 .0462 9.0660 MO0 .3281  .5099
OUTCOME VARIABLE:
SOCI

Model Summary
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R Rsq  MSE F dfl  df2 p
1984 0394 .9631 15.82320000 386.0000 .0001

Model
coeff se t p LLCI ULCI
constant .0000 .0498 .0000 10000-.0980 .0980

S M 1984 0499 3.9778 D00 .1004  .2965
*hkkkkkkkhkkkhhkkhhkkkhkkkhhkkkhhkkhkhhrkkkhrkxhhhxxrhx *k%k *%
OUTCOME VARIABLE:

EXTER

Model Summary
R R-sq. MSE F dfl df2
4194 1759  .8262 82.4081 0000 386.0000 .0000

Model

coeff se t p LLCI ULCI
constant .0000 .0461 .0000 10000-.0907 .0907
S M 4194 .0462 9.0779 MO0 .3286  .5103
OUTCOME VARIABLE:
COMB

Model Summary
R R-sq. MSE F dfl df2
2729  .0745 9279 31.0578 00@0 386.0000  .0000

Model

coeff se t p LLCI ULCI
constant .0000 .0489 .0000 10000-.0962 .0962
S M 2729 .0490 5.5730 MO0 .1766  .3692
kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkhkkkkkkkkhkkkkhkkkkhkkkhkkkkkkkkkkk *k*k *k
OUTCOME VARIABLE:
K_S

Model Summary
R R-sq. MSE F dfl df2
.7380  .5447 4613 91.4011 0080 382.0000 .0000

Model
coeff se t p LLCI ULCI

constant .0000 .0345 .0000 10000-.0678 .0678
S M .1516  .0400 3.7885 D00 .0729 .2303
INTER 1521  .0410 3.7136 P00 .0716  .2326
SOCI .0853 .0365 2.3385 ®19.0136 .1570
EXTER .2401 .0426 5.6306 @O0 .1563  .3240
COMB .3834 .0415 9.2326 @00 .3017  .4650

*kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk D | R ECT AN D I N D | R ECT EFFECTS OF X O N Y *kkkkkkkkkkhkhkkkkk

Direct effect of Xon Y
Effect se t p LLCI ULCI
.1516 .0400 3.7885 .00020729 .2303
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Indirect effect(s) of X on Y:

Effect BootSE BootLLCI
TOTAL .2860 .0542  .1857
INTER .0637 .0215 .0244
SOCI .0169 .0088 .0028
EXTER 1007 .0289 .0521
COMB 1046 .0292 .0518

*hkkkkkkkkhkkkhkkkhhkkkk /\PJ/\L\{SSIE; Pdc)11£s; /\Pq[) EEF?FQ()FQE; *

BootULCI

.3954
.1095
.0366
.1645
.1654

*hkkkkkkkkkhkhkkkhhkkkkhkx

To test hypothesis through mediating variable astdl#ishing relationship between independent armbnigent
variables, it is required to show that there igistence of a direct effect which has mediatioith whe first step
of the analysis that involves regressing as detaileTable 2 that R is positive and is more siguaifit as per the
analysis and there exists a mediation in the stuhye table 3 below confirms the validity and rkliy of the

variables.
Table 3:

CR AVE [MSV [MaxR(H)[LEF |KS INT |CO SO EX SM
LEF 0.848( 0.583 0.37] 0.85B30.764
KS 0.916( 0.645 0.25 0.91B 0{50.803
INT 0.943| 0.769 0.28f1 0.96p 0.349 0.226.877
CO 0.849| 0.587] 0.514 0.87p 0.495 0.289 0.460766
SO 0.932| 0.695 0.514 0.93 0.614 0.348 0.%521 0[707834
EX 0.869( 0.625 0.44% 0.89¢4 0.496 0.205 0.449 0/6136906.791
SM  0.907| 0.767] 0.28" 0.958 0.379 0.2P9 0.%34 0367 2 p.6.443]| 0.876

The inferences for the hypothesis may be undersiood the tables below for the Direct and indireffect of the
variables which are detailed.

