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Abstract 

The beneficial outcome of a firm‟s entrepreneurial orientation (E.O) has been widely researched, but literature 

and empirical studies about factors that stimulate E.O remain scarce.  Previous research has showed that 

employee training is a crucial mechanism to foster E.O others has exhibited that a higher level of knowledge 

sharing is related to a stronger E.O. Although, previous researches do not distinguish neither between different 

type of training, with the most important distinction being between formal and informal nor between different 

form of knowledge sharing, with the very popular being between tacit and explicit. In view of the difference for 

each pair contrasts of one over the other, they are widely considered to have different impact on the E.O‟s 

dimensions namely innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk-taking in SMEs.  Our research model is tested with 

survey data collected from 186 Tunisian small and medium-sized textile & clothing firms. Findings reveal that 

the level of each dimension of E.O- Innovativeness, proactiveness and risk taking differs based on the form of 

knowledge sharing either tacit or explicit and the type of training either formal or informal. 

Keywords: Entrepreneurial orientation (E.O); employees‟ training (ET); knowledge sharing (KS); textile and 

clothing industry; Tunisia. 
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1. Introduction 

Small and medium enterprises (SMEs) play a vital role in the economic growth of most nations [1]. Tunisia is 

not an exception. Because of highly uncertain competitive environment and rapidly changing customer 

demands, SMEs with a flexible, innovative strategic approach that can take the most advantage of emerging 

opportunities perform better than conservative SMEs [2]. Several research studies imply that this strategic 

emphasis, labelled in the literature as „entrepreneurial orientation‟ (EO). Entrepreneurial orientation is assumed 

to be a behavioral phenomenon, with all SMEs along a continuum that ranges from highly conservative to 

highly entrepreneurial. Entrepreneurial SMEs are risk-taking, innovative and proactive. However, conservative 

SMEs are risk averse, less innovative and adopt a more „wait and see‟ posture [3].  We argue firstly that E.O in 

SMEs increases with the free sharing of knowledge across different functional areas. Based on a knowledge-

based view, the knowledge inserted within a firm‟s ranks is an important organizational resource for generating 

entrepreneurial activities because such activities are substantially linked with the firm‟s ability to create new 

knowledge ([4,5,6]). In fact, effectiveness depends in a large part on how well knowledge is shared between 

individuals, teams, and/or units ([7,8,9,10]). It is evident that when employees build close relationships with 

each other, they contribute a significant amount of time to share ideas [11]. Indeed, Employees throughout the 

firm have pivotal influences on such entrepreneurial posture, which covers innovativeness, risk-taking and 

proactiveness [3] principally in accordance with their ability to exchange knowledge with colleagues in other 

functional areas (see for example., [12]). It should be noted that, individual knowledge does not automatically 

convert into entrepreneurial action; it requires current knowledge sharing routines that link the firm‟s different 

knowledge domains [13]. An examination of the literature reveals that rigorous knowledge sharing that includes 

different functional areas brings together complementary knowledge, and therefore refines the firm‟s collective 

knowledge base ([14,15] ), enhancing its ability to create the new knowledge required to recognize and exploit 

entrepreneurial opportunities ([16,17]).  Secondly we thought that E.O in SMEs increases by providing 

employees with effective training programs (e.g., [18,19]). It is really hard for an employee to perform well at 

the job place without any pre-training [20]. Academics representing this stream of research ([21,22,23]) strongly 

highlighted that trained employees perform well as compared to untrained employees. Indeed, it is very essential 

for any organization to give its employees training to better achieve overall organisational goals ([24,25]).  It is 

worth noting that, training practices can promote entrepreneurial behaviour to the extent that they are applicable 

to a broad range of job situations and encourage high employee participation ([26,27]). If firms choose 

entrepreneurially oriented strategies the role of employee training to achieve strategic goals becomes very 

significant. Beyond ensuring an entrepreneurial orientation through selective hiring of entrepreneurial 

employees, relevant abilities also can be acquired through training practices ([28,29]). The existing literature 

(see for example., [3,30]) reveals that entrepreneurial orientation is a construct observed at organizational level 

and refers to the behaviors (innovativeness and proactiveness) and attitudes (risk-taking) of its managers and 

employees. However, what influences those behaviors and attitudes are still an understudied phenomenon. 

Previous research has showed that employee training is a crucial mechanism to foster EO ([19,31,32]) others has 

exhibited that a higher level of knowledge sharing is related to a stronger E.O ([33,34]). Although, previous 

researches do not distinguish neither between different type of training, with the most important distinction 

being between formal and informal nor between different form of knowledge sharing, with the very popular 
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being between tacit and explicit.  In view of the difference for each pair contrasts of one over the other, we think 

that they are widely considered to have different impact on the E.O‟s dimensions namely innovativeness, 

proactiveness, and risk-taking in SMEs.  We concentrate practically in the Tunisian textile and clothing 

industry. Our choice of Tunisia as a case study is motivated by the important place and the crucial role that the 

textile and clothing sector has in the Tunisian economy. It remains a pillar of the Tunisian economy. Tunisia 

currently has some 2100 textile companies, employing nearly 210,000 employees. It is the biggest industry by 

employment in Tunisia and more than 85% of their total workforces are permanent jobs.  Employments in this 

sector will reach 10,000 jobs per year and 50,000 jobs over a period of 5 years, from 2019 to 2023 (The 

Tunisian minister of industry and SMEs). In addition, the sector exports reached about 7.4 billion dinars, or 2.4 

billion Euros in 2018, with a significant increase of about 18% in dinars and 3% in Euros, it represents no less 

than 24% of the total exports of Tunisian manufacturing industries. European countries import 96 per cent of 

Tunisia‟s total textile and apparel exports; France, Germany and Italy alone receive 75% (The Tunisian minister 

of industry and SMEs). This sector is, moreover, the second provider of foreign exchange after tourism, with 

revenues of 4 billion dinars per year on average over the last decade. However, the sector has seen several 

setbacks and has faced numerous difficulties and over the last 10 years – in 2013 the industry attracted $24.5m 

in foreign investment, less than half of what it attracted in 2009. In the first three months of 2019, 

manufacturing value added fell by 0.1% year-on-year, due to lower production in the textile and clothing sector 

(-6.2%) and the Tunisia's GDP annual growth slowed to 0.8 % in the fourth quarter of 2019 from 1 % in the 

previous period. It was the weakest expansion since the first quarter of 2016, as output shrank in textiles and 

clothing (-6.2 percent VS -3.7 percent) (the National Institute of Statistics (INS)). This is mainly due to 

international competitors. Tunisia has fallen from being the fifth textile supplier to the EU in 2010 to ninth in 

2017. Turkey and Morocco, specifically, have gained ground in European markets as credible and affordable 

manufacturing centres in the Mediterranean region. While the tighter competition seems to represent another 

challenge for Tunisian textile and clothing firms, it depends more and more on “people embodied know-how” 

[35]. Accordingly, it is human capital rather than physical or financial capital, that distinguishes the leaders in 

the market. The focal point of this research is on SMEs because the huge majority of firms operating in the 

Tunisian textiles and clothing manufacturing industry employing less than 100 people (among 1,298 units) 

representing 70% of total firms in the sector. These firms need dynamic capabilities that enable them to sense 

and seize new opportunities and strengthen their competitive positions [36]. It is proposed that entrepreneurial 

behavior constitutes a potential source of competitive advantage and key to success factors of SMEs [37]. 

