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Role of Organizational Leadership, Structure, and Culture on Knowledge Management: The Moderating Influence of Organizational Citizenship Behavior

Abstract 

Purpose – The purpose of this research is to examine direct and indirect linkages amongst Organizational leadership, organizational structure, organizational culture and organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) provide a framework that helps to understand, predict, and control factors affecting firm’s knowledge management architecture. The research examines the researchers conducted in the domain of knowledge management and proposes a framework to be used by the organizations to increase organizational growth and sustainability. Here, the proposed framework wherein seventeen hypothesizes concerning the inclination of organizations using different cultural styles, organizational structures, and organizational leadership and OCB have for the key KM processes in the organization. An empirical study was carried out to ascertain the effect of the proposed framework on knowledge management across organizations. The study incorporates the linkages among relevant organizational and individual level variables for developing a knowledge management architecture for organizations. 
Design – methodology/approach – An empirical test of hypotheses by a confirmatory factor analysis and structural equation modelling were applied to the data collected from 468 sample from the middle management layer of service sector governmental organizations in the UAE. 
Findings – Organizational culture – market, adhocracy, market and clan – was found to positively and significantly influence knowledge management practices and organizational citizenship behavior. Similarly, participative and situational leadership were found to positively and significantly influence knowledge management practices. At the same time, the results in table 4.6 indicates that Moreover, participative and situational leadership have been found to significantly influence organizational citizenship behavior. Whereas, the results indicate that organizational citizenship behavior not to mediate on to the linkages of organizational structure, culture and leadership with knowledge management.  Finally, it was found that organizational citizenship behavior positively and significantly moderates on to the relationships of flat organizational structure, leadership (ie., instrumental, situational and participative leadership) and organizational culture (clan, market and hierarchical organizational culture) with knowledge management practices.   
Practical implications - Based on the findings of the study, Managers need to understand, acknowledge, and appreciate the competence and commitment of their subordinates and entrust them with responsibilities. Managers have to be aware of their surroundings and sensitive to the abilities and motivations of their subordinates in order to be able to make effective decisions and help attain successful knowledge management. 
Originality/value - The study makes a significant original contribution to the body of knowledge creation processes in particular and knowledge management in general. The study has practical implications for managers and leaders engaged in encouraging as well as supporting knowledge Management processes in the organizations in the UAE
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[bookmark: _Toc526276700]Introduction
This chapter introduces the theme of the research. For this, the background from which the issue arose is presented first. This is followed by the scope, which defines the aims and objectives of the study. The final section describes the structure of the dissertation, illustrating the way in which it is laid out in chapters and sections.
[bookmark: _Toc526276701]1.1 Background to the study 
This research is concerned with the evolving area of research referred to as knowledge management (KM). The researcher’s specific interest in the area is threefold. Firstly, there is a craving to understand KM’s underlying properties; what it is, the thing that it stands for, and from where it originates. Secondly, the researcher is keen to determine if and how knowledge management is affected by different organizational variables. Thirdly, there is a dynamic enthusiasm on the part of the researcher to make a personal investment in this field in terms of time, effort, and intellectual value. Knowledge management is thrilling, both as an area of academic study and for application in business. The dialogues taking place between the academic and business communities are challenging and invigorating. Despite the fact that the term “knowledge management” might eventually vanish, it is believed that its fundamentals will always endure.

The fact that knowledge is critical to retaining a competitive edge is not new. The distinction today is that knowledge has turned out to be progressively critical. For an organization to be fruitful, being superior to the competitors in acquiring, creating, and sharing knowledge is key, or, in other words, being better in knowledge management (KM) brings about benefits in the market. So what is new about KM is how organizations perceive the subject of knowledge. These days knowledge is increasingly considered and examined as an asset in business terms, and utilization of knowledge is clarified scientifically and inspected systematically. Knowledge management has increased practical reputation as a strategic initiative (North, 2005) and it is regularly thought to be a key empowering influence that open doors for organizations to utilize their knowledge resources for enhancing their own ways of doing business (Probst et al., 2006).Knowledge management is imperative for ensuring competitive advantage in organizations (Bosua & Venkitachalam, 2013; Asogwa, 2012; Schilirò, 2010; Akbari, Eslampanah, Baharestan & Mohammadi, 2012; Singh, 2008; Schilirò, 2009; Chua, 2009; Kamhawi, 2012; Bosua & Venkitachalem, 2013). 

Culture stands out amongst the most important components in executing KM. A perfect KM culture is portrayed by trust, transparency, cooperation, coordinated effort, chance taking, resilience for errors, self-rule, basic dialect, mettle, and time for learning. Ramifications of culture in executing KM are explored by Albers and Barnowe (2003). Solid leadership is important for accomplishment in a KM program. Leaders need to characterize an unmistakable direction for the association and set the tone for making a domain for knowledge sharing while also working as knowledge champions and change agents for the association's KM program. Organizational structures that have fewer hierarchical layers and have offices or spaces for workers to casually share knowledge enhance the environment for KM. Moreover, there is a developing enthusiasm for studying the connections amongst Organizational Citizenship Behaviors and their potential results (Podsakoff et al., 2009). The most vital results of OCB are in knowledge sharing (Al-Zu'bi, 2011, Taghvaee and Eynal, 2015, Demirel, Seçkin, and Özçınar, 2011). However, the non-material factors, such as social and mental variables and human relations, are unequivocal in achieving knowledge sharing. OCB is a huge subject to be assessed in this regard (Demirel, Seçkin, and Özçınar, 2011). Consequently, it is vital to examine the four factors mentioned with an extra moderating variable. 
The proposed quantitative research examines the role of organizational leadership, organizational structure, and organizational culture on knowledge management using the moderating influence of organizational citizenship behavior. These factors are used to evaluate their influence on knowledge management. This discussion leads to a conclusion about where core competencies within a company lie. 
Knowledge is a core competitive weapon for organizations across industries in the liberalized world economy (Allameh, Zamani, & Davoodi, 2011). The possession of business competitive knowledge helps organizations stay relevant in the fast-changing world of the twenty-first century (Akbari, Eslampanah, Baharestan & Mohammadi, 2012). According to Schilirò (2010), current economies are progressively operating based on knowledge. Since the knowledge-based economy is a global trend, service sectors are making efforts to ensure effective knowledge management in realizing competitive edges (Schilirò, 2010). 
Organizations worldwide are increasingly paying attention to knowledge management practices (Chua, 2009; Kamhawi, 2012; Bosua & Venkitachalem, 2013). Many organizations do not achieve growth based on the capabilities of their employees’ minds, but instead by focusing their efforts on how to leverage and manage knowledge (Bosua & Venkitachalam, 2013; Asogwa, 2012). Although employee knowledge is regarded as the organization’s intellectual capital when used appropriately, it becomes an organization’s competitive advantage over its competitors (Marwick, 2001; Bolino, Turnley, & Bloodgood, 2002).
However, to stay competitive, the rate of managing knowledge (creation, sharing, and retention) by the organization should be at least equal to that of competing organizations (Chen, Huang, & Hsiao, 2010). Current organizations need to harness all of their resources and maximize their utilization to survive in the competitive environment (Schilirò, 2009; Hadagali, Krishnamurthy, Pattar, & Kumbar, 2012). As such, knowledge management (KM) is viable for most organizations today, because when it is implemented effectively, it provides many benefits to an organization (Singh, 2008). For example, management of knowledge improves performance and might advantage organizations by smoothing the progress of decision-making, thereby plummeting “product” development cycle time and enhancing services. It also helps in cutting costs, safeguarding corporate memory, and fighting workforce turnover by easing knowledge capture and transfer (Kidwell, Vander Linde, & Johnson, 2000).
The United Arab Emirates (UAE) has made huge steps towards the knowledge economy, as evidenced by the UAE Vision 2021, which focuses on several areas, the most significant being building a competitive knowledge-based economy (Alrawi, Ibrahim, Hamdan, & Alrawi, 2013; Schilirò, 2010). Conforming to its strategy to reach outstanding developmental goals, UAE today is witnessing the beginning of a new stage in enhancement and development (Schilirò, 2009). A World Bank report (2012) indicated that UAE was ranked first in the Arab world in the knowledge economy index and 42nd among 145 countries worldwide. The general hard work and diversification efforts have smoothed the way for the future government to achieve new horizons and draw the roadmap for future development (Ahmed, 2015; Alrawi, Ibrahim, Hamdan, & Alrawi, 2013). In reality, the role of knowledge nowadays has turned out to be key to the elaboration of a knowledge-based economy (Asogwa, 2012).
As UAE is on the road to economic prosperity, KM is essential for every business and is considered one of the pillars of economic growth and development (Singh, 2008). Global economies are becoming ever more knowledge-based (Kubler & DeLuca, 2006; Loh et al., 2003; Maponya, 2004). For the past forty years, the standard of living of most Emiratis has risen, which implies economic progress (Alrawi, Ibrahim, Hamdan, & Alrawi, 2013). Almost all sectors of the country have shown unprecedented growth, except for the job market that is still dependent on foreign workers (Ahmed, 2015). In fact, UAE companies incurred almost AED 9.9 billion losses related to the recruitment, hiring, and management of employees (Gulfnews, 2008). This means that foreign workers have a high turnover rate, which burdens the national revenue. 
According to Human Rights Watch (2009), foreign workers in UAE comprised 90 percent of the staff in the private sector, and a total of 3.1 million expatriate workers are hired by 260,000 business enterprises. The UAE ranked second after Qatar in having the highest percentages of expatriates among the Gulf countries as compared to their local nationals working in different companies and organizations (Ahmed, 2015). While Qatar reported 87 percent of expatriates working in various industry sectors, the UAE recorded an 84 percent increase in expatriates working, about 13 percent of local nationals (Emirates 24/7, 2013). Simply put, the dominant group in the workforce is expatriates, and this can be attributed to the UAE’s small population (Alrawi, Ibrahim, Hamdan & Alrawi, 2013; Ahmed, 2015).
Undeniably, expats make the workforces in UAE organizations very diverse, hence making knowledge transfer more difficult (Schilirò, 2010). On the other hand, the concept of diversity is not to be taken negatively because most organizations can capitalize on workforce diversity and convert this situation into a competitive advantage (Black Enterprise, 2001). According to Helin and Sandström (2008), diversity in the workplace is inevitable, since the concept is trending in human resource management as the diverse workforce produces a large pool of skills, abilities, and knowledge that are potential requirements in the achievement of organizational objectives and goals. However, if diversity offers many strategic advantages, it also poses many challenges for the implementers (Golembiewski, 1995). Unquestionably, managers who lack knowledge in managing and valuing diversity will face many challenges (Singh, 2008; Alrawi, Ibrahim, Hamdan & Alrawi, 2013). 
On the other hand, regardless of who the workers are in the UAE organization, each one contributes his or her knowledge and skills in business growth (Ahmed, 2015). Their knowledge and expertise are needed by the company until they leave the organization to look for other employment (Schilirò, 2010). The transfer of knowledge must keep pace with worker turnover to ensure that the effectiveness and efficiency of employees is not sacrificed (Alrawi, Ibrahim, Hamdan & Alrawi, 2013). Since the country is aiming for a service- and knowledge-based economy (Ahmed, 2015), companies must strive to distinguish themselves from one another, and this is only possible if they can retain the talents of their people (Singh, 2008). Also, they need to maintain the specialized skills, competencies, and experience of their people (Schilirò, 2009). Part of the struggle to acquire knowledge is the effort of every organization to determine how to leverage its human capital (Bukowitz & Williams, 1999).  Since competition is tough at present, a competitor can quickly copy the innovative strategies and features of a new product (Alrawi, Ibrahim, Hamdan & Alrawi, 2013). Therefore, there is no doubt that an organization’s human capital and knowledge management are the primary sources of competitive advantage (Singh, 2008).
[bookmark: _Toc526276702]1.2 Statement of the problem
The extant literature suggest that the key drivers of knowledge management are leadership, culture, assessment, and technology (Andersen, 1996), leadership, strategy, organizational infrastructure, resources, people, and technology (Elvis, 2015), organizational culture, structure, and strategy (Zheng, Yang, McLean, 2010), and learning ability, and culture (Wu, 2003). Furthermore, the literature indicates organizational strategy, organizational culture, and organizational framework (Lin, 2001), technology, framework, and culture (Gold et al., 2001), and organizational citizenship behavior (Chow, Deng, & Ho, 2000; Farh, Zhong, & Organ, 2004; MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Rich, 2001; Islam et al., 2012). Based on these extant literature, it can be mentioned that leadership, structure, organizational culture, and organizational citizenship behavior were used more often as key drivers of knowledge management (KM) in the organization. However, the literature on key drivers of knowledge management in from Gulf Coordination Council (GCC) countries in general and the United Arab Emirates (UAE) are largely silent and suggest that this remains largely an unexplored area and that turned out to be motivation to conduct a study on the KM in the UAE. Furthermore, the present research was designed to find the direct influence on organizational leadership, structure, and culture on the KM. Also, this study attempts to investigate the moderating role of organizational citizenship behavior on to the linkage of the antecedents (ie., organizational leadership, structure, and culture) on the outcome variable of knowledge management. 
This research sought to assess the key organizational drivers affecting knowledge management based on Table 1. The purpose of the study is to provide a comprehensive framework that helps to understand, predict, and control factors affecting knowledge management in the United Arab Emirates. There is considerable research conducted in the domain of knowledge management in relation to the factors of organizational leadership, organizational structure, and organizational culture, carried out independently. Some scholars have proposed frameworks; however, there is no comprehensive framework explaining the effects of the three factors on knowledge management under the moderating effect of organizational citizenship behavior in organizations. Therefore, it is vital to conduct research using a literature-based analysis and empirical results from primary participants to develop a framework of knowledge management, illustrating the links between organizational leadership, structure, and culture while moderated by organizational citizenship behaviors. 





[bookmark: _Toc526275265]Table 1: Key factors affecting knowledge management 
	Scholar 
	Date 
	Key factors affecting knowledge management 

	Andersen 
	1996
	Leadership, culture, assessment, and technology

	Chait 
	1999
	Content, culture, procedure, and infrastructure

	Gold et al. 
	2001
	Technology, framework, and culture

	Lin 
	2001
	Strategy, organizational culture, organizational framework, hardware environment, norm and human resources policy

	Lee and Choi  
	2003
	Personnel

	Lin  
	2003
	Innovative and organizational culture

	Wu 
	2003
	The internal foundation, learning ability, and culture

	Chen  
	2004
	Leadership, corporate culture, information technology, and performance assessment

	Ten  

	2005
	Organizational culture, organizational framework, personnel, technology, strategy, and innovation

	[bookmark: baep-author-id7][bookmark: baep-author-id8]Zheng, Yang, McLean
	2010
	[bookmark: _Toc526276703]Culture, structure, strategy, and organizational effectiveness

	Kafashpoor, Shakoori, 
Sadeghian
	2013
	Organizational culture, structure, leadership style, strategy, and organizational effectiveness

	Aldulaimi
	2015
	Organizational culture, leadership, and strategy

	Yap et al.
	2010
	Culture, structure, technology, people

	Elvis
	2015
	Leadership, strategy, organizational infrastructure, resources, people, and technology

	Muthamia, 
	2017
	Culture and technology



[bookmark: _Toc526276704]1.3 Research questions: 
The primary goal of the research study is to identify and examine the role of organizational leadership, organizational structure, and organizational culture in knowledge management, taking into account OCB as the moderating factor. The objectives were attained through an extensive review of the current literature and support of primary data collected from the service sector in UAE using survey questionnaires. Thus, the key research questions in this study were:
1. What is the nature of the knowledge management architecture in place in UAE organizations?
2. How do organizational leadership, culture, and structure facilitate knowledge management activities for workplace excellence?
3. How do the organizational citizenship behaviors of employees moderate the impact of leadership, culture, and structure on the management of knowledge?  
 
[bookmark: _Toc526276705]1.4 Significance of the research
The study adds more knowledge to the current body of literature on organizational culture, organizational structure, and organizational leadership. The theories used help to account for knowledge management practices in organizations. 
This research seeks to evaluate the main organizational drivers affecting knowledge management. First, the study investigates how leadership styles in organization relate to and affect knowledge management practices under the influence of OCB. Secondly, the research investigates the significance of organizational structure in knowledge management, taking into account both formal and informal organizational structures. This involves examining the significance of variables in organizational structure in knowledge creation, sharing, and use. Thirdly, the paper investigates the relationship between organizational culture and knowledge management under the mediating role of OCB, taking into account how organizational culture relates to KM processes and facilitation of KM performance. The study, using results from the three variables, then provides a framework that helps to understand, predict, and control factors affecting knowledge management in the United Arab Emirates.
The study is significant as it comprehensively examines organizational culture parameters including adhocracy, hierarchy, market, and organizational controls, ascertaining their effects on KM. It thus investigates and proposes developing an integrated framework that comprises organizational culture and KM processes under the influence of the mediating factor, OCB. Moreover, the study examines factors affecting knowledge management before proposing a framework for understanding, predicting, and controlling the factors identified. 