12}

Table 4:
p-

Hypothesis| Direct Path coeff se t-Valu&/alue LLCI ULCI | Hypothesis Result
H1 SM->Int 0.419]| 0.0467 9.06p 0.0( 0.3281 0.5099 ppsuted

H2 SM->SOCI 0.1984 0.0499 3.9778 0.00 0.1004 0.296mipported

H3 SM->EXT 0.4194| 0.0462 9.0779 0.00 0.3286 0.51@&pported

H4 SM->COMB | 0.2729 0.049  5.578 0.0 0.1766 0.3692ippdried

H5 SM->KS 0.1516 0.04 3.7885 0.0 0.0729 0.2303 p8upd

H6 SM->LE 0.0606| 0.0458| 1.3217 0.19 | -0.0295| 0.1507 | Not Supported
H7 INT->KS 0.1521| 0.041 3.713p 0.0( 0.0716 0.2326ipgdrted

H8 SOCI->KS 0.0853 0.0365 2.3385 0.0 0.0136  0.15upported

H9 EXTER->KS| 0.2401) 0.0426 5.6306 0.0p 0.1563  0.38Bupported
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H10 COMB->KS | 0.3834 0.0415 9.2326 0.0p 0.3017 0.4&upported
H1l INT->LE 0.0693| 0.0469| 1.478 0.14 | -0.0229| 0.1615| Not Supported
H12 SOCI->LE 0.3328 0.04183 8.0567 0.00 0.2516  0.ABupported
H13 EXT->LE 0.1078| 0.0499 2.1599 0.038 0.0097  0.208upported
H14 COMB->LE | 0.1049 0.051¢6 2.0309 0.04 0.0033 04&2p&upported
H15 KS->LE 0.236| 0.057% 4.1016 0.00 0.1229 0.3492ippSrted
Table 5:
Hypothesis| Indirect Effect Effect BootSE BootLLCI o®ULCI | Hypothesis Results
SM->INT->LE 0.029| 0.0208 -0.009p 0.073 Not Suppdr
SM->SOCI-> LE 0.066 0.022p 0.0279 0.1148 Sufgbr
SM->EXT-> LE 0.0452] 0.023% 0.004 0.096 Supported
SM->COMB->LE 0.0286 0.018 -0.0017 0.0687 Not Suped
SM->KS->LE 0.0358 0.0147 0.011 0.06Y9 Supported
SM->INT->KS->LE 0.015] 0.006¢8 0.0048 0.0308 Supedr
SM->SOCI->KS->LE 0.004 0.0026 0.0005 0.0107 Surmzb
SM->EXT->KS->LE 0.0238  0.0096 0.0088 0.04b5 Supgumb
SM->COMB->KS->LE| 0.0247  0.0094 0.0092 0.0456 Sanped

From the results tabulated above social media amileg effectiveness do not have any direct eféext was not
supported. Though the value of p < .05 for the 9%fidence interval for all the scales, LLCI and@J for
social media and learning effectiveness and farfalization and learning effectiveness was nopettpd as this
has the values [-0.0295, 0.1507] and [-0.0229, 1516 From the table 4 results Social media dohave any
direct impact on effective learning, whereas soni&ldia contributes for tacit and explicit knowledgfgaring.
Knowledge sharing, dissemination of knowledge difiectve learning happens. Hence H1 to H12 wagstpd
except H2 and H12

Adding on to the causal approach, this study waslgcted to express in respect to the significafidéomaka's
(SECI socialization, externalization, combinatigmernalization and knowledge sharing) knowledgeation
process that paves way for social media on leareffectiveness. The study determines the importaficee
indirect effect of the mediator for testing the b#pesis which has a significant difference betwtentotal
effect and the direct effect. The indirect effettle mediator is the product of the path whickdgivalent to
direct effect and indirect effect. The results biststudy confirm that there exists a mediatingdffin the
relationship.

To evaluate the presence of mediation and to exarttie true indirect effects of Social Media on Inéag
Effectiveness via socialization, externalizatioombination and Internalization (Nonaka's SECI),skiarrected
bootstrapping was used by the recommendations ofE& A. F. 2017 & PREACHER, K. J. & HAYES, A. F.
(2004). Indirect effect of social media on learniffectiveness via socialization and externalizaticere entirely
above zero for 95% Confidence Interval (CI) lowienit (LL): 0.0279 and 0.004 & upper limit (UL): and
0.096 and hence H13 is partially supported for aztion and externalization. However, the indireffect of
social media on learning effectiveness via intépasibn and combination were not above zero for #5886
Confidence Interval (CI) lower limit (LL): -0.0098nd -0.0017 & upper limit (UL): 0.073 and 0.068"ddrence
H13 is partially not supported for internalizatiand combination.