Because SMEs are constrained to limited resources and lack of scale advantage, EO seems to provide an 

important and unique advantage for SMEs to survive and compete under fierce market competition. SMEs with 

higher EO were found to be more cost-effective [38], outperform their rivals [39] have higher learning 

capacities [40], have a higher employment growth [41], were more customer-oriented [42], and have a higher 

ability to effectively interact with others and influence the actions of others [43]. SMEs with an E.O often 

introduce pioneering new products to gain competitive advantage and are willing to compete aggressively [44] 

The rest of the paper is structured as follows: Section 2 presents the study‟s theoretical background Section 3 

formulates the main hypotheses; Section 4 describes the survey data, the sample and the measures used for this 

study; Section 5 presents the results; Section 6 explain the research result and provides some concluding 

remarks; section 7 provides some theoretical and practical implications, lastly, we present some limitations and 
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future lines of research resulting from the research that we have conducted in section 6. 

2. Literature review 

2.1. Employee training 

Training allows employees doing a specific job or rising up their skill, knowledge, and behavior. It is a process 

of sharing skill and knowledge to expand and develop capabilities of employees thus they can accomplish better 

job performance [45]. Organisations are expected to identify training need of their employees and design 

training programmes that will help to best use their workforce towards achieving organisation objective [46]. 

Employee training refers to programs that aim to provide employees with required information, new skills to 

help them by working with others enhance the opportunities of professional development [47] . Training is very 

important to all employees in order to ensure that they can perform well in their given tasks ([48,49]). Employee 

training occurs often to bring an employee up to speed upon entering a new job or engaging in new tasks and 

this through a variety of informal and formal training programs [50]. Formal training in the one hand is defined 

by the report on the Adult Education and Training Survey (AETS), which looked at the training of Canadian 

adult workers, as courses or programmes referred to a worker's current or future job [51]. These courses and 

programmes have a structured plan whereby an employee headed by an instructor or trainer follows a 

programme and receives some form of formal recognition upon completion, such as a certificate. Courses 

include seminars, workshops and conferences attended for training purposes [52] , in addition to “management 

training” defined by [53] as “the process by which managers acquire the knowledge and skills related to their 

work requirement by formal, structured or guided means”, formal training include also professional training, 

computer training and occupational health and safety training [50]. Informal training in the other hand, is 

training that involved little or no reliance on pre-determined guidelines for its organisation, delivery or 

assessment. It does not lead to any formal qualification or certification and is conducted by the participant with 

no specific intention of developing job related skills or knowledge [54].  According to [55] and [56] informal 

training is considered less costly, easily integrated into daily operations of the small firm, and is concentrated 

more directly on employees‟ specific needs. It implies that employees learn in the context in which their skills 

are used. Informal training includes; on the job training, job rotation, apprenticeship and traineeship 

[50].Thereby, “in the job training” is a form of training provided at the workplace which is considered the single 

most important place for acquiring job skills [57]. It is cost effective and time saving [58] because employees 

learnt in a practical way [59]. 

2.2. Entrepreneurial orientation 

Previous theory and research make a distinction between the concepts of entrepreneurship and "entrepreneurial 

orientation” [60] where entrepreneurship refers to the act of creating new business ventures (e.g. [61]). It is 

essentially concerned with new business entry and addresses questions such as, “What business do we enter?” 

and “How do we make the new business succeed?” [62]. Entrepreneurial orientation, on the other hand, is 

relevant to a firm‟s strategic orientation, restricting certain entrepreneurial aspects of decision making styles, 

practices, and methods [61]. It depicts a firm‟s strategic posture as revealed by the processes, practices, and 

activities of the business ([63,60]). When it comes to the understanding of EO, we adopt the broadly dispersed 
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concept that was first made by [64] and later extended by [61]. According to them E.O is a multidimensional 

firm-level concept that incorporates three dimensions: innovativeness, proactiveness and risk-taking ([65] ; [64]) 

Firstly, innovativeness deliberates a firm‟s tendency “to engage in and support new ideas, novelty, 

experimentation, and creative processes that may result in new products, services, or technological processes” 

[60]. Equally it refers to the seeking of creative, unusual or novel solutions to problems and needs.  Secondly, 

proactiveness is relevant to processes geared towards anticipating and acting on future needs. It is the firms‟ 

ability to wait for any emerging or potential opportunities in their markets and act accordingly, i.e. being the 

first market mover ([66,67]). It is an act of opportunity seeking, where a proactive firm tries to get hold of 

initiative by acting opportunistically with a view to affect and shape the competitive environment [60]. In other 

terms, proactive firms develop new products and services before their competitors, create new markets to turn 

and reshape existing balances in favor of the company and forecast future demands and dynamics in the markets 

[68]. Therefore, proactive firms are expected to become market leader and perform better than their rivals 

because they can adapt changing conditions earlier [69]. Finally, risk taking, is identified as the degree to which 

firms are willing to make large and risky resource commitments”. [70]. It is a strategic action to seize 

opportunities even in uncertainty [71]. It implies the willingness to commit major resources to opportunities 

having a reasonable chance of costly failure. It should be emphasizing that risk taking behaviors have been 

focused in entrepreneurial activities because in order to take advantage of opportunities in the market, trying 

new things and differentiating a company from its rivals, firms have to take a certain degree of risk ([72,73]). 

2.3. knowledge sharing 

Knowledge is depicted as codified information including insight, interpretation, context, experience, wisdom, 

and so forth [74], which enhances a firm‟s value and the achievement of its objectives, mission and vision. In an 

organization, job-related knowledge is a vital element shaping the career success of an employee, together with 

her/his skills and ability. Knowledge is generated and resides in the mind of employees ([75,76]), and will 

contribute little to the firm if it is not greatly shared among the organizational members.  Knowledge sharing is 

defined as the diffusion of information and knowledge through the whole department and/or organization [77]. 