[bookmark: _Toc448696744][bookmark: _Toc526276706]1.5 Research strategy and key concepts 
In this quantitative study, the literature review contains information from peer-reviewed articles, journals, published theses, and dissertation research studies. To compile the entire literature review, some online database resources were used, such as EBSCO, Emerald, ProQuest, Science Direct, and multiple online databases provided by the Abu Dhabi University website. The researcher also used a thesis and dissertation database. The information obtained was used to discuss knowledge and knowledge management concepts, the importance of the service sector in UAE, organizational leadership and knowledge management, organizational structures and knowledge management, organizational culture and knowledge management and OCB, and knowledge management. Some current studies related to organizational knowledge management for their relevance, as well as existing gaps in the current literature, were also presented based on the articles retrieved. 
	 Google Scholar, Ask.com, Bing, and Yahoo were used as the main search engines while searching for secondary sources of information. The key terms used to search for secondary sources were knowledge process, knowledge management, organizational citizenship behavior as the moderating variable, organizational leadership and knowledge management, organizational structures and knowledge management, and organizational culture and knowledge management. 

[bookmark: _Toc526276707]1.6 Dissertation overview 
The dissertation is organized into five chapters. 
Chapter 1 outlines the focus of the research and the reasons for studying organizational leadership, organizational culture, organizational structure, and knowledge management in organizations. The chapter briefly outlines the research focus, explains the significance of carrying out the study, and discusses the research objectives and questions. 
Chapter 2 reviews the appropriate existing literature. The topics addressed in this chapter include a compilation of the study reports and scholarly investigations related to organizational citizenship behavior, KM, organizational structures, leadership in organizations, and organizational culture. 
Chapter 3 discusses the data collected and approach used in the study process, including the descriptive statistics applied. The chapter also explains the data collection process and data analysis, justifying the use of survey research design and analysis methods. Specifically, it shows how data were collected, sampled, and analyzed before presentation. 
Chapter 4 presents the empirical findings according to the research questions formulated in Chapter 2. 
Chapter 5 discusses the findings and compares them to those of previous research, while providing academic and managerial study implications and suggesting focus for future studies in the same field. Finally, the chapter concludes the study, summarizing the main findings and suggesting that the study answered all of the research questions.








[bookmark: _Toc485836975][bookmark: _Toc526276708]Chapter 2
[bookmark: _Toc526276709]Literature Review 
[bookmark: _Toc485836976]This chapter provides a discussion of the concepts of knowledge and knowledge management, key roles played by organizational structure, organizational culture, and organizational leadership and citizenship behaviors in knowledge management endeavors of the enterprise across a geographical boundary. The existing literature related to knowledge management is reviewed, including a discussion of procedures and perceptions of middle-level managers in organizations and how organizational culture, organizational structure, organizational leadership, and OCB relate to knowledge management. 
[bookmark: _Toc485836977][bookmark: _Toc526276710]2.1 Introduction and background to the problem 
Knowledge management is the key competitive weapon for any organization to succeed in the globalized world (Desouza & Paquette, 2011; Riege, 2007; Holsapple & Joshi, 2000; Jeon, Kim, & Koh, 2011). Based on the current research into the roles of organizational leadership, organizational culture, and organizational structure in knowledge management, most studies have investigated knowledge management considering each factor singly (Singh, 2008; Hayat, Hasanvand, Nikakhlag, & Dehghani, 2015; Allameh, Zamani & Davoodi, 2011; Chang & Lin, 2015; Islam et al., 2012; Askarian & Abdollahi, 2016). Thus, there exists a definite gap in the established research that demands attention to combine all three variables under the mediating factor of organizational citizenship behavior. 
[bookmark: _Toc485836979][bookmark: _Toc526276711]2.2 The concept of knowledge
Knowledge is commonly viewed as a critical organizational asset, and its effective management is vital to the achievement of organizations that desire to improve employee efficiency and diminish redundancies related to repeatedly reproducing knowledge (Ou, Davison, & Wong, 2016). Davenport and Prusak (1998) consider knowledge to be a blend of outlined experience, principles, relative information, and specialist insight that tenders a framework for assessing and combining fresh experience and information. Knowledge is formed and obtained communally more willingly than independently, in joint groups, or else communities of practice (Lang, 2001). Moreover, employee knowledge is regarded as the organization’s intellectual capital, and when used appropriately, it becomes the competitive advantage for an organization over its competitors (Marwick, 2001). On the other hand, besides individuals and groups that are considered repositories of knowledge, others such as the organization’s culture, procedures, formalized systems, external activities, and an organization’s experience of transformations are also repositories of knowledge (Liebowitz, 1999).
Organizational competencies in terms of knowledge are much more greatly needed in organizations that operate in the emerging economies of the world, and especially in the United Arab Emirates (UAE) (Schilirò, 2010). The UAE, in its vision 2020-2021 document (UAE government, 2010), set a goal of moving from the oil-and-gas industry to the manufacturing and service sector economies, which can be realized if the organizations in this part of the world have inbuilt knowledge management architecture that can be used to budget as well as to manage knowledge for future uses, if any. As such, it is vital to note that the only imperative today for organizations across industry and political geography is to manage it in such a way that it can be leveraged with ease whenever and wherever needed by the organizational members (Kefela, 2010). As such, knowledge management (KM) is a competitive weapon of most organizations today; when implemented effectively, it gives many benefits to an organization. For example, the management of knowledge improves performance and might advantage organizations by smoothing the progress of improved decision-making, plummeting “product” development cycle time, enhancing services, cutting costs, safeguarding corporate memory, and fighting workforce turnover by easing knowledge capture and transfer (Kidwell, Vander Linde, & Johnson, 2000). 
[bookmark: _Toc485836980][bookmark: _Toc526276712]2.3 Knowledge management
Knowledge management (KM) is an important movement for organizations. It empowers them to distinguish, advance, and spread accepted procedures while enhancing productivity and other key performance measures. The idea of knowledge management has been created and presented by Nonaka (1994), principally by the process of knowledge transfer and utilization for two kinds of knowledge: explicit and tacit. This concept remains a hypothetical foundation of the discipline, being utilized to enhance both companies' strategy (Naicker, 2013) and partnerships (Bembenek & Piecuch, 2014).

The connection between knowledge management theories and their utilization to enhance organizations' aggressiveness has driven many studies. For example, Baskerville and Dulipovici (2006) recognized a rundown of theories from various zones of knowledge related to knowledge management practices. The writers reviewed articles published between 1995 and 2005 at the ABI/Inform and Web of Science databases. Among them, the theory of information economics has been distinguished, which is the impact of information on an organization's economic performance (Greenwald and Stiglitz, 1986). This review could be strengthened by the discourse of Burkhard, Hill, and Venkatsubramanyan (2011) and Denford and Chan (2011), who have investigated knowledge management models and typologies that could be operationalized by organizations.
Discussing the factors involved in the knowledge acquisition process, Warren et al. (2009) mentioned that knowledge acquisition could be portrayed as a two-stage process. To begin with, knowledge was developed for the most part in view of the business strategy. Second, inter-firm connections crafted an interesting arrangement of knowledge streams. Tending to the connection between knowledge and firm performance, López-Nicolás and Merono-Cerdán (2011) reasoned that knowledge management strategies (codification and personalization) affect innovation and organizational performance both straightforwardly and in a roundabout way, enhancing innovation ability. The typology of knowledge strategies depends on the difference between tacit and explicit knowledge (Nonaka, 1994), where codification strategies are focused on explicit knowledge and personalization strategies are focused on tacit knowledge.
On a similar point, Mills and Smith (2011) proposed a decomposed model of knowledge management capabilities, arranged into two broad categories: knowledge infrastructure and knowledge process. Knowledge infrastructure has three components: technology, organizational culture, and organizational structure, while knowledge process recognizes four expansive dimensions: knowledge acquisition, knowledge conversion, knowledge application, and knowledge protection. Their discoveries recommend that even though individual assets all in all decide a company's general knowledge management ability, which as a composite is linked to organizational performance, every individual asset is not straightforwardly connected to performance. Here two other knowledge practices can be recognized: knowledge assets and knowledge organizations, depicting inner and outside knowledge as a particular advantage to the organization and the significance of managing it internally.
Knowledge management has been perceived as a key managerial process fundamental to accomplishing competitive advantage (Carayannis, 1999; Argote & Ingram, 2000; Dias & Bresciani, 2006). Truth be told, the knowledge-based view has seen developing enthusiasm in the organizational literature (Nonaka, 1994; Spender, 1996; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Alavi & Leidner, 2001; Soto-Acosta & Meroño-Cerdan, 2008; Bresciani, 2010). In particular, it expects that tangible assets are sources of competitive advantage only when they are connected with certain knowledge that is difficult to impersonate (Grant, 1996). Be that as it may, the genuine competitive advantage works through the capacity of the firm to adequately apply existing and new knowledge to make new products and processes (Thrassou et al., 2012). In this way, knowledge management respects the distinguishing and utilizing of knowledge to cultivate innovation processes (Darroch, 2005).
Two main dimensions are fundamental in knowledge management: enablers and processes. Enablers are components that encourage knowledge management exercises, for example, codifying and sharing among individual groups (Ichijo et al., 1998). Additionally, they animate knowledge creation, sharing, and protection, and provide the infrastructure important to enhance the knowledge processes (Yeh et al., 2006). Thus, knowledge management processes allude to the organized coordination of managing knowledge successfully, for example, knowledge creation, sharing, storage, and application (Lee & Choi, 2003).
Allameh, Zamani and Davoodi (2011) defined knowledge management as processes for comprehending as well as using knowledge resources in the organization. Singh (2008) defined knowledge management as creation, modification, use, storage, transfer, access, translation, and disposition of knowledge within organizations. Common methods used in meeting organizational objectives include knowledge assessment, recognition, storage, organization, and application (Singh, 2008; Hayat, Hasanvand, Nikakhlag, & Dehghani, 2015; Allameh, Zamani, & Davoodi, 2011). Through knowledge management, organizations identify, choose, organize, disseminate, and transmit important experiences and information useful for solving problems, making strategic decisions, and learning. 
Singh (2008) suggests that organizational knowledge comprises explicit and tacit knowledge individuals possess concerning processes, systems, and products. Knowledge is codified using information systems, databases, and manuals. Organizations, having attained considerable magnitude of knowledge, need knowledge management processes. Given the significance of knowledge as a key resource for organizations to create competitive advantage (Marwick, 2001; Bolino, Turnley, & Bloodgood, 2002); it becomes vital to determine how organizations manage their existing knowledge. 
Knowledge management is considered a continuous process. Various scholars have attempted to classify knowledge into key processes. The primary processes include: knowledge creation, knowledge capture, knowledge organization, knowledge storage, knowledge dissemination, and knowledge application (Allameh, Zamani, & Davoodi, 2011). Knowledge management is studied by investigating main variables (Rezvan, Khonyafar, & Nasr, 2014). The variables include: 
a). Gaining knowledge, which involves studying the data in the  
       organization;
b). Expanding knowledge, which involves increasing the amount of   
       knowledge, taking into account new ideas, new products, and 
       procedures. 
Gaining knowledge involves acquiring knowledge from existing foreign and local markets for organizational use (e.g., obtained from competitors or customers). Knowledge application involves using knowledge for organizational benefits, whereas knowledge sharing involves disseminating existing knowledge to others for useful implementation of organizational goals, and knowledge preservation involves storing, updating, and maintaining existing knowledge. The current scholarly literature on knowledge management in organizations provides several factors influencing the implementation of knowledge management practices successfully (Singh, 2008). The factors include leadership style, organizational culture, organizational structure, and organizational citizenship behavior. 
[bookmark: _Toc485836981][bookmark: _Toc526276713]2.4 The Importance of Service Sector in the UAE
The United Arab Emirates still leads in natural gas and oil production (Ahmed, 2015). Globally, the country has seven of the world’s largest oil reserves (Fanack Chronicle, n. d.). In other regions where oil reserves have been depleted, the country has embarked on efforts to diversify the economy (Ahmed, 2015) and is currently investing in other economic sectors, including real estate, building and construction, entertainment, tourism, trade and commerce, and banking and finance (Alrawi, Ibrahim, Hamdan, & Alrawi, 2013). These industries comprise the service sector, which is significant in UAE’s economy.
In the United Arab Emirates, the service sector drives economic growth as well as development (Fanack Chronicle, n. d.). The service sector comprises telecommunication, retail, information technology, aerospace, and consultancy (Alrawi, Ibrahim, Hamdan, & Alrawi, 2013). The service sector contributes to job creation, gross domestic product (GDP) formation, and overall economic development (Ahmed, 2015). Since 2000, the yearly growth rates in the UAE economy have been around 21%, the service sector being a major contributor. While the GDP share from oil-and-gas manufacturing sectors has declined, GDP share has drastically increased in the service sector (Fanack Chronicle, n. d.). The World Bank (2011) rankings revealed that UAE had USD 360.2 billion as its nominal GDP, positioning the country 30th globally.  Currently, the leading sovereign wealth fund (SWF) across the globe is the Abu Dhabi Investment Authority (ADIA). 
The service sector employs numerous people in the country (Ahmed, 2015). In UAE, the service sector has transformed key fields, including real estate development, telecommunication, infrastructure management, logistics, transportation, ports, and construction projects (Fanack Chronicle, n. d.). The service sector employs 58% of the UAE’s labor force in hospitality, social service, finance and insurance, real estate, building and construction, communication, transport, and commerce (Alrawi, Ibrahim, Hamdan, & Alrawi, 2013). With a diversified economy, people have more employment opportunities, and hence improved standards of living (Fanack Chronicle, n. d.). 
Currently, UAE serves as a country encouraging foreign direct investment due to the competitive environment the service sector has created (Ahmed, 2015). Growth in service sector (banking and finance and transportation infrastructure) continues to attract expatriate professionals, migrant skilled employees, and global investment, thereby encouraging economic growth (Alrawi, Ibrahim, Hamdan, & Alrawi, 2013). Burj Khalifa (recognized as the world’s tallest building) and Palm Islands, both real estate business projects in the service sector, continue to attract tourism and more investors (Fanack Chronicle, n. d.). By encouraging foreign investment, the service sector has led to improvements in the manufacturing sector, automotive industry, and industrial production (Ahmed, 2015).
The service sector in UAE contributes to approximately 74% of the total GDP, a figure reaching the status of developed economies (Fanack Chronicle, n. d.). Nonetheless, for UAE to improve and assure economic sustainability in modern competitive economies (Alrawi, Ibrahim, Hamdan, & Alrawi, 2013), organizations must efficiently manage their current projects and resources, including human resource and knowledge (Ahmed, 2015). Organizations need to refocus on system, project, and portfolio management best processes and practices (Fanack Chronicle, n. d.). While large organizations in UAE, particularly in the service sector, manage their resources effectively, they need well-aligned management in terms of leadership, culture, and structure to guarantee continued growth (Alrawi, Ibrahim, Hamdan, & Alrawi, 2013; Singh, 2008). 
Leaders in UAE have made efforts to encourage diversification within the service sector (Ahmed, 2015), which is meant to attract foreign investors (Alrawi, Ibrahim, Hamdan, & Alrawi, 2013). For successful contribution to employment and national GDP, organizations must continually improve service reliability, customer service delivery, and quality of services delivered (Fanack Chronicle, n. d.). According to Singh (2008), effective knowledge management, appropriate leadership styles, and organizational cultures are key factors to consider in efforts to realize such a goal. 
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[bookmark: _Toc526276715]2.5.1 The resource-based view of the firm  
The resource-based view (RBV) theory was founded by Penrose (1959), who imagined the firm as a collection of administration and both material and human resources that can give the firm many services. There is a close connection among the knowledge that individuals in the firm hold up and the services attained from the resources, so that organizations are truly vaults of knowledge. Resource-based view considers knowledge as a broad resource that to some degree can deliver a competitive advantage if, together with other resources, it is conveyed in skills and used strategically (Barney 1991; Penrose 1959; Grant 1991). The RBV emphasizes the resources and capabilities within the organization that clarify the value of the firm (Penrose, 1980; Wernerfelt, 1984; Barney, 1991; Grant, 1991; Peteraf, 1993; Makhija, 2003). One of the principles of the RBV is the presence of resources heterogeneity and capabilities inside a populace of organizations (Helfat and Peteraf, 2003). The firms are heterogeneous units portrayed by their specific and extraordinary resource bases (Barney, 1991). The RBV of the organization exhibits a clarification for the heterogeneous rivalry in view of the basis that competitors vary in their resources as well as abilities (Helfat and Peteraf, 2003). This viewpoint perceives that the kind, nature, and extent of resources and abilities are critical determining factors in their ability to create benefit (Amit and Schoemaker, 1993). 
Considering a key viewpoint of the RBV, the firm is an accumulation of special abilities and competencies affecting its advancement and its vital development alternatives (Barney, 1991; Winter, 1987). This implies the decision regarding the resources is the principle component affecting the creation of benefits (Makadok, 2001). The Ricardian rationale clarifies the heterogeneity of organization performance as a result of firms owning resources with various productivities. Resources are the firm’s attributes that enable it to think about and actualize value-creating strategies. Organization assets can be divided into two categories: tangible, and intangible (Hoskisson et al., 1999; Mathews, 2003). Although tangible resources could generate returns better than expected levels, it is the intangible assets that can make and support the organization’s competitive advantage (Makhija, 2003), for example, the employee behavior (OCB). Intangible assets can barely be changed (Teece et al, 1997). These resources are often found in the form of tacit knowledge in the organization (Makhija, 2003). 
Firm resources are the assets, the competences, the organizational structure, the firm leadership, the knowledge, the culture, etc. The invisible assets, such as tacit knowledge, are usually founded in organizational history and cannot be imitated or easily recreated by competitors (Amit and Schoemaker, 1993).  Those assets and capabilities are utilized to build competitive advantage and, as a result, generate wealth (Dess et al., 1995) and economic returns to the organization (Amit and Schoemaker, 1993).  
In RBV theory, resources include the socially complex, for example the organizational culture (Barney, 1991). The RBV approach perceives the key significance of social and behavioral communications in the possibility of, the decision, and the execution of the firm’s strategies (Barney and Zajac, 1994). The RBV theory creates the opportunity for developing the framework to tie the resources of the organization to its knowledge management, which can be considered as a sustained competitive advantage. However, the RBV has its own limitations when it comes to leveraging organizational knowledge for superior firm performance, especially in today’s dynamic business environment. Therefore, the knowledge-based view of the firm, an extension of RBV, is used as a theoretical lens to explain the knowledge management architecture in a dynamic business environment of organizations in the UAE.  
[bookmark: _Toc526276716]2.5.2 The knowledge-based view of the firm
Many scholars and researchers accepted the idea that the knowledge-based (KBV) theory is an extension of the RBV theory (Roos, 1998; Hoskisson et al., 1999; Sveiby, 2001; Bontis, 2002b; De Carolis, 2002). The KBV of the firm considers knowledge as the most significant resource as the theory extremely valued intangible resources (Bontis et al., 1999; Petrick et al., 1999, Eustace, 2000; Barney, 2001b; Hitt et al., 2001a; Grant, 2002; Mathews, 2003). It considers that organizations are heterogeneous units filled with knowledge-based resources (Roos et al., 1997; Stewart, 1997; Sveiby, 2001; Marr, 2004). Knowledge assets are especially imperative to guarantee that competitive advantages are sustainable, as these assets are hard to mimic; they are the establishment for sustainable differentiation (Wiklund and Shepherd, 2003).
The RBV of the firm literature legitimizes the presence of dissimilarities in performance among firms as a result of knowledge asymmetries (abilities and capabilities). Accordingly, an essential proposition of KBV states that the firm exists to generate, share, and transform knowledge into competitive advantage (Kogut and Zander, 1992). However, sharing and transferring knowledge all over the firm can be challenging, due to the internal factors that support the real attainment of competitive advantage. 
Dynamic competences have the ability to reconfigure, divert, change, shape, and incorporate central knowledge, external assets, and key and integral resources. They will enable the organization to react to the difficulties raised by rivalry and impersonation, changing so quickly and influenced by temporal factors (Teece et al., 1997). The KBV is an approach to fuse the temporal evolution of its assets and the capacities that sustain the competitive advantage (Helfat and Peteraf, 2003). The intangible resources (both individual, for example, leadership, and social, for example, firm reputation) as being the foundation for sustained competitive advantage (Petrick et al., 1999). The economic evolution of material-based production to knowledge-based production requires a reassessment from concentrating only on products and services that are visible and tangible to concentrating on enabling the organization to deliver from hidden intangible resources of the firm. It entails the knowledge of what the firm does, how it is done, and why it is done that way (Zack, 2003). 
The viewpoint of the KBV of the firm is in line with the way to deal with organizations as cultures (Balogun and Jenkins, 2003). Considering that firms are conceptualized as cultures, they are supposed to learn through actions that include cultural items. Organizational learning allows the company to obtain, to change, and to safeguard its organizational competences (Cook and Yanow, 1995). Following the words by Nonaka (1991), “… the only true lasting competitive advantage is knowledge…” we can locate some related theories, such as the knowledge-based organization (Blackler, 2002) and the resource-based advantage. These theories recognize that non-observable factors impact firm performance. Those factors, as management capabilities and competences, technical knowledge or organizational culture or structure, may turn out to be the main determinants of firm performance (Dess et al., 1995).
The RBV and its extension in the form of the knowledge-based view of the firm are being used in this study to understand the impact of organizational leadership, culture, and structure on knowledge management. This study has also been designed to explain the moderating role of organizational citizenship behavior on the linkages between organizational leadership, culture, and structure on knowledge management practices in organizations in the UAE.
   