Thus, it confirms from the results of the four-stepdiation analysis, provide evidences for partiatiiation.
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Thus it confirms from the Table 5 that partial nagidin effect of Social media on socialization/ emsdization/
combination/ internalization on knowledge sharingl earning effectiveness is a well-being relatiops Thus it
is evident from the results that four-step medragmalysis provide evidence for partial mediatiod &ence the
hypothesis H14 is supported.

From the table that there is a medial relationsiigocial media and learning effectiveness via kedge sharing
and hence hypothesis H15.

The results presented in Table 4 & Table 5 cleartiicates that social media is significantly andipeely
related to learning effectiveness only through ratmxti support and serial mediation in indirect dffechereas
social media do not have any impact on effectiwnimg in direct effect. Hence Nonaka’'s social@atand
externalization are a perfect mediator in the i@feship of social media and learning effectiveness.

Discussion

The influence of social media on learning effeatiees (Barton, Adams, Browne & Arrastia (2018), Mailybd,
Shahizan, Mi, Alhaji (2015), Bicen and Saidkoglind@ and Liu (2005)),

social media on knowledge sharing (Pee (2018))jakonedia on knowledge creation (Anna Lyude (2007),
Mauroner (2016)), knowledge creation on knowledgaring (Amine, Klamma, Jarke and Naeve (2007), Adkna
& Abdali (2012)), Panahi, Watson and partridge @)Xknowledge creation on learning effectiveneskh@ven,
Ramezan & yazdi (2014), Berraies, Chaher & Yah@l@)), knowledge sharing and learning effectiver(é&gsal
and Latif (2018), Li-Wei Wu and Jwu-Rong Lin (201B3s been often discussed and studied. In additiwn,
influence of SECI has also been documented (NoBakakeuchi, 1995; Nonaka et al., 2008); But the ratiag
role of socialization, externalization, combinati@md internalization in the social media, learnéffgctiveness has
very scant studies in higher educational instingio Furthermore, the present study is to undetstaa driving
relationship between social media, socializatiotiemalization, combination, internalization, knedfe sharing
and learning effectiveness. Further the analysicates a causal relationship with social medié lamowledge
sharing also has a causal relationship with souiedlia and Nonaka’s four dimensional variables (JEThus it
may be assumed that levels of positive affect nepedd on the extent of knowledge creation, knovdesitaring
and learning effectiveness. Further, social mddiawledge creation and knowledge sharing will pecettie level
of effective learning. It can be inferred that sdization and externalization might act as a mediah the
relationship of social media with learning effeetivess based on the causal relationship of theblesiaUsing
Baron and Kenny's approach, it has been obseneddhire exists a partial mediation. Thus it cam&mumed to a
greater extent that, the creation of new knowledggilates the capacity and to maintain positivecfand lead
towards to knowledge sharing and learning effeaas. The higher the levels of knowledge creatiigher the
tendency to find effective learning through shakewwledge. Such creations of new knowledge charaete
knowledge sharing which further leads to learniffgativeness. In other words knowledge creation lamolwledge
sharing may lead to effective learning via sociabima.

Imputations

This research makes an effort to intend on medjatihe of knowledge creation in the interconnectimiween
social media and effective learning. During thisise of study, it has been observed that theserial mediation
on social media on learning effectiveness. This nhayp to identify and found that both socialization
externalization and also knowledge sharing as detemnts of social media and effective learning. réhare very
scant studies on the mediation analysis on the ¢mpaSECI on social media and learning effectiwnim the
academic area on higher educational institutioremde this study can yield valuable insights fottfer researches
and can identify, also, new techniques could beadisred to develop the role of social media onctiffe learning
through creation and distribution of new knowledgéhe present day learnings.

Limitations
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A major limitation in this study is the study wasnducted on a centrally funded institution. henhese results
could not be generalized for a diverse populatidither a larger diverse sample may lead to betberckision
regarding the mediating role of knowledge creatod knowledge sharing in the relationship with aboiedia
and learning effectiveness. In addition, this stiglgurvey-based, whereas an additional experirhsetudy and
their findings may provide confidences during tbedusions.

Conclusion

The results of this study demonstrate that thetiore@f new knowledge and sharing leading to effectearning.
Furthermore, the study indicates the importanceaaialization and externalization in SECIs four diteioned
variables which act as a powerful mediator in thkatronship, and hence there is a transformatiotaoit to
explicit knowledge happens during this course efstudy. Therefore, it could be assumed that thee mesilient
wherein information can be interpreted in such axmea to become knowledge, and by maintaining patsiti
which may further lead to effective learning.
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