According to [78] knowledge sharing is a process where individuals jointly exchange their implicit (tacit) and 

explicit knowledge to create new knowledge. Thereby, knowledge management literature distinguishes explicit 

from tacit knowledge sharing. Explicit knowledge in the one hand is defined by [79] as the knowledge, which 

has been codified and expressed in formal language. Explicit knowledge is usually willingly shared and 

communicated by employees. Some good examples are technical details of products, materials; tools. Explicit 

knowledge sharing involves almost all the forms of knowledge sharing that are institutionalized within 

organizations. Practices of explicit knowledge sharing arise more common in the workplace because explicit 

knowledge can be easily captured, codified and transmitted. For example; management mechanisms, like 

procedure, formal language, handbooks, and information technology system will favor employees‟ willingness 

for sharing their explicit knowledge ([80,81]). On the other hand, tacit knowledge is harder to express, represent 

and communicate, it is intuitive, unarticulated and cannot be verbalized, it is personal and hard to formalize 

[82]. It is unwillingly and rarely shared among employees, it is a less familiar, unconventional form of 

knowledge. Perceptions, belief and experience are good examples. As tacit knowledge is not codified, and not 

openly communicated, it is acquired by sharing experiences, and by observation and imitation ([83] ; [84]. Face-
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to-face interaction is the basic means for tacit knowledge sharing. The willingness and ability of individuals to 

share what they know and to use what they learn represent keys components of tacit knowledge sharing [85]. 

Human experience represents the foundation of tacit knowledge sharing ([86,87]) because individual cannot 

take advantage of new knowledge unless he or she has earlier „„social software‟‟ connected to it.  

3. Hypotheses development 

3.1. Knowledge sharing and entrepreneurial orientation 

3.1.1. Knowledge sharing and innovativeness 

As stated by [88] innovation initiatives depend heavily on employees‟ knowledge, skill, and experience. 

Employees should have an opportunity to seek new and improved knowledge to generate novel ideas and ways 

to encourage innovation at the workplace. Some academic researchers (for a review see; [89] ; [90,91]) asserted 

that knowledge is the most crucial element in developing new products or innovative ideas. Within the same 

thread of research [92] postulated that constantly collecting and integrating new knowledge will lead to 

innovativeness.  As author in [93] stated, „„in all types of knowledge work, even where technology is very 

helpful, people require conversation, experimentation and experiences shared with other people who do what 

they do‟‟. Likewise, [94] and [95] emphasized the significance relationship between knowledge sharing and 

innovation capability. A review of the existing literature reveals that the strong relation between knowledge 

sharing and various aspects of innovation have been empirically tested in details (for a review see., [96,97] ; 

[98,99,100]). In line with research findings in the same area (see for example., [101,102,103]) knowledge 

sharing is the most essential component that substantially affects innovation due to their ambiguous and unique 

nature within the firm. A series of recent studies has indicated that knowledge sharing can be viewed as useful 

inputs for innovation because of their characteristics of firm-specific, socially complex, and path-dependent (for 

a review see; [104,105,106]). Studies of [107] and [108] are well documented, there are also well acknowledged 

that a firm‟s ability to transform and exploit knowledge may identify its level of innovation, such as new 

problem-solving methods and new product for rapid reaction to the market demand. As has been previously 

reported in the literature (see for example; [103]) employees always have to borrow from tacit knowledge (skills 

or experiences) of their colleagues or search for explicit knowledge (institutionalized approaches or practices) 

existing in the company to better achieve innovative tasks.  A large number of existing studies in the broader 

literature have stated that both the explicit and tacit components of organizational knowledge sharing practices 

play an important role in innovation (for a review see; [109,110,111]). Much of the most current writing on 

knowledge suggests that a firm‟s tacit knowledge is positively related to the ability to innovate, create value and 

identify opportunities ([112,113,114] ). Although the relationship between knowledge sharing and 

innovativeness has been widely discussed in the literature, few researches consider the specific effects that tacit 

and explicit knowledge sharing have on innovativeness. So this paper proposes the following hypotheses: 

H1a: tacit knowledge sharing positively influences innovativeness 

H1b: explicit knowledge sharing positively influences innovativeness 

H1c: tacit knowledge sharing has a positive effect on innovativeness more than explicit knowledge sharing. 
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3.1.2. Knowledge sharing and Risk taking 

In the opinion of authors in [115,116] the piece of knowledge shared may enhance abilities to solve complex 

and nonroutine problems in situations involving risk and vulnerability. Risk-taking as one of the core 

components of entrepreneurial orientation, it reflects strong organizational trust. Trust influences the nature and 

depth of interactions in a relationship and social relations characterized by high trust facilitate the share of 

knowledge in organizational settings, especially tacit knowledge [117]. Numerous studies like [118] revealed 

that relational embeddedness, which is usually related to high trust which is the most proximal predictor of risk 

taking and related outcomes ([119,120]) strongly depend on the share of tacit than explicit knowledge [121]. 

Although the empirical relationship between knowledge sharing and risk taking have been widely examined in 

the published literature, few researches consider the specific effects that explicit versus tacit knowledge sharing 

practices have on risk taking. In this paper based on the above discussion, we propose the second three 

following hypotheses: 

H2a: tacit knowledge sharing positively influences risk taking 

H2b: explicit knowledge sharing positively influences risk taking 

H2c: tacit knowledge sharing has a positive effect on risk taking more than explicit knowledge sharing. 

3.1.3. Knowledge sharing and proactiveness 

Proactive firms frequently search for market opportunities and experimentation for potential responses to 

changing environmental trends [122]; they do not just simply replicate what others have already offered. 

Therefore, some degree of internal experimentation is likely required to respond faster to customer need [123]. 

Proactive companies should be able to develop knowledge that allows them to generate new product offers in 

line with changes in customer preferences. Because the characteristics of these customer preferences and how 

they are suitably satisfied are unknowable, proactive firms benefit from having a knowledge base that can be 

widely applied for potential products [123]. Worth noting that strong knowledge sharing routines in an 

organization lead to increased knowledge depth [16] which in turn enhances abilities to identify the value of 

knowledge for new applications ahead of competitors ([124,125]). Indeed, [126] pointed out that knowledge 

sharing creates opportunities to maximise an organisation‟s ability to generate solutions and take initiatives.  

When employees build close relationships with each other, they contribute a crucial amount of time to share and 

generate new ideas for exploring new business opportunities ([115,127,128]). It should be noted here that 

explicit knowledge is codified and transferred verbally. However tacit knowledge is more embedded in social 

relations and transferred primarily through direct contact and observation of behaviour [129] for that reason, 

explicit knowledge is harder than tacit knowledge to share among employees. 