[bookmark: _Toc526276717]2.6 Organizational leadership and knowledge management
In the current vibrant and turbulent world, economies depend on the stream of intellectual leadership and knowledge, not on money-related capital. Human assets and human resources must be given top attention. Each function, process, industry, and area of the world is improving. Developed countries like UAE are no different and are encountering significant changes in the way they lead and deal with their most valuable asset: human talent. Leadership capacity and knowledge management are to greater extent human processes, functional, experience-based and practice-oriented, which explore networking more than the customary command-and-control systems to which individuals were previously accustomed. Consequently, a compelling and proficient mix of both leadership capability and knowledge management can guarantee that individuals learn and work better to accomplish organizational objectives (Worachat et al., 2006).
Studies in the fields of leadership and knowledge management are perpetually developing and expanding. Many scholars have conducted research on leadership competences and knowledge management autonomously and added value to these two concepts. Yet, few researchers (Crawford, 2002, 2004; Gupta, 2001; Halal, 1998; Malhotra & Galletta, 2003; Politis, 2001; Gupta, 2007; Suri Babu et al., 2007a, 2007b, 2007c) have endeavored to improve process models and conceptual relationships, highlighting their significance from viable angles.
Michael Stankosky of George Washington University, one of the first universities in the field of Knowledge Management, recommends a framework with four essential components for knowledge management: leadership/management, organization, technology, and learning (Stankosky, 2005). Despite that Stankosky prescribes a balanced approach, a study of KM experts positioned leadership as the most vital component for KM (Stankosky, 2005).  Nonetheless, leadership’s vital relationship in KM is not restricted to Stankosky's study. Existing literature shows several researchers concurring that leadership and its role within an organizational culture is central to the accomplishment of KM goals (Davenport & Prusak, 2000; Grover & Davenport, 2001; Liebowitz, 1999; Wong, 2005). Moreover, all other KM frameworks incorporate components of leadership (Holsapple & Joshi, 1998; O'Dell, Grayson, & Essaides, 1998). Since KM cannot exist without individuals, leadership is an important and indispensable component of KM (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Alavi & Leidner, 2001). As indicated by Tirpak (2005), it is the quality of leadership that enables KM endeavors to realize their greatest impact. Despite the fact that leadership means different things to different individuals, there are obvious common themes throughout the literature.
The key sub-components of leadership distinguished by Stankosky (2005) and statistically validated by Calabrese (2000) are strategic plans, vision, and goals (Zack, 1999; Wong, 2005), senior leadership commitment (Liebowitz, 1999), KM program attached to metrics (Holsapple and Joshi, 1998), formal KM roles in existence (Liebowitz, 1999), tangible rewards for use of KM (Liebowitz, 1999; Wong, 2005), and KM consolidation in performance criteria (Skyrme & Amidon, 1997; Zack, 1999). KM leadership impacts other key components and is best summed up along these lines by Calabrese (2000): People need their leaders to set the tone and create the management practices and organizational structures and policies that will shape a culture responsive to knowledge sharing and encouraged through technology tools and networks to accomplish a learning-empowered organization. By considering the above truths with the corporation's vision, objectives, and goals, alignment of leadership capability and knowledge management were found to be fundamental.
The centerpiece of leadership is related to change. KM is not a little change, but rather a noteworthy change. Leaders must have the aptitude to bolster the development and improvement of others besides the self. Leaders are made, not born, but the way they mature is vital for organizational change (David & William, 2005). David and William (2005) conducted research on thousands of leaders and watched their activity rationales. Leadership assumes a key part in the conveyance of core functions of the corporation. This gives vision, bearing, quality, policy, and plans. 
A review of research in this field (Vance & Larson, 2002) found that leadership can have a significant impact on the performance and outcome of organizations. The literature recommends that the measurement of leadership capability can quantify the adequacy of leadership or leadership styles through core skills, emotional intelligence, strategic planning, and execution (Suri Babu et al., 2007d). Leadership capability is a standout amongst the most critical indicators for the measurement of leadership (Richard & Byrne, 2007). For the accomplishment of KM activities, it is important to advance leadership capabilities at all levels of functionality or accountability (Holsapple & Joshi, 1998; Nonaka, 1994).
With regards to knowledge management, Nonaka and Konno (1998) found that leadership is critical to fruitful knowledge management, since it is the duty of organizations to make enabling conditions. Knowledge and sharing are the key components for the measurement of knowledge management (Gupta, 2001; Suri Babu et al., 2007e). Leadership has a more prominent part to play in the accomplishment of knowledge management (Suri Babu et al., 2007a), and should bolster knowledge management (Suri Babu et al., 2007c).
Researchers take note of public sector leaders who, like their counterparts in the private sector, need to provide suitable leadership to guarantee that constituents receive required services (Williams, 2012). Williams (2012) proposed that public-sector managers are entrusted to manage services and should create practices that anticipate stagnation, diminished morale, low consumer satisfaction, and political impediments. Consequently, because of vulnerability and requests from the public, the individual driving a public-sector association must have the capacity to see through the turmoil and create strategies that inspire employees to accomplish and surpass performance expectations, even in an ever-changing public-sector environment (Sirisetti, 2011). Sirisetti (2011) argued that powerful leadership is essential to the success of an association, additionally claiming that the viability of a leader is revealed when the leader is supported by a positive organizational learning culture. When the leader gives a clear vision to subordinates, they are better able to see the motivation behind a given objective, since it happens in an organizational climate that promotes development and learning. Subsequently, a leader is more compelling when the climate reinforces worker inspiration and guides employees to outperform expectations (Sirisetti, 2011). For an organization to sustain and surpass its aspirations, the proper leadership qualities must be maintained.
Previous traditional perspectives about leadership promoted the point of view that leaders can be sorted into one of three categories: a champion, a visionary, or a servant leader (Smolenyak & Majumdar, 1992). The researchers clarified that a champion leader is marked by uncontested authority and is viewed as being tough and determined. This sort of leader is said to have a patronage-based association with supporters (Smolenyak & Majumdar, 1992). Smolenyak and Majumdar (1992) considered a visionary leader as somebody who moves others by upholding a pledge to a shared vision. This sort of leader has the capacity to take advantage of the emotions of supporters and build up a heroic persona among adherents. Finally, the servant leader centers on promoting the achievements of adherents and developing leadership qualities in followers. The servant leader values and listens to supporters and afterward leads them toward the path that meets their needs (Smolenyak & Majumdar, 1992).
Despite the fact that organizations may find the champion, visionary, and organizational style helpful, another style has arisen throughout the years. In the late 1970s, Burns (1978) introduced the concept of transformational leadership, which he portrayed as interactions between leaders and their adherents that make them encourage each other to accomplish more elevated levels of morality and give each other enhanced motivation. Scholars have discovered a positive relationship with respect to the influence of transformational leadership behaviors on organizational behaviors. Nonetheless, it has been proposed that transformational leadership is a capable means of impacting organizational behaviors (Tipu, Ryan, & Fantazy, 2012). A transformational leader urges individuals to look outside their own self-centeredness and concentrate more on the benefit to the entire organization (Nusair, Ababneh, & Bae, 2012). The transformational leader shows a leadership style that is firmly aligned to motivate employees to perform beyond aspirations to accomplish and even surpass the objectives of an organization (Jyoti & Dev, 2015; Odumeru & Ogbonna, 2013).
Despite the fact that leadership had been characterized and investigated by various researchers as the years progressed, another classification of leadership surfaced in the 1990s (Day & Antonakis, 2012). Choudhary, Akhtar, and Zaheer (2013) considered the work of Burns, who expressed the view in the late 1970s that to be really successful in an organization, leaders need to work from the back to front to change subordinates and the organization. Scholars proposed that the transformational leader serves as an impetus for rolling out critical improvements in an organization and its employees by adjusting values, expectations, goals, and viewpoints (Bacha, 2014). Bass and Avolio (1994), based on Burns' point of view, asserted a model of leadership to help characterize and evaluate the attributes of a transformational leader. The scholars promoted the idea that transformational administration is a concept that incorporates the visionary qualities of a leader with four aspects: individualized consideration, intellectual stimulation, inspirational motivation, and idealized influence.
In that capacity, the general impact of transformational leaders leads to achievement and therefore inspires employees to look beyond themselves and concentrate on the overall good of an organization (Bass, 1997; Yaghoubi, Mahallati, Moghadam, & Rahimi, 2014). Despite the fact that leadership is essential, researchers see knowledge management in an organization to be equally vital (Yaghoubi et al., 2014). 
Performance outcomes inside an organization are impacted by different leadership styles. A leader is required to create workforce climates that adequately bolster the management of knowledge to upgrade workers' professional capacities, as well as supporting the accomplishment of organization objectives (Trottier, Van Wart, & Wang, 2008). Leaders in the public sector must fulfill every one of these assignments, even by means of reducing resources and increasing demands. Leaders confront continually advancing requests; for example, the requirement for worker training and the need to combat loss of knowledge because of retirements and promotions. Leaders should likewise adjust to changing work demands and loss of resources (Jain & Jeppesen, 2013; Muhammad & Rashid, 2011; Trottier et al., 2008). 
In this manner, research aimed at understanding the connection between leadership and knowledge is vital. Studying the connection between leadership and knowledge management leads to more prominent emphasis on human capital advancement, keeping in mind the end goal to meet and surpass corporate short- and long-term objectives to provide governmental services to constituents (Birasnav, Rangnekar, & Dalpati, 2011).
In the current business environment, leaders must explore various operational difficulties, keeping in mind the end goal to set up and maintain knowledge management practices and remain competitive (Burkhard, Hill, & Venkatsubramanyan, 2011). Leaders in the public sector confront no less difficulty than those in the private sector as they attempt to identify, capture, apply, and retain organizational knowledge (Trice, Bertelli, & Ward, 2011). Andreeva and Kianto (2012) promoted the view that organizations’ endeavors to tackle tacit and explicit knowledge empower them to fulfill efficiency requirements, while endeavors to decide an organization’s capacity to address components of knowledge management are vital in the private sector and fundamental to the public sector (Lavania, 2012). 
In a notable study, Nayir and Uzuncarsili (2008) conducted a case analysis of the Sarkuysan Company, finding that storytelling, continuity, loyalty, and trust combined with rewards systems and top management support led to success in knowledge management processes. Kaweevisultrakul and Chan (2007) found that high management involvement, organizational collaboration, and trust led to a successful knowledge-sharing environment. DeTienne, Dyer, Hoopes, and Harris (2004) also advocated higher employee involvement and trust to foster knowledge management.
Leadership is the processes of generating opportunities for an organization (Singh, 2008). The knowledge leader provides critical input for the creation of knowledge and uses processes that already exist within the company (Davenport, 1994). According to Singh (2008), the current global order requires that organizations have knowledge leaders. Earl  and Scott (1999) suggested that knowledge management success relies on twenty percent of the available technology and eighty percent of cultural change. Hence, experienced leaders are the primary driving forces of change (Singh, 2008). 
Leaders can attain the best atmosphere and business performance (Goleman, 2000).  Leadership and commitment are an essential condition for the achievement of KM (Davenport, De Long, & Beers, 1998; Sharp, 2003; Storey & Barnett, 2000). Singh (2008) pointed out that instead of relying on leaders, effective organizations depend on leadership. Moreover, top management support must originate from leadership inside the organization. The role of a knowledge leader is to motivate people, coach people, communicate effectively, be a change agent, provide strategic vision, model good practices, and carry out the knowledge agenda (Debowski, 2006). Moreover, knowledge leaders must rigorously explain knowledge management goals to all stakeholders such that each person participates in objective goal realization (Singh, 2008). 
Primary business concerns and their relationship with organizational values inform strategic leadership and knowledge management (Debowski, 2006). According to Singh (2008), visionary leadership ought to 	operate at strategic and tactical levels. To encourage commitment by others, the knowledge leader needs energy, drive, and enthusiasm (Goleman, Boyatzis, & McKee, 2002). Visionary leadership, according to Singh (2008), positively affects organizational climate, and more so for organizations requiring proper direction. So, knowledge management practices call for continuous support by leaders, thereby ensuring positive outcomes (Goleman, Boyatzis, & McKee, 2002).  Knowledge leadership needs to create stable and predictable processes while encouraging creativity and innovation (Singh, 2008). 
As the effectiveness of knowledge sharing relies on many factors, primary among them is leadership style (Xiong & Deng, 2008). Politis (2001) acknowledged that transformational style is positively interrelated with knowledge sharing of employees. Transformational leaders have the aptitude to dramatically engage their employees in different issues of the organization (Humphreys, 2002). According to Amidon (2000), current leaders do not fear the speed of change; rather, they embrace an agenda of learning. It requires investing time and effort in altering the mindset in order to perform the necessary action/behavior to support KM (Goleman, Boyatzis, & McKee, 2002). The most likely organizations to support knowledge management, organizational learning, and official knowledge manager posts are groups that consider learning as well as experience to be significant to their business strategies (Bonner, 2000). 
Above all, the support and commitment of senior management are critical to a KM initiative (Goleman, Boyatzis, & McKee, 2002). If KM does not penetrate all levels of the organization, beginning at the top, it is unlikely that KM programs will be effective (De Tienne, Dyer, Hooper, & Harris, 2004). This means that the leaders across an organization at all levels have an important role to play in KM, and it is highly important for the CEO to be involved in knowledge-sharing practices (Singh, 2008). Also, if the leader takes knowledge seriously, the whole company will automatically follow (Kluge, Stein, & Licht, 2001). 
Leadership has a significant role in knowledge management (Goleman, Boyatzis, & McKee, 2002). Academicians and practitioners examining the effect of leadership styles on knowledge management seem to agree that leadership has a considerable role in knowledge creation and management (Xiong & Deng, 2008; Kluge, Stein, & Licht, 2001; DeTienne, Dyer, Hoopes, & Harris, 2004; Goleman, Boyatzis, & McKee, 2002). The previous literature reveals that leadership styles affect knowledge management (Bolino, Turnley, & Bloodgood, 2002). Leaders play an essential part in knowledge management processes within organizations. Leaders are responsible for providing structures, systems, motivation, and vision for all organizational levels, thereby encouraging knowledge transfer for competitive advantage (Rezvan, Khonyafar, & Nasr, 2014). Leaders at all organizational levels need to focus on key knowledge processes, including creation, sharing, storage, and application of knowledge. With regard to leadership, most researchers have investigated knowledge management relative to transactional and transformational leadership styles (Singh, 2008). 
According to Singh (2008), organizational leadership styles are significantly related to existing knowledge management practices, and leadership styles considerably predict knowledge management practices employed in organizations. Researchers have explored the role of organizational leadership in knowledge management. The investigations reveal significant positive and negative associations (Singh, 2008; Hayat, Hasanvand, Nikakhlag, & Dehghani, 2015) depending on leadership styles used. However, these studies are limited because they use organizational leadership as the only variable, without taking other variables into account for variations in knowledge management. To address this gap, the current research includes additional variables like Organizational citizenship behavior. 
Singh (2008) examined the association between leadership styles and knowledge management practices in a software firm in India. The researcher surveyed 331 participants in a software firm having management experience of at least one year. Based on the empirical data collected, supportive leadership styles and directive leadership styles are negatively associated with knowledge management practices. On the other hand, delegating leadership and consulting leadership styles were positively related to knowledge management practices. A delegating leadership style was found to predict knowledge creation and use knowledge management practices for competitive advantage (Singh, 2008). The study used leadership styles to account for variations in knowledge management practices (tacit and explicit knowledge), hence providing the basis for more explanations in the present study.
The researcher gathered quantitative data about knowledge management practices and leadership styles using a knowledge management assessment tool (KMAT) and an organizational leadership questionnaire (Singh, 2008). Pareek (2003) developed the questionnaire with 12 statements to which the participants respond. Maier and Mosley (2003) developed KMAT, which uses 30 statements for assessing knowledge management practices. The tool assesses five items, including knowledge application and use, knowledge collection and capture, knowledge identification and creation, knowledge sharing and dissemination, and knowledge storage and organization. The results are highly reliable, since the researcher employed dissimilar statistical models, including stepwise multiple regression analysis, t-test, arithmetic mean and standard deviation, Pearson’s product moment correlation, and Cronbach’s alpha coefficient. Singh’s study provides exclusive empirical directions for alignment of leadership styles in ensuring knowledge management in software organizations and is thus relevant and applicable to the present study. The study, although conducted successfully, had some limitations. First, all 331 participants were from one software firm. This means that generalization of the results to other software companies was also limited. The present study used participants from four organizations in the service sector, therefore addressing the earlier study’s limitation. Secondly, no other variable was considered in the earlier study apart from leadership styles while investigating their effect on knowledge management (Singh, 2008). The present study addresses this limitation by using additional mediating variables, including organizational structure, organizational culture, and organizational citizenship behavior. 
Hayat, Hasanvand, Nikakhlag, and Dehghani (2015) examined the significance of leadership in KM processes, taking into account transactional and transformational leadership styles. The study was informed by a lack of empirical data investigating the relationship between leadership and knowledge management processes employed in learning institutions. The data were collected through surveys of 484 employees working at Kharazmi University, Iran. The researchers found that both transactional (R=0.55) and transformational (R=0.44) leadership styles were significantly associated with KM processes, with p< 0.001. For transformational leadership and knowledge management relationship, sharing knowledge revealed R=0.24, creating knowledge as R=0.59, applying knowledge as R=0.41, and storing knowledge as R=0.56. For transactional leadership style, the corresponding Rs were 0.27, 0.59, 0.4,1 and 0.33, respectively.  Significant KM components revealed included creating, storing, sharing, and applying knowledge (Hayat, Hasanvand, Nikakhlag, & Dehghani, 2015). The authors also investigated the laissez-faire style, which revealed no significant relationship with knowledge management. Given that OCB has a link with organizational leadership behavior; it has a profound effect on the relationship between organizational leadership and KM. 
The researchers used a descriptive correlative design and collected the primary data using a Knowledge Management Questionnaire (25 items) and Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (36 items). A Morgan table was used to randomly select 214 participants. They used multiple regression analysis to suggest that idealized influence (β=0.194) and inspirational motivation (β= 0.460) predict the knowledge management process (Hayat, Hasanvand, Nikakhlag, & Dehghani, 2015). To assess transformational leadership, the researchers used inspiration motivation, individual consideration, idealized influence, and intellectual stimulation as key subscales. Transactional leadership acts were assessed using management by exception and contingent reward. The study used only three types of leadership style, so a study using more leadership styles is essential. In general, the study by Hayat, Hasanvand, Nikakhlag, and Dehghani (2015) supports a strong relationship between leadership in organizations and knowledge management processes. The present study builds on the evidence provided, determining the role of OCB in the relationship already established. Based on literature as discussed above, the following hypothesis is proposed: 
Hypothesis 1: The leadership style positively influences the knowledge management processes in the organizations.
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The impacts of organizational structure on knowledge management are significant but are frequently disregarded, misjudged, or missed completely. Although the structure of a business was at one time a component that was set up ahead of schedule and after that occasionally restructured, it is currently a component of the organization that must likewise be as flexible as required. A hierarchical structure has a noteworthy effect on knowledge management. In reality, a misaligned structure can possibly confine and constrain knowledge management activities. 
The organizational structure of a firm offers the framework through which individuals see the organization and their part in it (Jacobides, 2007). As knowledge starts with the people inside an organization, it is fundamental to comprehend the frames that shape their vision. The structure of an organization is divided into hierarchical orders, communication channels, decision-making conventions, and various other communication-based functions. The components of organizational structure can possibly impact the communication patterns of an organization, and the whole structure of an organization may directly impact knowledge management inside that organization. Components of organizational structure may incorporate a hierarchy, rules and guidelines, division of obligations, etc. (Sakalas & Venskus, 2007).
Within the literature, an organization’s structure is often characterized as basically "the aggregate of the ways in which its work is divided into particular tasks and afterward its coordination is accomplished among these tasks" (Mintzberg, 1983). Generally, five core organizational structures have been created, with spinoffs and new structures rising as the organizational presence keeps advancing (Greenwood & Hinings, 1993; Mintzberg, 1983). These five structures incorporate Adhocracy, Strategic Business Unit, Divisional, Functional, and Matrix. Organizational structures are made up of certain fundamental components including labor, tasks, and coordination (Mintzberg, 1983).
Furthermore, five conceptual frameworks specialization, formalization, autonomy, centralization, and indoctrination additionally characterize how these components work in connection to organizational operations (Martínez-León & Martínez-García, 2011). Through these frameworks, an organization executes strategic directions through divisions of work, departmental shape and structure, and distribution of power (Miner, 1982).
Organizational structure is normally arranged into three components comprising formalization, centralization, and integration. Formalization alludes to what degree occupations inside the firm are standardized and the degree to which worker behavior is directed by rules and procedures. In firms with high formalization, there are unequivocal guidelines and procedures that probably obstruct the speed and adaptability required for internal innovation.
Standardization dispenses with the possibility that individuals take part in alternative behaviors and eliminates the willingness of individuals to make alternative choices. As tasks are prearranged by the firm, there are fewer requirements for organizational individuals to deliberate as to how work is done. On the other hand, in firms with low formality, work behaviors are generally unstructured, and individuals have more opportunity to manage their tasks (Chen & Huang, 2007). Organizational structure demonstrates a persevering configuration of tasks and exercises.
One greatly examined dimension is centralization. Centralization alludes to the degree to which decision-making power is accumulated at the top levels of the firm. A decentralized structure has regularly been viewed as facilitating KM achievement. High centralization represses interactions among organizational individuals, diminishes employee development, and anticipates creative solutions to problems. Structure can impact KM processes through forming patterns and incidences of communication among organizational employees, stipulating areas of decision-making and influencing productivity and adequacy in executing new ideas.
KM can extend the effect of structure to organizational efficiency in light of the way knowledge is sorted out, KM exercises are harmonized, and the degree to which KM is inserted in everyday work processes and impacts the viability and productivity of organizational performance (Zheng et al., 2010). Ghani et al. (2002) and Robbins (1990) characterize organizational structure as the formal allotment of duties to control and integrate work.
The most critical parts of structure incorporate centralization, formalization, complexity, and integration (Lee & Grover, 2000). Centralization means the degree of concentration of privilege to settle on decisions and assess activities. Formalization measures the degree to which an organization utilizes rules and procedures to recommend behavior. Complexity alludes to how many dissimilar functions are recognized for objectives, task orientation, and level of autonomy. Integration describes how much the activities of independent players in the organization can be facilitated through formal coordination mechanisms. Despite the fact that these are not the only structural factors influencing organization design, they are the four major components in control and coordination and are frequently indispensable to organization performance (Liao et al., 2011). 
Organizational structure consists of four dimensions that influence KM: centralization, formalization, complexity, and integration. In light of Zheng et al. (2010), KM and organizational structure (centralization) are negatively correlated (Zheng et al., 2010). Zheng and his colleagues claimed that a decentralized structure has a vital impact on knowledge management achievement (Damanpour, 1991; Deal & Kennedy, 1982; Gold et al., 2001). High centralization hinders interactions among organizational individuals (Gold et al., 2001), diminishes the opportunity for employee development (Kennedy, 1983), and avoids innovative solutions for issues (Deal & Kennedy, 1982). Despite what might be expected, decentralization encourages inward communication (Bennett & Gabriel, 1999), adoption of innovation (Miller, 1971), and a greater degree of innovativeness (Khandwalla, 1977). Chen and Huang demonstrated that when organizational structure has low formalization, high decentralization, and strong integration, social communication is great, and that social interaction is positively associated with knowledge management (Chen & Huang, 2007). In this manner, it is normal that when the organizational structure is low formalized, low centralized, high complexity, and more integrated, KM is highly positive.
Be that as it may, the current business and economic environment is changing, and as flexibility is turning into an undeniably important piece of business strategy, adaptability of structure is an additional need for an organization (Ashkenas, Ulrich, Jick, & Kerr, 2002). However, little empirical research has yet been conducted concerning the role of organizational structure in knowledge management outcomes (Martínez-León & Martínez-García, 2011). The structure of an organization sets into place hierarchical orders, communication channels, decision-making protocols, and a number of other communication-based functions. The way these structures impact knowledge management inside an organization is unquestionable. However, this relationship has not been the topic of many research studies (Miner, 1982). The difficulties that keep organizations from streamlining knowledge management initiatives incorporate, among others, an absence of essentialness in communication strategies, the ambiguous nature of knowledge management, and the established practices and cultures of firms as they exist today.
The organizational structure (OS) is the way the company is ordered and the way employees communicate with one another. Organizational structure refers to the way people and roles in an organization are structured so that the work of the organization can be performed (Helms, 2000). It comprises the size of the organization, as well as the style of authority and management (Qaryouti, 1997). Robbins (1990) defined organizational structure as the formal allocation of roles within an organization and the mechanism to control, manage, and integrate work activities. The conventional structure of the firm is usually exhibited on an organizational chart and indicates the hierarchical associations connecting employees of the organization. Organizational structure is the building or forms that decide the in-house arrangement of the relations inside the team, demonstrating the divisions or units of the primary structure and branches (Hammoud, 2002). 
Studies suggest that flatter and more decentralized structures are more efficient for KM (Chen & Huang, 2007; Claver-Cortés, Zaragoza-Sáez, & Pertusa-Ortega, 2007; Lee & Choi, 2003). Liebowitz (2000) found in a study on organizational structure and KM that a horizontal structure with a low number of levels is the more appropriate structure for KM. Traditional organizational structures should lessen the number of organizational levels and reduce the obstructions to staff communication and collaboration (Akbari, Eslampanah, Baharestan, & Mohammadi, 2012; Attewell & Rule, 1984;  Chen, Huang, & Hsiao, 2010; Eftekharzade & mohammadi, 2011; Liao, Chuang, & To, 2011; Mahmoudsalehi, Moradkhannejad, & Safari, 2012; Zheng, Yang, & McLean, 2010). This strategy creates a sense of logic because knowledge streams would be less delayed in such a structure. The success of the firm is influenced by its contiguous atmosphere; there is an association between the steadiness of the organizational environment and the complexity of the organizational structure (Zarrouk, 1988).
Informal organizational structures are shaped through informal networks, as a consequence of working inside the organization. They symbolize how people in reality interrelate. Brown and Duguid (1991) prefer viewing the organization’s divisions and departments as a community of communities. The importance of these simple structures is better understood, and managers are obliged to learn to recognize and hold up these networks. This practice is intimately connected to KM, given that knowledge flows and repositories are reliant on these structures.  The organizational structure plays a significant role in the success of knowledge management (Liao, Chuang, & To, 2011).  
Claver-Cortés, Zaragoza-Sáez and Pertusa-Ortega (2007) investigated the features of organizational structure that support KM process development. The study revealed a positive relationship between organizational structure and KM. Organizational structures that facilitate KM development as revealed in the study are characterized by teamwork, effective communication, and flexible organizational systems. Employees can leverage competencies within existing structures and increase the value of knowledge shared (Claver-Cortés, Zaragoza-Sáez, & Pertusa-Ortega, 2007). Based on Lin’s (2008) study, OCB has an effect on KM, thus mediating the relationship between organizational culture and KM processes.
The researchers employed a multiple case study approach and collected primary data from six firms in Spain with experience in knowledge management practices. The researchers describe how firms in Spain socially construct knowledge and align organizational behavior with existing organizational structures (Claver-Cortés, Zaragoza-Sáez, & Pertusa-Ortega, 2007). Although the study was not conducted in UAE, the results are relevant to the UAE case. The study revealed that flat organizational structures have fewer hierarchical levels, thereby encouraging more interactions. So, it helps to answer the question regarding the association between flat organizational structure and knowledge management. 
Akbari, Eslampanah, Baharestan, and Mohammadi (2012) investigated the association between organizational structure and knowledge management using a population from the private sector, Islamic Azad University, Iran. The researchers used a stratified sampling method and surveyed 60 participants. Organizational structure was assessed using three measures, namely complexity, recognition, and focus. Strategic knowledge management was assessed using personalizing strategy and codification strategy. The study showed a meaningful association between organizational structure and knowledge management (Akbari, Eslampanah, Baharestan, & Mohammadi, 2012). 
Akbari, Eslampanah, Baharestan, and Mohammadi’s study employed a descriptive survey approach, surveying deans from different faculties, the vice president, and the university president with managerial experience. A Morgan table was used to adjust the initial sample to 52 participants. A Carolina & ÁngelL questionnaire was used to collect data about strategic knowledge management and a Robbins questionnaire for organizational structure data. The study did not investigate how managerial directorships influence knowledge management, how organizational culture influences knowledge management, or how organizational citizenship behavior influences knowledge management. The present study thus fills that gap. 
Wahba (2015), using Egyptian firms, investigated how organizational structure influences knowledge management processes. The researcher used participants from the service sector (101 employees from three organizations) and manufacturing sector (110 employees from four organizations). The results suggested a direct positive association between organizational structure and knowledge management. 
Cronbach’s alpha was performed to ensure the reliability and validity of the results. To assess knowledge management capabilities, the researcher used knowledge utilization, knowledge creation, and knowledge-sharing measures. The previous study, having used 7 firms, provides reliable results to build upon in the present research study. Correlation coefficient of hierarchal and Pearson regression analyses revealed a stronger direct relationship in the service sector compared to the manufacturing sector. The study therefore revealed prediction variables in the service sector, including complexity, integration, and centralization. Since the researchers did not examine cultural parameters while establishing the association between organizational structure and knowledge management, the present study uses additional variables to determine that relationship. 
From the results evident in the existing literature on organizational structure and knowledge management, the following proposition is proposed:
Hypothesis 2: The flat organizational structure positively influences the knowledge management processes of organizations.
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Organizational culture is a vital subject in the scholarly community and business (Alvesson, 2002). One of the elements impacting the success of KM is the culture of a firm. The research into organizational culture began with anthropology and sociology, as per Cameron and Quinn (2006). Within these two disciplines, two alternate points of view of organizational culture developed that incorporated the functionalist and semiotic approaches. These points of view have driven scholars to characterize, measure, and define culture inversely (Cameron & Quinn, 2006). Different researchers have proposed many definitions of organizational culture through the years. However, there is no commonly agreed-upon definition (Øgaard, Larsen, & Marnburg, 2005; Schein, 1990, 2010). A continuous debate exists in the literature as to which viewpoint is most fitting for researching organizational culture (Cameron & Quinn, 2006). As indicated by Cameron and Quinn (2006), researchers that subscribe to the anthropological worldview believe that organizations are cultures, while the sociological approach holds that organizations have cultures. Scholars that use the former approach regard culture as a dependent variable, while the latter approach regards culture as an independent variable (Cameron & Quinn, 2006).
Researchers point out that one aspect that primarily influences the extent of firms to administer knowledge is called organizational culture (Davenport et al., 1998; DeLong & Fahey, 2000). Authors such as Bukowitz and Williams (1999), Davenport, Prusak and Prusak (2000), and Gamble and Blackwell (2001) have tackled the significance of culture as an enabler for the transfer and creation of knowledge. According to Leidner and Kayworth, the social environment is the "medium" for translating underlying beliefs and values into KM behaviors (Leidner & Kayworth, 2008). 
One of the parameters by which KM is implemented effectively in an organization is the visible manifestation that experts and those knowledge users have already established good relationships. The experts are the consultants or advisers in charge of the KM project, and the knowledge users are those employees who utilize the stored information in their tasks and activities in the company. Once these two groups have a better relationship, there is potential that KM can be implemented successfully.  Brdulak observes the culture backup KM as a mixture of features generating such an environment in a firm in which knowledge will be created, disseminated, and utilized (Brdulak, 2005). Hence, generating circumstances encouraging to the implementation of KM in the organization is a learning culture.
Organizational culture significantly affects personal knowledge sharing, creation, and interaction with colleagues, either positively or negatively.  Culture can be well thought of as an distinctive asset, built over time and having the capability to foster competitive advantage if it is unique, exceptional, and difficult for competitors to copy (Barney, 1986).  Also, culture affects organization policies and work aspects such as the work environment, employee interaction, number of hours worked, competition among employees, training and skills development, and many more. Promoting a company learning culture should make KM execution easier, helping to create a shared organizational vision and obligations concerning teamwork, projects, and sovereignty in decision-making, as well as being a driver for continuous innovation (Davenport et al., 1998; Gold et al. 2001).
As indicated by Schein (2004), scholars can investigate culture at several levels of cultural analysis incorporating artifacts, embraced beliefs and values, and underlying norms. Schein attests that artifacts incorporate surface-level phenomena, for example, organizational structures and processes that one can observe without much effort. Artifacts additionally incorporate the organizational processes that make these behaviors routine. Schein (2004) affirms that scholars can get a wide range of understanding of a group’s culture by studying the beliefs and values of the group. As indicated by Schein, basic assumptions incorporate beliefs, perceptions, and feelings that may be hidden to the individuals. Schein prescribes examining the underlying assumptions of a group to attain the most profound understanding of a culture and the best predictability of future behavior.