Based on the above discussion, we propose the second three following hypotheses: 

H3a: tacit knowledge sharing positively influences proactiveness 
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H3b: explicit knowledge sharing positively influences proactiveness 

H3c: tacit knowledge sharing has a positive effect on proactiveness more than explicit knowledge sharing 

3.2. employee training and entrepreneurial orientation 

3.2.1. employee training and innovativeness 

Previous studies have emphasized the significant positive effect of firm training efforts and practices on product 

innovation (for a review see; [130,131,132]). Author in [133] asserted that hiring skilled employees can not be 

enough; employees need also to learn to use their skills within the organization. In fact, the follower's desire to 

learn appropriate skills and useful knowledge diffuses the innovative behaviours ([134,135]).  It should be also 

emphasized that the training and development investments of an organization create a climate for constant 

learning that facilitates the exchange of knowledge and ideas among employees and eventually encourage the 

generation of new knowledge and innovation [136]. Indeed, [137] claim that a greater ability to adopt new 

technologies and methods and enhance innovation in strategies and products are among the target benefits 

received from employee training. It is noteworthy also that training activities are one of the principal channels to 

upgrading a firm‟s technological abilities and lead to successful innovation [47]. In the opinion of the author in 

[138] when people receive an “education” they are learning the theory and information about a subject; training 

therefore gives people the experience and skills to do something rather than just knowledge about what their job 

entails. In the same vein [139] revealed that formal training improve organizational-level innovativeness. On the 

job training, job rotation and on the job apprenticeship are the most popular informal training in the published 

literature. In fact [140] found a U-shaped relationship between employee job rotation and innovation which have 

also been documented by some previous studies (see for example. [141]). whereas [142] who revealed that the 

amount of on-the-job training offered by firms can be much greater than the amount of classroom training and 

thus may have a larger impact on a firm‟s propensity to innovate. [143] stated that both classroom and on-the-

job training have a positive impact on workplace-level innovation performance. For many types of innovation, 

on-the-job training has as much impact on innovation performance as does classroom training. Indeed, 

workplaces that offer training are more likely to innovate. The rates of innovation for workplaces that offer on 

the job training are, on average twice as high as those of workplaces that do not [143]. It is not surprising to find 

that firms that participate in apprenticeship training (train at least one apprentice) are more innovative than firms 

that do not participate (have no apprentices) [144]. Although, the relationship between innovativeness and 

employee training has been broadly examined in the published literature, only few studies have investigated the 

different impact that formal and informal training have on innovativeness. In the light of the above arguments, 

we propose the following hypotheses: 

H4a: informal employee training positively influences innovativeness 

H4b: formal employee training positively influences innovativeness 

H3c: informal training has a positive effect on innovativeness more than formal training 

3.2.2. Employee training and risk taking 
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It is reasonable to believe that trained workers are better prepared than nontrained workers to cope with work-

related hazards or uncertainties [145]. Most of the firms, by investing in building new skills by their workforce, 

enable them to deal with the uncertain conditions that they may face in future. In a new, uncertain and rapidly 

fast-changing world industrial and commercial environment, it„s becoming increasingly difficult especially for 

small business to face new challenges with confidence as trying new things and differentiating from their rivals 

[146]. However, firms investing in training programs and making their employees competent enough to deal 

with uncertainties or with real world challenges, become faster and better decision makers [146]. Based on the 

authors‟ opinion in [147] training programs may help labor force to decrease their anxiety or frustration, arises 

from the work on job. Seminal contributions have been made by several studies (see for example., [148] ) have 

emphasized that an effective training program helps employees acquiring new competencies, knowledge and 

skills increasingly required to perform at a particular job and to avoid on the job errors and mistakes related to 

uncertainties in strategic practices. In fact, the author in [149] claims that employers follow a wide variety of 

training programs to improve hazard recognition and risk perception. However, the prevalent use of ineffective 

and poorly designed training programs significantly destroys training efforts. Every small business has risks one 

could argue. Organizations can put systems in place to reduce their exposures, and employee training program is 

the optimal option to start with. Employee training is the chance to build risk management into the very fiber of 

the business [150]. It is worth noting here that, it is very important to know the kind of training and development 

programme that organizations need to use to change the attitude and/or behaviour of all employees [151]. The 

study of [152] stated that hard formal vocational skills training referred to technical or administrative procedures 

related to an organisation‟s business [153] are considered less important compared to different form of soft 

informal skills training in the workplace pertaining to the personal qualities, habits and attitude that make 

someone a good employee and compatible co-worker [154]. One of the wide range of competencies is cited in 

the study of [155] namely the attitude toward taking risks. Considering the above arguments, we hypothesize 

that: 

H5a: informal employee training positively influences risk taking 

H5b: formal employee training positively influences risk taking  

H5c: informal training has a positive effect on risk taking more than formal training 

3.2.3. employee training and proactiveness 

As has been previously reported in the literature, the higher the level of trained employees, the higher the firms‟ 

ability to be the first on adapting new environmental requirements ([155,156]), and one of the most frequently 

discussed ways to stimulate human capital is through training programmes ([157,158,159]). Indeed, [160] stated 

that training is a systematic process that aims to help employees learn to be more proactive by improving their 

knowledge, skills or behaviours through an effective program. In addition, training not only develops the 

capabilities of the employee but also sharpen their thinking capacity and creativity in order to take better 

decision in time and in more productive manner before competitors [161]. In every sector the accomplishment 

of any organization is widely relayed on its employees. Moreover, when employees need required skills and 
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knowledge it should be provide them on the right time without any delay. Therefore, companies should 

let employees access the learning whenever they need [162]. A non formal training program is more suitable 

here rather than formal because it can easily and quickly integrated into daily operations and is focused on 

employees‟ specific needs [54]. Employees learn in the context in which their skills are used. They develop 

skills for solving diverse problems within the firm faster and better [163] in order to be the first to enter new 

market or at least be fast followers. 