Denison, Neale, and their colleagues built up the Denison model to analyze organizational culture and identify its relationship to organizational effectiveness (Denison, 1984, 1990, 1996; Denison & Mishra, 1995; Fey & Denison, 2003; Gillespie, Denison, Haaland, Smerek, & Neale, 2008). The Denison model depicts organizational culture in terms of four characteristics: adaptability, mission, involvement, and consistency. The adaptability and mission attributes imply an outside orientation, while involvement and consistency are related to an inward orientation. As indicated by Fey and Denison (2003), adaptability incorporates the indexes of “creating change,” “customer focus,” and “organizational learning”.
As per Cameron and Quinn (2006), the Competing Values Framework arranges the measurements into four quadrants and two dimensions. The primary dimension highlights inner focus and integration. The second dimension highlights outer focus and differentiation (Cameron & Quinn, 1999). Every quadrant exemplifies an organizational culture type, hierarchy market, clan, and adhocracy culture (Cameron & Quinn, 2006). 
As indicated by Cameron and Quinn (2006), an organization that displays a hierarchy culture looks for stability, keeps control, and has an inward focus. The workplace in the hierarchy culture is normally formalized and structured. Leaders excel at organization and coordination. Cameron and Quinn suggest that the concentration of the hierarchical organization is to keep up a smooth, effective operation that produces organizational effectiveness and efficiency. Leaders keep control through standard operating policies and procedures. Governmental organizations epitomize a hierarchy culture (Cameron & Quinn, 2006).
Cameron and Quinn (2006) state that a market culture looks for control and steadiness; however, it concentrates on its outside environment. This may incorporate clients, providers, unions, contractual workers, and regulators. As per Cameron and Quinn, a firm with a market culture values competitiveness and productivity. These values are upheld by giving priority to outside positioning and control. Leaders in market culture are demanding, competitive, and deliver outcomes. Firms encapsulate a market culture type that accentuates market share and growth through acquisitions (Cameron & Quinn, 2006).
As indicated by Cameron and Quinn (2006), the third type of organization is the clan culture. The clan culture looks for flexibility and concentrates on its inner environment. Workers see the clan organization as a benevolent work environment where leaders act as mentors to encourage high consistency and morale. Cameron and Quinn note that the clan firm views clients and providers as accomplices. Firms featuring this clan organization culture type value teamwork, high worker participation, and the comfort and advancement of their subordinates (Cameron & Quinn, 2006).
The fourth type of organization culture suggested by Cameron and Quinn (2006) is the adhocracy culture. The adhocracy culture looks for flexibility and concentrates on its outside environment. As indicated by Cameron and Quinn, this culture type values innovation, creativity, and risk-taking. Organizations in adhocracy culture are often in dynamic and turbulent industries that require the capacity to change quickly along with its outer environment. They contend by producing new items through creativity. Leaders working at an adhocracy firm should be innovative, entrepreneurial, and visionary (Cameron & Quinn, 2006).
De Long and Fahey (2000) considered several ways in which culture impacts behavior central to knowledge sharing. To start with, organizational culture creates the setting for social interaction that determines how knowledge will be utilized in any particular condition. Besides, organizational culture shapes the process by which new knowledge is created and disseminated in firms. Likewise, it is affirmed that knowledge management is nested in social settings that strongly affect its processes (Alavi et al., 2005, 2006). 
The connection between organizational culture and knowledge management has been the subject of many research studies, and scholars have found a connection between organizational culture strength and knowledge management. Ba (2004) analyzed this relationship in 21 international organizations in Senegal and found a positively significant correlation between cultural strength and knowledge management.
Lawson (2003) inspected the connections between organizational culture and KM in eight corporations in Jamaica. Lawson found a significant positive correlation between market culture and KM, whereas the hierarchy culture exhibited a significant negative correlation with KM. Similarly, Lopez et al. (2004) examined how organizational culture influences knowledge management. They show that compelling knowledge management initiatives must consider the social settings in which the sharing of knowledge happens.
Román-Velázquez (2004) studied the connection between organizational culture and the success of knowledge management systems in U.S. government organizations and non-profit sectors. Román-Velázquez (2004) found that organizations with a dominant clan culture type had significantly different mean knowledge management success factor scores than the hierarchy culture type, while organizations with a dominant adhocracy culture had higher mean knowledge management success factor scores than hierarchy culture. The study established that firms that had a dominant market culture type had significantly higher mean knowledge management success factor scores than hierarchy culture types.
Román, Ribière, and Stankosky (2004) examined the connection between organizational culture and knowledge management systems (KMS). They found that knowledge management plans executed in a hierarchy culture had a lesser degree of accomplishment than clan, market, and adhocracy cultures. Similarly, Kangas (2005) evaluated the connection among organizational culture and continuous knowledge management initiatives in organizations in Minnesota. He indicated a significant correlation between clan, adhocracy, and market culture and constant knowledge management initiatives, while the hierarchy culture type did not indicate a significant correlation.
Zheng (2005) inspected the connection among organizational culture, structure, and strategy in knowledge management effectiveness. It was found that organizational culture impacted knowledge management effectiveness. The impact of culture was stronger than the influence of structure or strategy. Similarly, Chin-Loy and Mujtaba (2007) analyzed the connection between knowledge management practices and organizational benefits while trying to determine the moderating effect of organizational culture. They found that knowledge management positively correlated with the four organizational culture types. At the same time, Palanisamy (2007) examined the connection between organizational culture and knowledge management processes. The outcomes demonstrated that organizational culture significantly correlated with knowledge creation, knowledge transfer, knowledge usage, and knowledge storage. The outcomes likewise upheld the mediating effects of knowledge creation and knowledge storage.
Zheng (2009) proposed a theoretical framework incorporating three cultural groups: cultural antecedents connected to knowledge, to individuals, and to work. He discovered that every group influences KM in different ways concerning the effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability of KM. Under such conditions, creating a culture that values the sharing of thoughts is crucial for knowledge management initiatives to succeed (DeLong & Fahey, 2000; Gupta & Govindarajan, 2000). 
DeLong and Fahey (2000) make the association between organizational culture and knowledge easier to comprehend when they say that culture forms assumptions about what knowledge is significant and can create a setting for social interactions. As can be seen from the above argument, it is sensible to assume that over time, organizational culture encourages and facilitates knowledge management practices. A company’s culture can assist or hold back the initiation and efficiency of KM practices associated with creation, transfer, or application of knowledge (Davenport et al., 2000; DeLong & Fahey, 2000; Gold et al., 2001; Janz & Prasarnphanich, 2003; Dorothy, Leidner, Alavi, & Kayworth, 2006).  Given the above, this study suggests a relationship between organizational culture and knowledge management processes, as they are closely connected.  Therefore, a proposition that can be framed based on the above literature in the present study is:
Hypothesis 3A (H3A): The clan culture positively and significantly influences knowledge management in organizations. 
Hypothesis 3B (H3B): The hierarchical culture significantly and negatively influences organizational knowledge management practices.
Hypothesis 3C (H3C): The adhocracy culture of organizations significantly and positively impacts knowledge management processes. 
Hypothesis 3D (H3D): The market culture has positive and significant relationships with knowledge management practices in
[bookmark: _Toc526276720][bookmark: _Toc485836985]2.9 The moderating role of organizational citizenship behavior
In recent years, a body of knowledge regarding citizenship competencies has emerged. The emphasis of the study leading to this body of knowledge has been mostly on the associations between the citizenship aptitudes and individual contextual characteristics. OCBs are considered to be among the most desirable behaviors in the workplace (see Katz, 1964; LePine et al., 2002). Organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs) are defined as employees’ “discretionary behaviors that are, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward system, and that in aggregate promote the effective functioning of the organization’’ (Organ, 1988). Although they are not mandatory, they are, as Grant and Mayer (2009) noted, "a critical concern for both scholars and practitioners. This interest in OCBs is not surprising given that they have been linked to the key management concern of organizational effectiveness. Research has shown that OCBs enhance productivity; help organizations compete with limited resources; and lead to greater coordination among employees, lower turnover, organizational adaptability, profitability, and customer satisfaction” (Koys, 2006; Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1994). OCBs are especially crucial in the knowledge economy, where roles are less defined and the external environment is rapidly evolving.
The field's understanding of what behaviors constitute citizenship behavior has evolved incrementally over time. The notion of "organizational citizenship behavior" was first introduced to the literature by Organ et al. (Bateman & Organ, 1983; Organ, 1977, 1988; Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983). Then, scholars proposed five main categories of OCBs: altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, courtesy, and civic virtue (Organ, 1988; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter, 1990). Altruism is defined as "all discretionary behaviors that have the impact of helping a specific other employee with an organizationally related task or problem" (Organ, 1988). Conscientiousness involves going “further than the least required" on job role requirements (George & Brief, 1992; Organ, 1988). Sportsmanship is defined as the avoidance of complaining, petty objections, and criticizing actual or imagined insults (Organ, 1988). Courtesy entails "touching base with those parties whose work would be impacted by one's judgements or obligations" (Organ, 1988). 
Finally, civic virtue behavior comprises contributing sensibly to the political lifespan of the firm by, for example, attending conferences, giving personal time to organizational matters, and expressing worries (George & Brief, 1992; Graham, 1991). Over time, scholars proposed other dimensions beyond the original five categories described above. Yet, Organ and colleagues (2006) grouped the dimensions into seven categories of OCB: helping (which includes altruism, courtesy, cheerleading, and peacemaking); sportsmanship; organizational loyalty; organizational compliance; individual initiative; civic virtue; and self-development (Organ et al., 2006). 
The importance of organizational citizenship behavior has grown as critical antecedents to organizational effectiveness in addition to other positive outcomes, such as an employee’s willingness to share knowledge (MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Rich, 2001).  Organ (1990) indicated that organizational positive behavior of employees happens freely to help others accomplish their tasks. It is apparent that organizational citizenship behavior influences knowledge sharing and knowledge management (Farh, Zhong, & Organ, 2004). 
Islam et al. (2012) investigated the association between knowledge sharing and organizational learning culture using the Malaysian population, surveying 402 employees in primary data collection. Using a structural equation model, the researchers revealed that organizational learning culture was related positively with knowledge sharing and OCB (Islam et al., 2012). The study found a strong relationship to conclude that learning culture improves knowledge sharing, and that OCB also improves knowledge sharing. 
The study attained an 84.8% return rate after distribution of 500 questionnaires. Five dimensions were used to assess OCB (Islam et al., 2012). Five items were used to assess knowledge sharing, and seven items were used to assess organizational learning culture. The study lacked even distribution of the population, since there were more female participants than male participants. The unevenness might have produced results with feminist bias. The present study addresses the gap by ensuring equal gender distribution among the participants involved. 
In today’s business world, it is absolutely essential for management to understand the relationship between organizational structure and knowledge management in order to formulate and implement strategies that will optimize a firm’s performance. Organizations unable to understand this relationship will likely fail to live up to their potential or perhaps fail altogether. The interrelatedness of organizational structure and knowledge management contributes to an organization’s ability to maximize its opportunities for competitive advantage. Given the importance of the relationship between organizational structure and knowledge management, research on the relationship of organizational structure to knowledge management has not received the consideration it is due, thereby leaving organizations vulnerable to performance loss. Organizations that are able to optimize their structure to effectively incorporate knowledge management practices into operations are going to succeed and prosper. Current gaps in the literature leave scholars and practitioners without clearly articulated discussions of how and why to align structure with knowledge management needs and initiatives. 
The purpose of this study is to examine whether there is an association among the structure type of a firm and the kind of knowledge management system practiced within that organization. In today’s business climate, change is much more rapid and constant than ever before. In fact, developments such as the digital economy, e-commerce, and e-business give today’s business world a completely different face from the one it wore even ten years ago (Garcia Del Junco et al., 2010). Often referred to as the Knowledge Era (Cantner, Joel, & Schmidt, 2009), today’s environment requires successful organizational structures not only to accommodate, but also to proactively embrace knowledge management.
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Exchanging knowledge and ideas among employees and departments in the business setting is considered to be a vital process in OCB (O’Dell & Grayson, 1998). Hislop (2002) asserted that the connection concerning attitudes and behaviors of employees to knowledge sharing and employees willing to share their knowledge is a two-way reciprocal process. OCBs, like "psychometric characteristics of pro-social values, may be well-thought-out by the sociability and the propensity of employees to relate to each other due to individual compatibility or linking, and they may offer knowledge to help each other as a result of this compatibility" (Wah, Menkhoff, Loh, & Evers, 2005). These behaviors are usually not monitored by the organization’s reward system, but provide the organization with a long-term social advantage (Skarlicki & Latham, 1995). 
Researchers suggest that a positive relationship between the OCB and KM exists. In general, literature on organizational citizenship behavior and knowledge management suggests that OCB improves knowledge sharing and KM (Farh, Zhong, & Organ, 2004). Thus, OCB dimensions affect knowledge sharing. In a more recent study, while examining how OCBs relate to knowledge sharing under the moderation of gender, Lin (2008) postulated that individuals with higher OCB are more willing to share their knowledge. In Lin’s framework, OCBs consisted of five components: courtesy, altruism, civic virtue, conscientiousness, and sportsmanship. Workers with a strong OCB are likely to share knowledge with others, even if they are not formally asked to practice knowledge sharing in the organization (Farh et al., 2004). OCB views employees as taking part in reciprocal knowledge exchanges in which one values OCB with no precise anticipation of a return, but with an expectation that similar knowledge sharing will be provided by others when needed (Organ, 1988; Wasko & Teigland, 2004).
However, issues emerge when key people fail to impart data to the individuals who would profit from its disclosure. There are many employees unwilling to share the knowledge they have (Chow, Deng, & Ho, 2000). The researchers also suggested that this phenomenon occurs when workers are frightened of the loss of valued knowledge and their professions. Thus, the principle of OCB, or lack thereof, governs the realization of KM (Davenport, DeLong, & Beers, 1998). In this regard, we expect OCB to be positively connected to knowledge management in the present study. 
Rezvan, Khonyafar, and Nasr (2014) studied the effects of OCB on knowledge management in Iran. The main variables considered for OCB were courtesy and veneration, civic virtue, conscientiousness, altruism, sportsmanship, and forgiveness. Using descriptive statistics analysis, the researchers analyzed data collected from 1724 participants in Guilan province. The participants were employed in 10 public organizations in Iran (government offices). Using 315 items in the survey questionnaire, the analysis revealed a strong positive relation between OCB and knowledge management (Rezvan, Khonyafar, & Nasr, 2014). To improve data quality, the researchers also included some interviews for analysis. The investigation is relevant, as it confirms the relationship between OCB and knowledge management. 
To investigate knowledge management, the researchers analyzed six parameters: gaining, recognizing, sharing, applying, preserving, and expanding knowledge. For establishment of a successful correlation, the authors used Netmire et al.’s framework and Graham’s framework to assess organizational citizenship behavior. The first framework divides OCB into having good intentions, devotion, forgiveness, altruism, and conscience. Graham’s model approaches OCB in four dimensions: personal effort, increasing loyalty, inter-personal help, and personal passion (Rezvan, Khonyafar, & Nasr, 2014). The statistical analyses performed include Cronbach’s Alpha, Friedman statistics, SPSS exam, and Speerman co-relation coefficient, meaning the results are highly reliable. While the study investigated only OCB, the present study includes more variables. 
Using a sample of experts from Islamic Azad University, Askarian and Abdollahi (2016) examined the correlation between OCB and knowledge management. A random sampled population of experts from science and research was selected using Morgan’s table to participate in the study. To assess knowledge management, the researchers used 21 questions requiring responses about knowledge application, transfer, preservation, creation, sharing, and maintenance. The dimensions used to assess OCB were chivalry, currency, civic behavior, altruism, and conscientiousness. From the empirical evidence the researchers found a significant association between OCB and knowledge management (Askarian & Abdollahi, 2016). 
The study included 130 experts from several institutions, hence its effective generalization and applicability to the present study. Konrad and Newman’s knowledge management questionnaire and organizational citizenship behavior Organ’s questionnaire were used, hence improving the results’ reliability. The main statistical analyses performed were regression analysis, correlation analysis, mean and standard deviation, and the average percentage (Askarian & Abdollahi, 2016). The study confirms a strong correlation between knowledge management and organizational citizenship behavior but does not consider other variables to account for knowledge management variations. The present study addresses that gap by including organizational leadership, organizational culture, and organizational structure to account for knowledge management variations.
Hypothesis 4A: The organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) of employees has been found to moderate significantly and positively the role played by organizational leadership, structure, and culture on the management of knowledge in organizations.
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 OCB emphasizes the social context of the work environment, in addition to the technical nature of the job. Hence, knowledge sharing is a practice that is synonymous with OCB (Zhong & Organ, 2004; Organ, 1988), as knowledge sharing can effectively assist new personnel to fit into a new job and a new environment; in addition, it also benefits the whole organization by lowering training costs. OCB is a discretionary behavior going further than the minimum task necessities expected by an organization (Organ, 1988), as well intangible knowledge going beyond formal role requirements, and it is imposed by organizational policy and procedures (Connelly & Kelloway, 2003). Organizational culture shapes behavior and what takes place in an organization. Erez and Earley (1993) stated that culture exerts pressure on its members to conform to the organization, and this pressure shapes the organization’s behavior. Sagini (2001) suggested the best organizational culture is one that satisfies members’ psychological, biological, social, and vocational needs. If the culture is not meeting the employees’ needs, the organization will not perform at its maximum capacity, and employees might leave. OCB encourages the social and psychological work atmosphere (Organ, 1997).  Most researchers study why organizational members behave the way they do. Eisenberg and Riley (2002) stated that the “relationship between humans and their cultures, then, is a seamless and symbiotic one – human beings and culture arise in relationship to one another, and it cannot be separated in any meaningful way” (p. 312).
Several studies investigated the association among organizational culture and knowledge management in public organizations. Most researchers have found a positive relation with the variables used (Allameh, Zamani, & Davoodi, 2011), while others have found mixed results (Chang & Lin, 2015). However, none of the studies has investigated the relationship using a moderating variable, a gap that should be addressed in the present research. 
For instance, Allameh, Zamani and Davoodi (2011) investigated organizational culture and its connection to knowledge management. In their investigation, they used four dimensions to measure organizational culture: market, hierarchical, group, and developmental culture. They further used six parameters to assess knowledge management: knowledge creation, capture, organization, storage, dissemination, and application. The researchers found a 99% meaningful relationship (Allameh, Zamani, & Davoodi, 2011). OCB, being a mediator, can thus have an important effect on the relationship. 
The study employed correlational descriptive design, and primary data was analyzed using Cameron and Queen’s (1999) questionnaire, which assesses organizational culture types and Lassen's (2003) questionnaire for assessing knowledge management parameters. The measuring tools used indicated high constancy levels; Cameron and Queen’s (1999) questionnaire was 95.8% constancy and Lassen's (2003) questionnaire was 94.9% constancy. So, the study revealed a strong relationship between group culture and knowledge management, developmental culture and knowledge management, market culture and knowledge management, and hierarchical culture and knowledge management, using 109 participants randomly selected for participation. The sample was limited, hence the need to use a larger sample, a gap the present study addresses. 
Chang and Lin (2015) investigated how organizational culture relates to knowledge management intention using the Taiwanese population. The organizational cultures considered include tightly controlled culture, professional-oriented culture, closed-system culture, job-oriented culture, and result-oriented culture. The authors used survey methods to gather the primary data. The research suggested that job-oriented and result-oriented cultures positively influenced employee intentions concerning knowledge management (knowledge storage, knowledge creation, knowledge application, and knowledge transfer). The tightly controlled culture was found to have a negative influence on knowledge management intention (Chang & Lin, 2015). The study did not investigate how management decisions to change organizational culture influence knowledge management. The study also did not examine the role of national culture in knowledge management processes. The current study examines how knowledge culture relates to knowledge management with the mediating role of OCB. It also develops a framework for integrating organizational culture, organizational knowledge management processes, and OCB. 
Hypothesis 4B: The organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) of employees has been found to significantly and positively moderate the role played by organizational culture in the management of knowledge in the organizations.
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There are two theories that can be identified with the impact of leadership on subordinates’ behavior: the social learning theory of Bandura (1963) and the social exchange theory (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). In the first place, Bandura's social learning theory stresses that behavior depends on the mutual interaction between internal and external influences, learning from reward and punishment, and that individual’s copy the behavior of role models. Leaders can be these role models by being involved with their subordinates, listening to them, and by demonstrating their standards and qualities in their activities, communication, and behavior (Brown et al., 2005), for instance, encouraging knowledge management. By watching the behavior of others and the consequences of actions, workers may learn new reactions or change existing reactions—for example, engaging more in sharing knowledge. So, when a leader shows ethical behavior, workers will demonstrate the same behavior through imitation.
Second, social exchange theory comprises interactions, which bring certain commitments of which reciprocity is the most vital (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Workers will work decidedly on the off chance that they receive something significant as a byproduct of their exertion, yet in the event that the rewards are not relative to their expenses, and benefits not to their ventures, workers tend to keep their own best interests in mind (Mayer et al., 2009). Similarly, if leaders reward workers’ desired behavior, workers will do what is proper because they hope to get more benefits.
Managers who wish to encourage OCB should reward employees for doing so (Schnake & Dumler, 1997), and OCBs influence managers’ decisions when rating performance (Podsakoff et al., 2000). Many studies have found that managers, as leaders in the organization, have a big influence on employees' behaviors. The behavior and communication of the leaders not only positively affect their own work, but also the attitudes of employees and even the business units or organizational performance (Brown et al., 2005). Because leadership stimulates employee OCB (Mayer et al., 2009), it is essential to have ethical leadership in the organizations. The leader's behavior positively affects several employee results on an individual level, such as performance, satisfaction with the leader, and organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) (Walumbwa, Avolio, Gardner, Wernsing, & Peterson, 2008; Brown et al., 2005; Toor & Ofori, 2009). Researchers have specified that there is a solid connection between corporate leadership and individual employee behavior (Deluga, 1995; Schnake et al., 1993; Wayne & Green, 1993). Worker behavior can be influenced by the immediate behaviors of the leaders and also their understanding of organizational norms and appropriate behavior. Lee (1986) found that leaders' actions directly and indirectly set up and shape the ethical character of the firm. Studies have demonstrated that there is a positive connection between leadership and OCBs (DeHoogh & Den Hartog, 2008; Mayer et al., 2009). William et al. (2002) specified that leaders’ reasonableness compels employees to participate in OCB. Philipp and Lopez (2013) found that leadership cannot straightforwardly anticipate OCB. Likewise, some research found leadership does not directly affect OCB (Yates, 2014). Different studies have indicated that the connection between leadership and OCB is immediate (Cyril & Girindra, 2009; Michael & Linda, 2006; Silke, 2012).
 	Mayer, Kuenzi, Greenbaum, Bardes, and Salvador (2009) and Walumbwa and Schaubroeck (2009) argued that supervisory leadership is connected positively to OCB.  Some studies underline a connection between transformational leadership and OCB and uncovered that transformational leadership plays a positive role in OCB (Purvanova et al., 2006; Sunindijo et al., 2007; Smith et al., 1983). A charismatic leader’s subordinates have a tendency to identify intensely with their leader, which urges them to take part in extra-role behavior (Bass, 1985; Podsakoff et al., 1996; Boerner et al., 2008). Bass (1990a, b) claimed that transformational leadership behaviors lead to more commitment as opposed to self-interest. As indicated by Nguni et al. (2006), a number of studies attempted in various nations and organizational settings demonstrated that transformational leadership impacted worker behavior and exertion, as well as OCB. Leader support as an element can impact OCB directly and indirectly (Sunindijo et al., 2007).
Research by Podsakoff et al. (1990) done in a petro-compound firm in the USA indicated positive relationships between transformational leadership dimensions and subordinates’ OCB of five dimensions. Leithwood and Sleegers (2006) announced in their research that transformational leadership was positively linked to altruism and compliance factors of OCB. Purvanova et al. (2006) in their study likewise affirmed that transformational leaders improve the probability of subordinates' good citizenship behavior. This is congruent with Bass' (1985) articulation that transformational leadership is tied to accomplishing “performance beyond expectations.” Transformational leaders invigorate subordinates to endeavor and to perform above anticipations (Bass, 1985). Many scholars such as Podsakoff et al. (1990) have contended that the impacts of transformational leadership on OCB or extra-role behaviors are essential. They examined the direct and indirect impacts of transformational leadership on OCB and inferred that transformational leadership impacted OCBs through trust. Finally, they expressed that, “measuring employees’ perception of fairness in forthcoming research may enable us to better see how to build employee trust” (Podsakoff et al., 1990) and OCBs.
Piliai et al.’s (1999) study showed that transformational leadership was significantly connected to organizational citizenship. Mackenzie et al. (2001) inspected the effect of transformational and transactional leadership behaviors on OCB of employees. Their findings agreed that transformational leadership behaviors of helping, sportsmanship, and civic virtue influence employees to work far in excess of what was required (Mackenzie et al., 2001). They added that transformational leadership had a more grounded direct and indirect association with OCB than transactional leadership. Earlier research analyzed the connection between transformational leadership and OCB (Mackenzie et al., 2001; Babcock-Roberson & Strickland, 2010). 
Furthermore, Podsakoff et al. (1990) analyzed the impact of transformational leader behaviors on subordinate OCBs. The findings uncovered that there is an indirect connection among transformational leadership and OCB. Similarly, Den Hartog et al. (2007) considered the connection between charismatic leaders and two dimensions of OCB: helping and compliance. The discoveries demonstrated that staff show more helping and compliance behaviors when they perceive their leader as charismatic. Recently, Babcock-Roberson and Strickland (2010) explored the connection between charismatic leadership and OCB. The outcomes of the research additionally demonstrated a significant connection between the two variables. In a study by Purvanova et al. (2006), the outcomes demonstrated a positive connection between directors’ transformational leadership behaviors and subordinates’ citizenship performance. 
Research by Boerner et al. (2008) dissected the effect of stressors and stress on the connection between charismatic leadership and OCB. The research anticipated that stressors would negatively influence followers' extra-role behaviors and consequently would countervail a charismatic leader’s push to upgrade subordinates' OCB. The research discovered that the beneficial effects of charismatic leadership on subordinates’ OCB were not influenced, given the great extent of followers' stressors (Boerner et al., 2008). The mechanisms by which a charismatic leader can enhance subordinates’ OCB are not yet sufficiently clear (Podsakoff et al., 2000; Den Hartog et al., 2007; Boerner et al., 2008). 
According to Baron and Kenny (1986), “a given variable may be said to function as a mediator to the extent it accounts for the relation between the predictor and the criterion” (p. 1176). Given that past literature (Farh, Zhong, & Organ, 2004; Lin, 2008) has suggested that OCB accounts for the relationships between the independent variables (e.g. organizational culture, organizational structure, and leadership) and a dependent variable (i.e. knowledge management), OCB may represent a mediator in this study. In other words, the impacts of organizational culture, organizational structure, and leadership on knowledge management may be mediated through OCB. For these reasons, we also hypothesize that OCB serves as a mediator between organizational culture and knowledge management, between organizational structure and knowledge management, and between leadership and knowledge management. Based on these assertions, the following propositions emerge from the abovementioned literature:
Hypothesis 4C: The organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) of employees has been found to moderate significantly and positively the role played by organizational leadership in the management of knowledge within organizations.
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Despite the fact that research has demonstrated that OCB is related to knowledge management and that certain variables, for example, leadership and culture, may assume a key part in this relationship, more investigation is required into the methods by which OCB impacts the relation between organizational structure and knowledge management.
Burns and Stalker's (1961) work explored structure at the organizational level. They proposed a mechanistic or organic structure. The mechanistic structure is efficient in stable environments. Jobs in mechanistic organizations have a tendency to be very specialized, requiring little exertion, group interaction, or vertical interpersonal interaction with respect to work (Burns & Stalker, 1961). Also, this interaction more often takes the form of commands rather than consultation, and collaboration between colleagues on any given level is limited. This is ascribed to the formal hierarchy, which expands the value of following orders and rules and decreases the value of individual initiative and decision-making. These points infer a feeble connection between mechanistic structure and OCB, since group norms would form around the absence of individual OCB, hence prompting a lower level of OCB (Ehrhart & Naumann, 2004). 
Tasks are defined in a way that requires extensive interaction and interdependence. On the other hand, an organic organization is appropriate for fluid environments where unexpected circumstances emerge. The need to respond rapidly is reflected in the structure of the organization (Burns & Stalker, 1961). The organization is constantly being redefined by interaction with others. These tasks are less standardized and have a tendency to require more effort and group interaction than tasks in a mechanistic organization. People are not hired to do one particular task, but rather are required to participate and cooperate with different employees to accomplish the overall objectives of the organization. These task requirements result in communication patterns characterized by vertical interaction and parallel communication. These attributes of work in organically structured firms indicate that individual OCB would be the norm and would prompt more elevated OCB (Ehrhart & Naumann, 2004).
To begin with, given the descriptions of mechanistic and organic organizations, what constitutes an attractive level of OCB will change contingent upon the structure: an organic organization will value different characteristics and behavioral patterns in its workers. At the end of the day, organizational structure might be a predictor or antecedent of OCB. The organizational contexts may give either chances to participate in OCB or imperatives against performing these behaviors (George & Jones, 1997). George and Jones (1997) additionally contend that OCB levels ought to be higher in less structured organizations than in more structured ones. Since more structured organizations are outlined in a way that tends to "smother individual initiative," lower levels of OCB should result. As opposed to high structures, which have a tendency to compel OCB, low structures with their loosely defined roles and high levels of interdependence should add to higher OCB levels (George & Jones, 1997).
Distinctive mechanisms have been proposed to clarify why OCB ought to decidedly influence knowledge management. Some of these mechanisms appear to support the idea that OCB will be positive for organizations, regardless of structure. For example, Podsakoff and MacKenzie (1997) recommended that OCB can positively influence an organization by helping spread "best practices" information through a work group, freeing up a manager's time to work on more productive tasks, and helping the organization to attract and retain the best employees. This leads to the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 4D: The organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) of employees has been found to moderate significantly and positively the role played by organizational structure and the management of knowledge within organizations.
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An overview of methodology will be covered in the research. The discussion is structured around research design, population sampling, data collection, and data analysis. A quantitative survey will outline the methods used and will justify why these were chosen. The research procedures and instruments used, as well as their limitations, will be detailed. Validity, reliability, data analysis, ethical considerations, and trustworthiness measures will be discussed. 
[bookmark: _Toc526276727]3.1 Research design
Burns and Grove (2003) defined research design as, “a blueprint for conducting a study with maximum control over factors that may interfere with the validity of the findings.” Parahoo (1997) depicted research design as, “a plan that describes how, when and where data are to be collected and analyzed.” Polit, et al. (2001) characterized research design as, “the researcher’s overall looking for answering the research question or testing the research hypothesis.” Research methodology can also be described as “finding reality” (Perry, Riege, & Brown, 1999). The chosen methodology will be justified. 
A research method is a strategy of enquiry, moving from underlying assumptions to research design and data collection (Myers, 2009). The most common classification is qualitative and quantitative. Qualitative and quantitative can refer to distinctions in the nature of knowledge: how one understands the world and the purpose of research. Reference also pertains to the ways in which data is collected and analyzed, and the types of generalizations and representations that can then be derived.
Quantitative research, according to Van der Merwe (1996), tests theories, determines facts, demonstrates variable relationships, and predicts outcomes. Quantitative researchers use methods to ensure objectivity, generalizability, and reliability (Weinreich, 2009). Common patterns in thought and behavior are analyzed. Ideally, quantitative research is conducted under firmly controlled conditions. It utilizes a confirmatory method, concentrating on hypothesis testing. An exploratory technique builds quantitative methodologies and understandings about individuals, places, and gatherings. This is revelation-oriented––a “natural” phenomenon. The researcher is not isolated from the research (Creswell, 2003; Johnson & Christensen, 2012; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). The quantitative and subjective research are summarized in Table 2 below.