Based on the above discussion, we propose the following hypotheses: 

H6a: informal employee training positively influences proactiveness 

H6b: formal employee training positively influences proactiveness 

H6c: informal training has a positive effect on proactiveness more than formal training 

4. Research methodology 

4.1. Sample and data collection 

The Tunisian small and medium-sized textile & clothing firms established in the central east Tunisian region 

was selected because this area accounts for more than half of the entire firms operating in the Tunisian textile 

and clothing industry. The target firms operate in both the local and foreign markets were selected from the 

National Agency for the Promotion of Industry and Innovation. The details of our sample are displayed in Table 

1 

Table 1: Demographic profile of sampled firms (N = 186) 

  Frequency Percentage (%) 

Town Monastir  

Sousse  

Mahdia 

Total 

112 

53 

21 

186 

60.21 

28.49 

11.29 

100% 

Activities Garment manufacturing  

Finishing 

Spinning  

Weaving 

Knitting 

Other textile industries 

Total 

108 

15 

16 

3 

23 

21 

186 

58.06 

8.07 

8.60 

1.61 

12.37 

11.29 

100% 

Years in business Less than 10 years  

Between 10 and 20 years  

More than 20 years 

Total 

17 

76 

93 

186 

9.13 

40.86 

50 

100% 

Firm’s Workforce 5-49 

50-99 

100-199 

Total 

10 

121 

56 

186 

5.37 

65.05 

30.10 

100% 

A small firm was defined as employing between 5 and 19 workers and a medium firm as having between 20 and 
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199 employees [164]. Thus firms with 5–199 employees were examined. Micro-firms (defined as employing up 

to four workers) were excluded from the study because of their small employee numbers, their limited employee 

training [165] and their slowness in adopting formal and systematic knowledge sharing practice [166]. The data 

collection procedure lasted for a period of nine months from December 2018 to August 2019. Structured 

questionnaire consisting of close-ended questions was developed.  A survey methodology was chosen because it 

was regarded most suitable to reach a large number of respondents. Questionnaires in particular are one of the 

most affordable ways to gather quantitative data; they are inexpensive, practical, offer a quick way to get results 

and allow easy analysis of results. Data were collected by a structured questionnaire through in depth personal 

interviews with chief executive officers (CEO) / general managers or the immediate subordinate managers.  It is 

appropriate to use these managers as key informants as they usually have the best overview of the entire 

organization and provide information that is as reliable and valid as multiple informants [167], as they have the 

most comprehensive knowledge of all aspects of the organizations strategy and other characteristics [168] and as 

they are responsible for training decisions in most SMEs [169]. The questionnaire was developed and pilot 

tested before the formal data collection. We tested the questionnaire with twelve SME owner–managers. These 

actions helped strengthen the validity of items in the questionnaire by omitting and developing items for the 

measurement scales. The original questionnaire was first developed in English. It was then translated into 

French language because in Tunisia, French forms part of compulsory education at school. This language is very 

well mastered, in particular by those aged in their 50s. Following the work of [170] a forward and then a back 

translation procedure was adopted in which one translator translated the original English version forward into 

the French language and then another translator back translated the questionnaire from French to English 

language. The two translators were at a later time asked to meet for few moments and adjust any differences. 

This procedure helps ensure that there was no loss in meanings after the translation process. Out of 277 SMEs, 

48 refused absolutely to take part in the research, only 208 agreed to participate. Also 22 questionnaires were 

deemed unusable due to large amounts of missing data. Therefore in total 186 questionnaires were included in 

the data. This resulted in a response rate of 67.14 %. Such a high response rate reflects our extensive use of 

social network‟s relationships, which proved to be necessary to solicit Tunisian managers‟ participation in the 

survey of potentially sensitive issues. No significant ethical problems were raised but we promised anonymity to 

our respondents. 

4.2. Development of measures 

Following [171] this study used almost established constructs available in literature. The questionnaire in this 

paper is generated based on previous measures. All items were measured using a seven-point Likert scale ranges 

from 1 “strongly disagree” to 7 “strongly agree” (see Table 2).  
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Table 2: Included measures 

Variables  Measures 

Risk taking   RISK1. In general, our firm has a strong 

proclivity for high-risk projects (with chances of very 

high rates of return). 

 RISK2. In general, our firm believes that 

owing to the nature of the environment, bold, wide-

ranging acts are necessary to achieve the firm's 

objectives. 

 Risk 3. When confronted with decision-

making situations involving uncertainty, my firm 

typically adopts a bold, aggressive posture in order to 

maximize the probability of exploiting potential 

opportunities. 

 

Proactiveness  PROA1. In general, our firm favors a strong 

emphasis on Research & Development, technological 

leadership, and innovations. 

 PROA2. In the past five years, our firm has 

marketed a large variety of new lines of products or 

services. 

 PROA3. In the past five years, changes in our 

products or service lines have been mostly of a major 

nature.  

 

Innovativeness  INNO1. Management actively responds to 

the adoption of “new ways of doing things” by main 

competitors. 

 INNO2. We are willing to try new ways of 

doing things and seek unusual, novel solutions. 

 INNO3. We encourage people to think and 

behave in original and novel ways. 

 

Formal training  FT1. Our employees frequently participate in 

structured training courses. 

 FT2. We habitually send our employees to 

certain training seminars and/or workshops. 

 FT3. We frequently offer specific 

management training programs. 

 FT4. Our employees frequently follow 

technical or professional training. 

 FT5. We offer computer/language training 

classes to meet business needs 

 FT6. We often provide occupational health 

and safety training. 

 

Informal training  IFT1. We frequently provide on-the job 

training to our staff. 

 IFT2. Job rotation is often practiced in our 

firm. 

 IFT3. We always offer “on the job” 

apprenticeship and traineeship programs to our 

existing staff. 

 IFT4. We can assure that any necessary 

informal training not listed above is included in our 

training program. 
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Tacit knowledge sharing 
 TKS1. Our employees frequently share 

knowledge based on their experience 

 TKS2. Our employees frequently collect 

knowledge from others based on their experience 

 TKS3. Our employees frequently share 

knowledge of know-where or know-whom with 

others. 

 TKS4. Our employee frequently collect 

knowledge of know-where or know-whom with 

others. 

 TKS5. Our employees frequently share 

knowledge based on their expertise. 

 TKS6. Our employees frequently collect 

knowledge from others based on their expertise. 

 TKS7. Our Employees will share lessons 

from past failures when they feel necessary. 

 

Explicit knowledge sharing  EKS1. Our employees frequently share 

existing reports and official documents with members 

of our organization. 

 EKS2. Our employees frequently share 

reports and official documents that they prepare by 

themselves with members of our organization. 

 EKS3. Our employees frequently collect 

reports and official documents from others in their 

work. 

 EKS4.Our employees are frequently 

encouraged by knowledge sharing mechanisms. 

 EKS5. Our employees are facilitated by IT 

systems invested for knowledge sharing. 

4.2.1. Dependent variables  

[60] Proposed an extension of the EO dimensions (i.e. autonomy and competitive aggressiveness). However, 

this extension was intended to capture the distinct idea of „first to fight‟ based on the definition of the firm‟s 

entrepreneurial orientation of authors in [172]. Competitive aggressiveness is not appropriate in cultures such as 

those of Tunisisan, while autonomy is only concerned with firm ownership, which is already a characteristic of 

SMEs. These two dimensions of EO, as suggested by [60] will not be included in this study because the context 

is different. E.O in our study covers three dimensions namely risk taking, proactiveness and innovativeness as 

suggested by [174]. 