[bookmark: _Toc526275266]Table 2: Difference between quantitative and qualitative research
	Characteristic
	Quantitative research 
	Qualitative research

	Assumption about the World
	A single reality, i.e., can be measured by an instrument.
	Multiple realities.

	Research Purpose
	Establish relationships between measured variables.
	Understanding a social situation from perspective of participants.

	Research Problem 
	Who (how many)? 
What (how much)? 
	How? Why?

	Methodology 
	Deductive. Emphasis on description and explanation: survey or experiment.
	Inductive. Emphasis on understanding and interpretation: case study, action research, focus group, interviewing, observation. 

	Researcher Role 
	The researcher is ideally an objective observer who neither participates in nor influences what is being studied.
	The researcher participates and becomes immersed in the research/social setting.

	Generalizability
	Universal, context-free generalizations.
	Detailed, context-based generalizations.


Source: Adapted from Cavana, Delahaye, & Sekeran (2001); Johnson & Christensen (2012); Lincoln, Lynham, & Guba (2011).
Mixed method is a third research technique. Kemper, Springfield, and Teddlie (2003) defined it as incorporation of qualitative and quantitative data collection and analysis in parallel form. Qualitative research is employed for one phase of a study and quantitative for another, subsequent phase. This is dependent on the philosophy of pragmatism or the belief that a theory is valid and works satisfactorily. Its meaning is found in the practical consequences of employing it (Creswell, 2003; Johnson & Christensen, 2012; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003). 
Following the analysis above, a quantitative approach was deemed most suitable for the present study. Exploratory research was conducted through a literature review to obtain foundational information and define the research questions. Descriptive research (through a survey) distinguished the relevance of cause-and-effect as well as connections to the end results. A quantitative methodology was chosen due to its explanatory and descriptive nature. Recognizing genuine practices to assess the degree and viability of knowledge management (KM) in UAE, then finding the discernible and imperceptible variables that impact KM were utilized. 
A fitting research method was guided by three conditions that characterize and recognize different methods (Yin, 2009). Table 3 below demonstrates twelve methods. 
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	Method 
	Form of research question 
	Requires control of behavioral events?

	Experiment 
	how, why 
	yes 

	Survey 
	who, what, where, how many, how much 
	no 

	Archival Analysis 
	who, what, where, how many, how much 
	no 

	History, Historical-Comparative 
	how, why 
	no 

	Case Study 
	how, why 
	no 

	In-depth Interview 
	how, why, who, what 
	no 

	Focus Group 
	how, why, who, what 
	no 

	Panel, Cohort
	how, why, what 
	no 

	Observation 
	how, who, what, when 
	no 

	Secondary Data 
	how, why, who, what
	No


Source: Adapted from Cavana, Delahaye & Sekeran (2001); Davis (2005); Neuman (2006); Yin (2009).
The first condition concentrates on the form of the research questions. Inquiries that ask “What?” will justify the exploratory research. A second type of “What?” question might be in the form of “How many?” or “How much?” which favors survey or archival analysis. “Who?” and “Where?” are also in support of this. Inquiries that ask “How?” or “Why?” are explanatory, and therefore, other methods will be suitable. 
A second condition is degree of control, or to what extent the researcher controls events. While “How?” or “Why?” questions utilize varied methodologies, the experiment requires the researcher’s control and access to behavioral events. The third condition is degree of focus in research on contemporary events versus an historical approach. Historical-comparative, secondary data, aspects of archival analysis, in-depth interviews, and focus groups examine contemporary events (Yin, 2009).
Survey research uses questionnaires and formal interviews to gather information on backgrounds, behaviors, beliefs, attitudes, or opinions of individuals. The researcher does not control circumstances or conditions to gauge responses (Davis, 2005; Neuman, 2006). Questions developed for this research lend themselves to quantitative analysis. The topic deals with the prevalence of KM in UAE. “Who?” “What?” “Where?” “How many?” and “How much?” underlie assessment of degree and adequacy of KM. Behavioral controls were not required, due to there being no intention to engage with organizations. Contemporary rather than historical events were of most concern.
According to Bernard (2011), research design is the critical component of scientific enquiry. A descriptive approach was best suited in undertaking this study for the purpose of relating findings to objectives (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2012). This also aids in answering the research question (Creswell, 2013). This quantitative descriptive study explored four organizations in the service sector in the UAE, describing middle management administrative personnel perceptions, policies, experiences, and procedures in processes of knowledge management. 
The present investigation was based on quantitative methodology. A study of service sector governmental organizations in the UAE was proposed. A quantitative approach was deemed most appropriate, as the primary aim of the research study was testing the applicability of the hypothesis. This was done while generalizing the findings regarding relationships between organizational leadership, organizational culture, organizational structure, and organizational citizenship behavior (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2012).
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The primary objective of sampling is to get a representative sample or subset of units, with the goal that the sample group may be studied to deliver findings relevant to the larger group, or to estimate some unknown value. The sample must reflect an approximation of the characteristics of the population it represents (Davis, 2005; Johnson & Christensen, 2012; Neuman, 2006; Zikmund, 2003). 
The initial step in the sampling process is to define the population, typically through the components of elements, sampling units, extent, and time (Davis, 2005). For this research, the population was all UAE organizations, since an objective of this study was to examine KM activities across a broad range. The time allotment was a five-month data collection period. Sampling units were defined by answering the question “To whom do we want to talk?” (Zikmund, 2003). The sampling unit of analysis for this research was the middle management in the selected organizations.  
The sampling frame is the physical representation of the population, given the constraints of the research (Davis, 2005). The sampling frame for this study was a list of firms who applied KM. These included organizations operated by federal and state government agencies, local governments, and private-sector organizations. Identifying CEOs (or their equivalent) was required on account of their position as guardians who control access to the organizations. In addition, emails addressed to CEOs were viewed as a method to maintain a strategic distance from the messages being treated as “spam.” Subsequently, the researcher chose to distinguish qualifying firms through online directories accessible in the public domain. The criteria were that: 
· the firm had a website
· the firm operated in the service sector or a government or a quasi-government sector organization
· the organization’s activities were consistent with the KM
· the CEO/executive chief officer/general manager could be promptly recognized from the website or the firm’s online publications, and an email contact address was available
Two hundred and fifty participants in middle management were targeted per organization, in line with Nonaka’s argument regarding the importance of the middle-up-down management model. Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) proposed that middle management function as leaders in knowledge creation, “positioning them at the intersection of the vertical and horizontal flows of information within the company” (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). The participants were picked from the middle management sector across all functional areas in the organization because middle-up-down management know the limitations of top management as well as the expectations of lower management. Since top management doesn’t necessarily know what bottom management is doing, the middle managers are an important communication link across company structures. Choosing middle managers as a target group had the additional benefit of limiting the sample size. A total of 1000 questionnaires was sent out, but only 781 participants responded to the questionnaire, of which 140 responses were rejected, leaving a sample size of 641.  
Four organizations in the public service sector were chosen to minimize the differences across industrial sectors. Public service ranks as the second most important sector in the UAE after oil and gas. The key purpose of selecting service sector organizations for the study was that the Government of the UAE for past few years have started giving emphasis to this sector as after Oil & Gas sector, the service sector to significantly contribute to the UAE economy. The future direction of the UAE government is develop the service sector in a manner that could fill-in the void created by the Oil & Gas industry in the coming future. These were the key reasons that the service sector was selected to investigate in this study. In addition, these organizations were from Dubai government entities, Abu Dhabi government entities, and federal government entities to avoid regional bias. The organizations operate in the following areas: municipal affairs, electricity and water supply, transport, and financial services. In order to maintain anonymity, the organizations are named W, X, Y, and Z. 
Company "W" was established in 2005. They plan and deliver transport, roads, and traffic among Dubai and Emirates of the UAE and neighboring countries. Their responsibilities include buses, taxis, inter-city transport, roads engineering, registration and licensing, marine transport, commercial ads, public buses, roads beautification, parking, and rail. The company has more than 6,000 employees.
Company "X" was formed in 2007 to act as a nexus of municipal planning and overseeing public works projects in the Emirate of Abu Dhabi. As a regulatory body, it is responsible for drafting laws and regulations. This includes the delimitations and adjustments to geographical boundaries, amendments of construction laws, land registration, and implementing standards relative to policies and procedures. They set charges for services and distributions of income derived from fees, and also regulate architectural standards and development trajectories. They develop many key objectives, notably implementation of projects aimed at establishing bridges, drainage systems, road networks, modern transportation, and consolidation of comprehensive development projects. Their priority is creating ideal living environments for city residents, improving quality of life, and providing modern amenities.
Company "Y" formed in 1992, providing Dubai’s citizens and residents with continuous and reliable supplies of electricity and water. The company ranks among the best in the world, providing services to more than 780,000 customers. Their satisfaction rate was 95% in 2016, and according to the World Bank, they have ranked first in the Middle East and North Africa and fourth globally for four consecutive years. They manage and operate Solar Park, the world’s largest single-site solar project. Solar Park’s innovation center includes many clean energy research and development laboratories.
Company "Z" is a federal authority established in 2004 with the primary function of recording and storing personal and vital data for the state. This is in coordination with relevant authorities. A significant turning point occurred in 2017 when citizenship affairs, passports, entry, and residence of foreigners in the state were added. Draft laws relating to issues of nationality, ingress and egress, and residency were proposed.
When designing a survey, the research needs to assess whom to survey and how to break down overall survey response data into meaningful groups of respondents. Both assessments are based on demographic considerations. Demographics are the characteristics of a population such as gender, age, education, and length of service. Given the opportunity to collect meaningful data from participants, it may be tempting to ask many demographic questions. However, asking too many questions can backfire, as some respondents may become concerned or aggravated by having to answer a large number of them.  Additionally, they may feel that answering such questions will compromise their confidentiality, while others may perceive the questions as an invasion of privacy. It is recommended to thoroughly review all survey questions during the design process and decide which participant demographics are the most critical to the study.  Choosing the proper demographic questions truly gives actionable and meaningful results to assist in drawing better conclusions.
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With the goal of getting answers from various managers providing a wider viewpoint of knowledge management, a survey method was employed. Data was gathered using a questionnaire that sought options based on three independent variables, one dependent variable, and one moderator variable. 
The study has three independent variables, namely organizational leadership, organizational culture, and organizational structure; one moderating variable, namely organization citizenship behavior (OCB); and a dependent variable of knowledge management (KM). The researcher used Likert-type standardized research instruments to collect primary data. First, the researcher searched for research questions in the available literature and after finding them suitable for use in the study, developed a new standardized instrument (survey questionnaire) suitable for the study. Organizational culture was assessed using an instrument developed by Kim Cameron and Robert Quinn (2010), while helping behavior was assessed using an instrument developed by Organ and Konovsky (1989) and Smith and colleagues (1938). In addition, knowledge management was assessed using Lawson (2003).   
3.3.1 Knowledge Management Scale
 	The researcher used a Knowledge Management Assessment Instrument (KMAI) questionnaire developed by Lawson (2003). The six sub-variables are creating, capturing, organizing, storing, disseminating, and applying knowledge.  Four items under each sub-variable result in 24 items to be rated by respondents on a 5-point Likert scale. An example of sample items to be rated is, “My organization has mechanisms for creating and acquiring knowledge …” The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient calculated was 0.704.
3.3.2 Organizational Culture Scale
The researcher used an Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument (OCAI) developed by Cameron and Quinn (2010). The four sub-cultural variables are clan, adhocracy, market, and hierarchy. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was calculated for each of the four types of organizational culture, namely the clan, the adhocracy, the market, and the hierarchical culture as 0.711, 0.709, 0.721, and 0.736, respectively. An example of sample items to be rated includes, “The organization is a very personal place…” and “The organization is a very dynamic entrepreneurial place…” The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient calculated was 0.75.
3.3.3 Organizational Structure Scale
 The researcher adapted the flat organizational structure item of the organizational structure scale developed by Suman (2013). The scale to assess flat organizational structure in this study consisted of four items wherein their Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was calculated to be 0.736. They rated on the 5-point Likert scale. An example of sample items includes, “This organization is so large that it is difficult to establish coordination…” and “All rules related with work and employees are well written in this organization.”
3.3.4 Leadership Scale
 The researcher used the Perceived Leadership Behavior Scale (PLBS) questionnaire developed by House & Dessler (1974). Its 22 items are organized by three types of styles, including instrumental leadership (IL), supportive leadership (SL), and participative leadership (PL). Items were rated on the 5-point Likert scale. An example of sample items includes, “My leader lets group members know what is expected of them,” and “My leader decides what shall be done and how it shall be done.” The Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for instrumental leadership, supportive leadership, and participative leadership were found to be 0.782, 0.742, and 0.717, respectively. 
3.3.5 Organizational Citizenship Behavior Scale
 The researcher measured helping behavior with seven items adapted from Organ and Konovsky (1989), and Smith et al. (1938), and measured voice behavior with six items based on Van Dyne et al. (1994) and Whithey and Cooper (1989). Four items were used by the researcher from the Williams and Anderson (1991) Role Behavior Scale. Respondents rated 17 items on the 5-point Likert scale. An example of sample items includes, “This particular co-worker volunteers to do things for this work group.” The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for helping behavior, voice behavior, and in-role behavior was found to be 0.818, 0.729, and 0.715, respectively. 
[bookmark: _Toc526275268]Table 4: Summary of the variables under study
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	[bookmark: _Toc409446733][bookmark: _Toc409447932]Knowledge Management (KM)
	[bookmark: _Toc409446734][bookmark: _Toc409447933]KM regarding creating, sharing, and applying knowledge inside the organization to achieve and maintain competitive advantage (Petersen & Poulfelt, 2002).
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	[bookmark: _Toc409446739][bookmark: _Toc409447938]Organizational Leadership (L)
	Refers to the degree to which top managers are competent, supportive, and committed when participating in KM activities and providing all necessary resources and budget for KM processes, as well as linking KM strategy to business objectives.

	[bookmark: _Toc409446740][bookmark: _Toc409447939]Likert Scale

	[bookmark: _Toc409446741][bookmark: _Toc409447940]Organizational Culture (OC)
	Refers to the degree to which the organization consists of a learning culture of trust, openness, collaboration, free time, and acceptance of knowledge sharing. Four sub-criteria categorize this: teamwork, collaboration, adaptability, and solidarity. 
	[bookmark: _Toc409446742][bookmark: _Toc409447941]Likert Scale

	[bookmark: _Toc409446743][bookmark: _Toc409447942]Organizational Structure (OS)
	Refers to the way employees and professionals in an organization are classified in order to carry out tasks of the organization.
	[bookmark: _Toc409444806][bookmark: _Toc409446744][bookmark: _Toc409447943]Likert Scale

	[bookmark: _Toc409444807][bookmark: _Toc409447944]Moderator Variables
	
	