4.2.1.1. Risk taking 

To measure risk taking, a scale that was originally developed by [3] and reused later by several authors (e.g., 

[60,175]). It is assessed by asking target respondent about the firm‟s propensity to engage in risky projects and 

managers‟ preference for bold versus cautious acts to achieve firm objectives [60]. 

4.2.1.2. Proactiveness 

The measurement of proactivity was developed by reference to [176] on the basis of [177]. Proactiveness is 
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assessed by asking managers about the firm‟s tendency to lead, rather than follow, in terms of developing new 

procedures, technologies, and new products or services ( [178] ; [179]). 

4.2.1.3. Innovativeness 

[60] Reckons that most entrepreneurship research based on [173]‟s concept of innovativeness demonstrates a 

common weakness, that is, [173] focused exclusively on the product-market and technological aspects of 

innovation and lacked measures for a firm‟s overall propensity of innovative behavior. Given this, this study 

followed [175] and adapted two items from [173] and one item from [178] to measure firm innovativeness. 

4.2.2. Independent variables 

A variety of formal and informal training programs adopted [50] was chosen to measure employee training. 

4.2.2.1. Formal training 

The measurement of the formal training contained six items reflecting (1) structured training courses; (2) 

seminars and/or workshops; (3) management training; (4) technical or professional training; (5) 

computer/software training; and (6) occupational health and safety training. We made some adjustment in the 

wording. 

4.2.2.2. Informal training 

The measures of the informal training included four items aimed at capturing (1) on-the job training; (2) job 

rotation; (3) apprenticeship and traineeship; and (4) “other training.” “Other training” included all other training 

not covered separately in informal programs.  

4.2.2.3.  knowledge sharing 

The items for the construct of both tacit and explicit knowledge sharing were adapted from [104] with 

adjustments to the wording. 

4.2.2.3.1. Tacit knowledge sharing 

Tacit knowledge sharing‟s items were generated by [102] based on a range of previous studies ([71,85,179].). 

They include seven items to capture employee experience, know who and know where, employee 

professionalism and lessons from past failures. 

4.2.2.3.2. Explicit knowledge sharing 

Explicit knowledge sharing is measured via 5 items scale, the scale is build and refined from the work of [103] 

which originally contained 6 items, To suit the research setting, we should modify the scale for measuring 

explicit knowledge sharing by dropping the training and development item because it may cause confusion with 
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the other research construct . These items closely capture collecting and using formal reports or documents 

[179] and IT systems [180]. All variables with their corresponding item and sources are described in the table 2. 

5. Research Results 

We analysed our hypotheses using partial least squares (PLS) via PLS-Graph Version 3.0, based on the results 

from our data‟s normality tests. We performed Kolmogorov–Smirnov and Shapiro–Wilk tests to examine the 

normality of our sample distributions by using SPSS Version 13.0 and show that the sample distributions from 

our data do not obey the normal distribution. PLS is useful in analysing such data to demonstrate non-normality 

because it places minimal restrictions on the sample distributions due to resampling by bootstrapping 

([181,182]).   

5.1. Measurement Model 

Table 3: Scale reliabilities and convergent validity 

Construct Cronbach’s α CR AVE Items Factor 

loading  

Mean S.D 

Risk taking  0.75 0.96 0.95 RISK1 

RISK2 

RISK3 

0.53 

1.39 

0.56 

6.16 

6.37 

6.32 

0.85 

0.74 

0.72 

Innovativeness 0.74 0.99 0.99 INNO1 

INNO2 

INNO3 

0.60 

0.96 

0.83 

5.72 

5.88 

5.98 

0.93 

0.93 

0.85 

Proactiveness 0.75 0.98 0.98 PROA1 

PROA2 

PROA3 

0.74 

0.86 

0.79 

4.02 

4.18 

4.05 

1.01 

1.07 

1.19 

Formal training 0.73 0.80 0.65 FT1 

FT2 

FT3 

FT4 

FT5 

FT6 

0.73 

0.71 

0.83 

0.78 

0.72 

0.76 

3.05 

3.37 

3.23 

3.19 

2.96 

2.73 

1.10 

1.15 

1.19 

1.25 

1.62 

1.26 

Informal training 0.74 0.62 0.59 IFT1 

IFT2 

IFT3 

IFT4 

0.69 

0.51 

0.57 

0.56 

5.91 

5.94 

5.91 

6.09 

0.91 

0.92 

0.85 

0.81 

Tacit knowledge 

sharing 

0.74 0.62 0.51 TKS1 

TKS2 

TKS3 

TKS4 

TKS5 

TKS6 

TKS7 

0.70 

0.63 

0.55 

0.59 

0.54 

0.56 

0.51 

6.17 

5.82 

5.80 

5.94 

6.02 

5.70 

6.00 

1.00 

0.90 

0.80 

0.83 

0.95 

0.93 

0.96 

Explicit knowledge 

sharing 

0.75 0.76 0.76 EKS1 

EKS2 

EKS3 

EKS4 

EKS5 

0.60 

0.66 

0.84 

0.77 

0.62 

2.46 

2.58 

2.66 

2.65 

2.56 

0.94 

1.03 

1.01 

0.95 

0.81 

We checked the internal reliability of our measurement items by using Cronbach‟s _. The smallest value of 

Cronbach‟s _ was 0.736, indicating satisfactory levels of reliability. Confirmatory factor analysis was then 
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conducted to test the measurement model, checking for the convergent validity as well as discriminant validity 

of the instrument items. First, convergent validity is acceptable if item loadings are 0.50 or greater [183].The 

smallest loading in this study was 0.51, satisfying convergent validity conditions. Second, to check the 

reliability of the latent variables, composite reliability (CR) and the average variance extracted (AVE) are 

assessed using the procedure outlined by [7]. The reliability for CR and the AVE is acceptable if CR is 0.60 or 

greater and the AVE is 0.50 or greater. As shown in Table 3, the CR and AVE values of the items in this study 

exceed acceptable values. Third, for discriminant validity, the AVE from the construct should be greater than 

the variance shared by that construct and the other constructs in the model [184]. 

Notes: CR: composite reliability; AVE: average variance extracted; SD: standard deviation 

Table 4 shows the interconstruct correlations, with the square roots of the AVE of each construct in the diagonal 

elements. Tacit knowledge sharing and informal training have high intercorrelations, a sign of their strong 

causal relationships, but the square roots of the AVE exceed the interconstruct correlations, satisfying 

discriminant validity. 

Table 4: Correlation matrix and discriminant assessment 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1.Risk taking 0.97       

2.Proactiveness 0.08 0.99      

3.Innovativenness 0.08 0.35 0.99     

4.Formal training 0.07 -0.34 0.10 0.80    

5.Informal training -0.02 0.08 0.23 0.36 0.77   

6.Tacit knowledge 

sharing 

0.03 0.07 0.21 0.27 0.31 0.71  

7.Explicit knowledge 

sharing 

-0.15 0.09 -0.08 -0.25 -0.25 -0.24 0.87 

Notes: diagonal bold letters are the square roots of AVE 

5.2. Structural model 

The bootstrap resampling method was used for the analysis to determine the significance of the path coefficient. 

The structural equation model results are shown in fig.1.Analysis reveals that tacit and explicit knowledge 

sharing are significantly and positively associate with innovativeness (β= 0.09; t= 8.51) and (β = 0.04; t= 5.24) 

respectively. Thus, hypotheses 1a and 1b are supported.  Consistent with our expectation, tacit knowledge 

sharing has more positive effect on innovativeness (β= 0.09) than explicit knowledge sharing (β = 0.04), 

providing support for hypothesis 1c. Similarly, analysis reveals that both tacit and explicit knowledge sharing 

play an important role in enhancing risk taking (β = 0.08, t = 12.71) and ( β = 0.02, t = 12.71) respectively. 

Therefore, H2a and H2b are accepted. Consistent with our expectation the positive impact of the tacit 
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knowledge sharing (β = 0.08) is greater than the explicit knowledge sharing (β = 0.02) on risk taking, providing 

support for hypothesis 2c. However, contrary to our expectation, tacit knowledge sharing has a significant 

negative effect on proactiveness (β = -0.07, t = 7.52), not providing support for hypothesis 3a, whereas, explicit 

knowledge sharing has a significant positive effect on proactiveness (β = 0.03, t = 2.56), providing support for 

H3c. Furthermore, tacit knowledge sharing has a larger negative effect on proactiveness, compared to the small 

positive effect of explicit knowledge sharing. Therefore H3c is not confirmed. In line with our expectation, 

Analysis reveals that both formal and informal training have a significant positive effect on innovativeness 

(β=0.07, t=12.71) and (β=0.10, t=5.52) respectively, providing support for H4a and H4b. Likewise, informal 

training has a more positive impact on innovativeness (β =0.10) than formal training (β= 0.07), providing 

support for H4c. Equally, both formal and informal training play a significant role in enhancing the firm‟s 

willingness to take risks (β = 0.01, t = 11.08) and (β = 0.06, t = 5.03) respectively, providing support for both 

hypotheses 5a and 5b. Although, the positive impact of informal training is higher than formal training. Result 

confirms hypothesis 5c. In contrast to our expectations, formal training has a significant negative effect on 

proactiveness (β = - 0.03, t = 6.08), hypothesis 6a is not confirmed. While, informal training has a significant 

positive effect on proactiveness (β = 0.24, t = 2.56). Hypothesis 6b is accepted. Moreover, formal training has a 

small negative impact (β = -0.03) compared to the large positive impact of informal training on proactiveness (β 

= 0.24). Result does not confirm H6c. 

 

Figure 1: Analysis results 
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6. Discussion and concluding remarks 

The Result of our study indicates that entrepreneurial orientation (EO), with its three core dimensions of risk-

taking, proactiveness and innovativeness displays differential relationship with knowledge sharing in both tacit 

and explicit forms and the two components of employee training- formal and informal programs. Consistent 

with a plethora of previous findings (for a review, see; [185;110,186,111]), this study empirically reveals a 

positive significant relationship between both tacit and explicit knowledge sharing and innovativeness. 

Accordingly tacit and explicit knowledge complete each other [187]. However result reveals that the positive 

impact of tacit knowledge sharing on innovativeness is stronger than explicit knowledge sharing. The principal 

reason why this has been the case is that tacit knowledge is difficult to imitate ([109,188,189,190]). It should be 

noted that the more tacit knowledge is shared, the harder is the imitation [191]. In particular [192] has revealed 

that in case of one innovation, tacit knowledge was important in restricting imitators so that competing firms 

found difficult to copy or replicate such process. Another advantage enjoyed by an organisation using tacit 

knowledge in terms of its contribution to innovation is that such knowledge is ambiguous in nature. The 

ambiguity also makes duplication of the knowledge difficult [98]. Result supports also the idea of the author in 

[193] suggesting that the concept of tacit knowledge is very important in the context of innovation and its 

diffusion because it is hard to capture in term of “know how” compared to explicit knowledge which is 

frequently written down and expressed in formal language such as documents, reports, information 

technologies, patents, catalogues, presentations, white papers, formulas, computer programs ([194,86]) which 

therefore can be imitated fairly easily. Consequently tacit knowledge largely acquired on the job, made a greater 

contribution to innovation than had formal knowledge [195]. Our study reveals also that both tacit and explicit 

knowledge sharing play an important role in enhancing risk taking, this has been also explored in prior studies 

(see for example; [115,116]). However result displays that the positive impact of the tacit knowledge sharing in 

increasing risk propensity is greater than the explicit knowledge. Since tacit knowledge is based on the 

experience of individuals expressed in human actions in the form of evaluation, attitudes, points of view, 

commitments and motivation [196], hence sharing detailed information about their past specific work-related 

experiences, know-how and contextualized knowledge by engaging in deep dialogue creating or informal face to 

face interaction, meeting and brainstorming which is the most effective technique used in the sharing of 

knowledge in SME and herewith the respect of the professional capacity of the knowledge„s provider [85]  may 

foster risk taking behaviors especially with those whose background expertise and knowledge are similar rather 

than those whose knowledge and expertise differ from their own [197]. So the level of risk averse and 

uncertainty are reduced by trusting relationship. In contrast to our assumption, the above result shows that tacit 

knowledge has a significant negative effect on proactiveness. However, explicit knowledge sharing has a 

significant positive effect on proactiveness. Tacit knowledge sharing has a larger negative effect on 

proactiveness compared to the small positive effect of explicit knowledge. The small positive effect of explicit 

knowledge can result firstly from the lack of explicit knowledge in SMEs since the type of knowledge in SMEs 

is almost all in tacit nature [198]. As stated by [199] tacit knowledge sharing cost is bearable for SMEs with 

Scarce resources [200]. Secondly, it can result from the less effective explicit knowledge in facilitating mutual 

understanding among members with dissimilar expertise. Therefore, exchanging knowledge and expertise 

through written documents, data and formulae does not help the individual acquire the substantive contextual 
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information essential to understanding dissimilar knowledge bases and it substantially requires time and effort. 

For team member with dissimilar expertise, explicit knowledge is less likely to stimulate proactive behavior. 

Thereby, the codified, written information is very difficult to comprehend and is too rarely taken into 

consideration resulting to the ignorance of data or stop reading the document [213]. The larger negative effect of 

tacit knowledge in proactiveness can be resulted from the higher employees quit and fire rate that leads often to 

an absolute loss of tacit knowledge because key personal or staff that hold valuable tacit knowledge are taken 

away by competing firms. In addition, the time advantage a firm possesses deserves to be noted in such result 

which is also important element when considering competitive advantage relating to tacit knowledge [202]. The 

actual stock of tacit know- how a firm holds even it is large and beneficial enough it must be quickly used, if 

they do not it can be catching up by firms competitors. Because tacit knowledge which is continually being 

refreshed and updated enhance proactive capacity so firm need to find way in which the leakage of tacit know-

how will be slowed down or halted. Furthermore, the firm‟s tacit knowledge base is not just simply the sum of 

its individual employees but also key teams of managers and decision makers which help to create environment 

where tacit knowledge can be more successfully generated [202]. Therefore no or insufficient effort may lead to 

such result. In line with our expectation, our result shows that both formal and informal training has a positive 

effect on innovativeness as has been previously reported in the literature (see form example; [143]) suggesting 

that increases in either classroom or on the job training lead to more innovation. However, result shows that 

informal training has a more positive effect on innovativeness than formal training. These findings confirmed 

those of [143] who asserted that informal training (on the job training) appears to have as much an impact on 

innovation as does formal training (classroom training) and [203] who found  that soft skill training (informal 

training) stimulates the discovery of effective approaches, solutions and innovation and enable employees to 

push change in organiations. Two main explanations of the present result can be given here; first, we disclose 

that employee training in SMEs is often described as informal, unplanned, reactive, and short term oriented [55]. 

Thereby, SMEs rarely carry out formal training need analysis [204]. Secondly informal training is preferred 

because it is less costly, can be easily integrated into daily operations of SME, and is focused on employees‟ 

specific needs ([55,56]). So that employees learn in the context in which their skills are used. They develop 

skills for solving diverse problems within the firm, leading to the development of multiskilled labor force which 

is widely recognized driver of innovation at the firm level. Equally, our result displays that both formal and 

informal training are positively and significantly associated with the firm‟s willingness to take risks. This 

finding confirms those of [206]. Although, the positive impact of informal training is higher than formal 

training. This has also been reported in prior studies by [207,152,151]. The later stated that employee upon 

receiving the soft skills (informal) training programme, acquire the skills taught and change their behaviour and 

attitude  including risk taking. The reason why classroom training (formal) was considered to be of declining 

importance compared to the “on the job training” (informal) is that it appears easier to train, acquire and deal 

with because , most of time, the skill sets are not brand new to the learner and no unlearning or behavioral 

change is involved [151]. Our result shows also that formal training has a significant negative effect on 

proactiveness. Conversely, informal training has a significant positive effect on proactiveness. Informal training 

has a larger positive effect on proactiveness compared to the small negative effect of formal training. The first 

half result may seem surprising. Thereby, the small effect of formal training can result from the rareness of such 

training in SMEs as believed by [204] SMEs rarely apply formal training because relevant cost is unbearable for 
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SMEs with fewer financial resources. It is described as an unaffordable luxury involving not only course fees 

but also the cost of lost output while employees are off the job ([56,207]). However, to explain the negative 

effect of formal training on proactiveness we drew our attention to the training transfer. If individuals who have 

undergone training do not practice quickly the new knowledge, skills, behavior and attitude learned or gained in 

training that they have participated (course, seminar, workshop, etc) undesirable, unplanned leakage may 

produce. The longer is the time space break between learning and practicing, the higher is the chance to be lost 

or catched up by main competitors. The later result exhibits that informal training has a large positive effect on 

proactiveness. This finding confirmed those of [154,151] who asserted that informal training deal with personal 

qualities, habits, attitudes and behaviors that make someone a good employee and a compatible co-worker. 

Therefore it can enhance proaction. People can be asked to assess the extent of their proactive behavior to reflect 

and identify opportunities. Informal training can highlight each of the elements of such behavior along with 

planning and commitment to proactive goals and activities. Also essential is the development of skills that both 

increase the success‟s chance in proactive initiatives and enhance people's confidence [208]. 

7. theoretical and practical implication 

The EO construct has become a core concept that receives a large amount of theoretical and empirical attention 

in entrepreneurship research [177].  Several researchers have emphasized the valuable outcomes of EO (for an 

overview, see [211].), however empirical studies about how to insert EO in an organization are so limited [212]. 

In particular no study, to our knowledge, has considered the impact of both employee training and knowledge 

sharing on the dimensions of EO even though several authors have called for such research ([154,61,177]). The 

main purpose of this study was to address this research gap by developing and testing a theoretical model that 

not only links employee training and knowledge sharing to different dimensions of EO in SMEs but also gives a 

more specific detail by dividing knowledge sharing in explicit- and tacit and employee training in formal and 

informal. This study may provide a guide to SMEs as to decide whether to implement formal or informal 

training and whether to share tacit knowledge or explicit knowledge to achieve better E.O. Scales put forward in 

this study offer a checklist for companies to evaluate themselves in certain domain. Companies should think 

over the important antecedents that lead to an entrepreneurial orientation profile through employee training and 

knowledge sharing. 

8. Limitations and future research 

Despite its new findings, this study has the following limitations, which may be considered and overcome by 

future research. Firstly, although this study reveals that the level of each dimension of E.O- Innovativeness, 

proactiveness and risk taking differs based on the form of knowledge sharing either tacit or explicit and the type 

of training either formal or informal, many other factors may be also involved. For instance, this study did not 

address or analyze the potential moderating effects such as the type of industry sector (e.g, the government 

sector versus the private sector) or the branch of activity (Garment manufacturing, finishing, spinning, weaving, 

knitting, etc).Secondly, we have not included any control variable, such as the size, the age of the firm or the 

branch of activity in the model. The use of a single respondent is a third limitation of the study. Moreover, in 

addition to these three dimensions of E.O- Innovativeness, proactiveness and risk taking, the role of degree of 
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autonomy and aggressiveness [60] can be explored. And, finally, although PLS is an excellent tool for complex 

models in which the theory is not sufficiently developed, we are aware of the exploratory and predictive nature 

of the technique, as opposed to other tools of a confirmatory type (LISREL, AMOS, etc.). 
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