	[bookmark: _Toc409447947]Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB)
	[bookmark: _Toc409444811][bookmark: _Toc409447948]Non-obligatory behavior exhibited by an employee to improve effective functioning of the organization. This is not part of the job requirements.
	[bookmark: _Toc409444812][bookmark: _Toc409447949]Likert Scale
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3.4 Data collection 
A proposal that explained the aim and possible value of this research was presented to the target organization, with a formal request for approval to conduct this research. The goal was to acquire demographic data about the managers and their perceptions regarding organizational leadership, culture, and structure in influencing knowledge management.
The questionnaires’ online link was distributed by email, and clear instructions were provided. A survey questionnaire was administered to the UAE nationals to assess the key organizational drivers affecting knowledge management. The purpose of the study and the benefits for both the participants and the organization were highlighted. To ensure confidentiality and enhance reliability, the study was conducted anonymously. 
In this study, questionnaires were used to obtain data relevant to the study’s objectives and research questions. A survey was conducted to obtain the end goal of developing the capacity to choose a relevant sample of firms operating in the service sector. The survey measured items on a five-point Likert scale from 1 = "totally disagree" to 5 = "totally agree" and including a choice "don't know." The survey was pre-tested for understanding among industry specialists and academics (Dillmann, 1978) and their input was processed to guarantee a user-friendly and well-structured survey. The questionnaire-based survey was used to acquire a broad quantitative data set. The survey research is regarded by Babbie (2001) and Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2012) as the best method of data collection, when the researcher is interested in collecting original data for a population that is too big to test directly. The emphasis was placed on service firms headquartered in Dubai and Abu Dhabi. 
The questionnaire contained both open-ended and closed-ended questions. Closed answers required the selection of one of five options. Delport (2005) acknowledged the use of closed questions for a meaningful and verified comprehensiveness of the phenomenon, quick but fair availability of the investigation results, and better comparisons of responses, easy coding, and statistical analysis. These question types were suitable for obtaining straightforward responses (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2012). They also provided for quick and efficient analysis. On the other hand, Creswell (2013) points out that using open-ended question requiring long answers can sometimes be unreliable due to participants’ fatigue. 
The questionnaire selection was directed by the study objectives, available time, and the general study goal, which entailed investigating the effect of three variables on knowledge management. This type of research usually focuses on people, specifically on the vital facts of people, their beliefs, opinions, attitudes, motivations, and behavior (Kerlinger & Lee, 2000). 
[bookmark: _Toc526276732]3.5 Pilot Study
Having developed and/or adapted the questionnaires to assess organizational leadership, organizational structure, organizational culture, organizational citizenship behavior, and knowledge management, the questionnaires were then pilot-tested on a sample size of 30 in the proposed organizations where future actual data collection was to be carried out. 
The purpose of the pilot testing before actual data collection was to minimize the ambiguity in each of the items included in the questionnaire and also to delete the irrelevant items, if any. Such pilot testing has been recommended by many researchers for the purpose of determining feasibility, convenience, and cost-effectiveness (Harry, Sturges, & Klingner, 2005; Punch, 2005; Janesick, 2000) of the questionnaire as well as the overall study. It should be mentioned that we used back-to-back translations of the English version instruments used in this study into Arabic by a licensed translator, and then the Arabic version instruments were given to another licensed translator to translate back to the English version. When the researchers found that the Arabic version questionnaire was equivalent to their English version in terms of meaning, both English and Arabic version instruments were used in the pilot study. 
The outcome of the pilot testing was such that the researcher received inputs into ambiguity in the framing of the eight items spread over different measuring instruments, and these items were accordingly reframed to make them unambiguous. 
The survey population comprised junior to senior managers with diverse educational backgrounds who have been working in the organizations under study for a minimum of one year at the time of data collection.  It was necessary to exclude front-line managers (new entrants) as they lacked adequate experience, even if they had sufficient training. This step helped in the collection of accurate, unbiased information. The researcher sent the questionnaire to the management population to get many responses, as Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2012) proposed. The intent was to obtain data from a dissimilar population of managers for appropriate compilation and dissemination. Parts of this study that were tested included ensuring that the questions flowed correctly and that automated skip functions operated correctly. Adjustments were made to the quantity of questions appearing on each screen page to enhance the “look and feel” of the survey. No further changes were viewed as essential.
[bookmark: _Toc526276733]3.6 Data compilation 
After survey completion, the compilation process began. Responses with incomplete answers that failed to address primary parameters were eliminated. Compilation of the information helped to reveal demographic areas specifically presented for the managers. This step helped in defining the ideal group composition and identification of demographics for generalizability reasons (Creswell, 2013). All information was compared against the main research questions in an effort to discern unforeseen outcomes and verify if the study was successful. 
[bookmark: _Toc526276734]3.7 Data analysis
The results of the survey were analyzed using regression analysis in Microsoft Excel and Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS–V24). The main statistics used include descriptive statistics (arithmetic mean and standard deviation), ANOVA, Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation, Multiple Regression, and Structure Equation Modeling (SEM). Tables were also used to help understand the findings. 
Cross-tabulations and descriptive statistics worked as primary statistical methods to critically assess all questionnaire responses. Construction of frequency tables to analyze distributions was presented in item scores (Creswell, 2013). Comparing primary outcome scores (ranging from 1 to 5) and descriptive statistics computed mean, median, and standard deviation. Cross-tabulation involves construction of tables with frequencies, one class represented in rows and one in columns.  When variables co-vary or depend on one another, an association is formed (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2012). 
[bookmark: _Toc526276735]3.8 Validity and reliability
For accurate research, reliability and validity are required (Creswell, 2013). If a study and its results are reliable, the same results would be obtained regardless of researchers. Neuman’s (2003) recommendation for measurement validity guided the construction and development of this questionnaire. This is a three-step process: (1) identification of constructs, (2) definition of constructs, and (3) development of indicators.  In the social sciences, reliability quantifies the extent to which measurement instruments remain consistent (Bernard, 2011; Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2012).
In this context, “construct” refers to perceptions, experiences, and behaviors derived from responses of participants. The constructs used were organizational structure, leadership, citizenship behavior, culture, and knowledge management. Reliability analysis, therefore, approximates the homogeneity of responses coded numerically and internal consistency with measurement constructs defined in the survey instrument (Creswell, 2013). 
According to Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill (2012), reliability analysis indicates level of inter-correlation between items defined by the instrument. A questionnaire was used to test and adjust, guaranteeing reliability and validity. A pilot survey for pre-testing data collection improved these aspects (Bernard, 2011). Determination of consistency against the five constructs showed reliability analysis. 
Reliability is the degree to which measurements are error-free, providing consistent results. It is the correctness or appropriateness of the instrument employed in primary data collection (Cooper & Schindler, 2010). Reliability concerns the extent to which an experiment, test, or measuring procedure yields the same results in repeated trials (Carmines & Zeller, 1979). Creswell (2013) proposed that researchers should consider validity of internal, content, external, and criteria. The most popular form of assessment for multipoint-scaled items is the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient. 
Internal consistency was measured using Cronbach’s alpha, which is useful in determining the reliability of survey questionnaires with multiple Likert questions (Cooper & Schindler, 2010). It was adopted for determination of general reliability of the measurement scale for each construct. Internal consistency involves correlation of responses to each question with others (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2000). It is concerned with items in a scale measuring the same concept (Cooper & Schindler, 2010). Although there are varieties of methods in calculation, one of the most utilized is Cronbach’s alpha. The higher the Cronbach’s alpha scores, the more reliable the measuring instrument. 
3.8 [bookmark: _Toc526276736]Ethical Considerations
These are related to moral standards considered in all methods and stages of design. After an invitation to participate in the study, a consent letter was distributed. The questionnaire was to be completed voluntarily, and the choice to discontinue participation was noted. Exercising care in safeguarding the rights of individuals and institutions is vital (Polit & Hungler, 1999). Ethics is a philosophical term derived from the Greek word ethos, meaning character or custom, connoting social code conveying moral integrity and values (Partington, 2003). Relative to scientific ethics, Babbie and Mouton (2001) say the primary concern of ethics is wrongness and rightness in conducting research. All researchers are subject to these ethical considerations (Gratton & Jones, 2010).
Applied ethics are methods of self-regulation whereby distinctive disciplines endeavor to exhibit a professional approach (Mauthner et al., 2002). As per Blumberg et al. (2005), research ethics addresses whether the available methodology is utilized correctly. The researcher should guarantee that theoretical techniques and real-life considerations are combined to conduct questionnaires ethically while obtaining data and interpreting its results in context. 
Participants were guaranteed discretion and anonymity by an informed consent form, which was maintained.  An affidavit was distributed beforehand, stating the confidentiality of information and utilization for no reason beyond this research. Pimple (Penslar, 1995) divides ethical issues into three categories: ignorance, stress, and misconduct. It is understandable yet reprehensible that ignorance and stress may prompt unethical behaviors. Appropriate planning and preparation overcome these risks. Responses were presented to the dissertation supervisor only. 
Plagiarism is another concern. It is a negligible difference between plagiarizing work and unwittingly failing to reference sources. Stringent attention was paid in utilizing recognized referencing systems. All primary data is properly attributed to its original sources.
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[bookmark: _Toc526276738]Results 
This chapter reveals the assessment of the survey results to gain insight into KM. The results were used to evaluate the proposed framework. The chapter deliberates and discusses the outcomes of data analysis, presenting and discussing AMOS and SPSS output tables related to the regression model estimations and output related to the test of regression assumptions. The chapter also states which hypotheses were supported (or not supported) by the analysis.
[bookmark: _Toc526276739]4.1 Sample Characteristics
In this study, 920 employees were approached. We received filled-in questionnaires from 638 of them, after getting approval from their organizations as well as their individual consent to participate in this study across four public sector organizations in the United Arab Emirates (UAE) where knowledge management was a key goal. The participants in the study were approached in person and followed for over three-and-a-half months to collect the filled-in questionnaires from them. It was found that 170 respondents left some of the questionnaire items unanswered. 
As mentioned in Table 4.1, this study is based on a sample size of 468 consisting of 257 male (54.92%) and 211 female (45.08%) employees from junior and senior managerial positions. They are from diverse age brackets; 32.05% are 30 years of age and younger, 41.67% are 31 to 40 years of age, 20.73% of them are 41 to 50 years of age, and 5.55% of the sample was above 50 years of age. Furthermore, in terms of educational qualifications of the sample, 44.22% had a high school education, 41.88% had technical diplomas, 1.71% had undergraduate degrees, and 9.19% had graduate degrees at the time of the study. It should also be mentioned that 46.2% of the sample had been working with their current organizations for the last 2 years, 33.5% had been working in their current organizations for 2 to 5 years, and the rest had been working for over 5 years in the organizations where the data was collected.
Finally, the table shows that 92.74% of the sample had at least one training given by the organization on handling knowledge management practices, whereas 7.26% of them had undergone two or more trainings to sharpen their skills, knowledge, and attitudes to effectively engage in knowledge management practices.  










[bookmark: _Toc526275294]Table 4. 1: Demographic characteristics of sample in the study
	Demographic characteristics 
	Frequency 
	Percentage 

	Gender 
	Male
Female
Total 
	257
	54.92%

	
	
	211
	45.08%

	
	
	468
	100%

	Age 
	30 years and below
	150
	32.05%

	
	31 to 40 years
	195
	41.67%

	
	41 to 50 years
	97
	20.73%

	
	Above 50 years 
	26
	5.55%

	
	Total
	468
	100%

	Education level 
	High school graduate
	221
	47.22%

	
	Technical training/diploma
	196
	41.88%

	
	Undergraduate degree 
	8
	1.71%

	
	Graduate degree/diploma 
	43
	9.19%

	
	Total 
	468
	100%

	Length of Work Experience in the organization where study was conducted (in years)
	≤ 2 years
	216
	46.20%

	
	> 2 to ≤ 5 years
	157
	33.5%

	
	> 6 to ≤ 10 years
	83
	17.74%

	
	≥ 11 years
	12
	2.6%

	
	Total 
	468
	100%

	Number of trainings in Knowledge Management (KM) practices received in the last two years at the time of the study
	At least one
	434
	92.74%

	
	Two or more
	34
	7.26%

	
	Total 
	468
	100%


[bookmark: _Toc526276740]
4.2 Testing the goodness of measure for the constructs
[bookmark: _Toc526276741] 4.2.1 Content Validity 
Content validity refers to the degree to which an instrument (i.e., questionnaire) measures a theoretical construct—in other words, to what extent an instrument can cover the meanings comprised in the concept (Babbie, 1992) or the degree to which the items on a measure evaluate a similar content (Rubio et al., 2003). Basically, the objectives of content validity are to elucidate the domain of a concept and determine whether the instrument sufficiently measures the domain (Bollen, 1989). Content validation results in a theoretical definition that clarifies the meaning of the variable in an instrument (Bollen, 1989) and is assured by the previous work done in the same field (Gómez, Lorente, & Cabrera, 2004).
[bookmark: _Toc526276742]4.2.2 Construct Validity 
In this research, in order to assess the construct validity of the instrument, an exploratory factor analysis was used. Factor analytic methods are frequently used by researchers to assess construct validity of the results obtained from an instrument (i.e., questionnaire) (McCoach, 2002). In addition, deciding the latent variable structure of observed variables is a part of factor analysis that signifies a comprehensive category of approaches and mathematical procedures (Nunnally, 1978). 
[bookmark: _Toc526276743]4.2.3 Nomological Validity 
Nomological validity refers to the extent to which a construct acts as it ought to inside a network of related constructs (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955). Basically, this means we need to build up a nomological connection among the variables we might want to validate and other variables that have been confirmed theoretically to be linked to this specific variable. The collected data was tested for normality before further analysis was done. As shown in the Appendix Table, the maximum absolute value of skewness is less than 2 and that of kurtosis is less than 7, subsequently, data is assumed to be normally distributed (Dubey, Gunasekharan, & Samar Ali, 2015; Kim, 2013; Curran, West, & Finch, 1996).
[bookmark: _Toc526276744]4.2.4 Reliability 
Reliability has to do with the quality of the instrument used, meaning depending on the measures being consistent or repeatable. Reliability measures how much the questionnaire results show the status of an individual item on the factors defined by the instrument, and also how much the test score exhibits individual differences in these attributes (Cronbach, 1947). The reliability coefficient is important to show whether the instrument creator was right in supposing a specific accumulation of items to yield interpretable proclamations about individual differences (Cronbach, 1951). For the most part, the base adequate standard for internal consistency is 0.70   Nunnally (1978). 
[bookmark: _Toc526276745]4.3 Measurement Model
A confirmatory factor analysis was run to evaluate the measurement model. The information provided in Table 4.2 shows the degree to which the model indexes were enhanced to give a better fit. The root mean square residual (RMR) is an index of the amount of difference between the observed correlation (observed variances and covariance) and the predicted correlation (estimated variances and covariance). RMSEA, the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, is widely used in the applications of SEM (Jackson, Gillaspy, & Purc-Stephenson, 2009; Taylor, 2008). It estimates lack of fit compared to the saturated model. A good fit, sometimes referred to as a solid match of RMSEA, indicates .05 or less, while adequate fit or satisfactory is .08 or less.
The goodness of fit index (GFI) expresses to what extent the difference in the sample variance-covariance matrix (observed values and the values expected) is accounted for by the model. This ought to surpass .9 for a good model, while with a saturated model it will be a perfect 1. Adjusted GFI (AGFI) is another GFI index that corrects the GFI, meaning the value of the index is adjusted for the number of parameters affected by the number of indicators of each latent variable in the model. The fewer the number of parameters in the model, the closer the AGFI will be to the GFI. 
The Normed Fit Index (NFI) is basically an incremental measure of goodness of fit for a statistical model.  Values of .9 or higher indicate a good fit. The Comparative Fit Index (CFI) uses a comparative approach and is said to be a good index, even with small samples. It varies from 0 to 1, similar to the NFI, and .95 (or .9 or higher) demonstrates a good fit. The Parsimony Normed Fit Index (PNFI) is the product of NFI, while PCFI is the product of the CFI. The PNFI and PCFI are intended to reward those whose models are parsimonious (contain few paths). 
To summarize, a model is considered acceptable if:
· NFI >.90 (Byrne, 1994) or >.95 (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004)
· GFI > .90 (Byrne, 1994)
· CFI > .93 (Byrne, 1994)
· RMSEA is < .08 (Browne & Cudeck, 1993) and ideally < .05 (Stieger, 1990). 
 	Fit indexes in this study were examined (goodness of fit, GFI = .955) and were at acceptable levels indicative of good model fit (Hooper, Coughlan, & Mullen, 2008; Hu & Bentler, 1999). After exploratory factor analysis, a confirmatory factor analysis was done, the results of which are shown in Table 4.2. CFA ensures checking for both convergent validity and discriminant validity. The factor loadings portrayed in the figure falls well within the criteria of Hildebrandt (1987) and Hair et al. (2006) for convergent validity. 




[bookmark: _Toc526275295]Table 4. 2: Goodness-of-fit Results for Measurement Items of Leadership, Organizational Culture, Organizational Structure, Organizational Citizenship Behavior and Knowledge Management 
	Model
	χ2/df
	GFI
	RMR
	RMSEA
	AGFI
	NFI
	CFI

	Leadership
· Instrumental
· Situational
· Participative 
	3.202
	.955
	.038
	.073
	.916
	.933
	.948

	Organizational Culture
· Clan
· Adhocracy 
· Market 
· Hierarchical 
	3.483
	.937
	.041
	.078
	.912
	.923
	.958

	Flat Organizational Structure

	2.892
	.996
	.011
	.073
	.963
	.991
	.994

	Organizational Citizenship Behavior
· Helping Behavior
· Voice Behavior
· Inter-role Behavior
	1.277
	.995
	.016
	.024
	.981
	.997
	.999

	Knowledge Management
· Knowledge Creation
· Knowledge Capturing
· Knowledge Organizing
· Knowledge Storing
· Knowledge Dissemination
· Knowledge Application
	2.793
	.960
	.038
	.065
	.920
	.931
	.952


Wherein, GFI = Goodness-of-fit index; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; AGFI = Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; NFI = Normative Fit Index; RMR = Root Mean Square Residual; PNFI = Parsimonious NFI; PCFI = Parsimonious CFI

[bookmark: _Toc526276746]4.4 Validity of the Scale
[bookmark: _Toc526276747]4.4.1 Convergent Validity
 	Convergent validity is established when all items measuring a construct actually loading on or fall into one single construct (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). The test of convergent validity was carried out in order to acquire more detailed findings on the dimensionality of the construct under study (Hair et al., 2006).
It can be seen from Tables 4.3 and 4.4 that the standardized factor loadings for all the items are well over 0.5, the scale composite reliability is much greater than 0.7, and the Average Variance extracted (AVE) is also greater than 0.5. Convergent validity is adequate for the scale (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Since the scale composite reliability is well above 0.7, convergent validity is established (Clayton, 2014; Malhotra & Dash, 2011). Of the 53 items, 14 items were dropped due to loadings less than 0.55 (Liao, et al, 2009). Therefore, the analysis yielded indications of convergent validity.








[bookmark: _Toc526275296]Table 4. 3: Convergent Validity Test for Leadership, Organizational Culture and Organizational Citizenship Behavior Instruments
	 
	Indicators
	Std Loading
	Variance
	Error
	Cronbach’s alpha 
	SCR
	AVE

	Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Instrumental Leadership
 
 
 
	
	
	
	
	0.782
	0.784
	0.548

	
	IL2
	0.791
	0.626
	0.374
	
	
	

	
	IL3
	0.702
	0.493
	0.507
	
	
	

	
	IL4
	0.725
	0.526
	0.474
	
	
	

	 Situational Leadership
 
 
 
	
	
	
	
	0.742
	0.835
	0.558

	
	SL1
	0.769
	0.591
	0.409
	 
	
	

	
	SL2
	0.763
	0.582
	0.418
	 
	
	

	
	SL3
	0.718
	0.516
	0.484
	 
	
	

	
	SL4
	0.738
	0.545
	0.455
	 
	
	

	 Participative Leadership 
 
	
	
	
	
	 0.717
	0.769
	0.586

	
	PL1
	0.799
	0.638
	0.362
	 
	
	

	
	PL3
	0.731
	0.534
	0.466
	
	
	

	Organizational Culture
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	

	Clan Culture
 
	
	
	
	
	0.711
	0.720
	0.563

	
	CC1
	0.738
	0.559
	0.441
	
	
	

	
	CC2
	0.752
	0.566
	0.434
	 
	
	

	 Adhocracy Culture
	
	
	
	
	 0.709
	0.713
	0.554

	
	AC1
	0.736
	0.542
	0.458
	
	
	

	
	AC2
	0.753
	0.567
	0.432
	
	
	

	Market Culture
	
	
	
	
	0.721
	0.736
	0.582

	
	MC1
	0.769
	0.591
	0.408
	
	
	

	
	MC2
	0.757
	0.573
	0.426
	
	
	

	Hierarchical Culture
	
	
	
	
	0.736
	0.783
	0.643

	
	HC1
	0.829
	0.687
	0.313
	
	
	

	
	HC4
	0.774
	0.599
	0.401
	
	
	







[bookmark: _Toc526275297]Table 4. 4: Convergent Validity Test for Organizational Structure, Organizational Citizenship Behavior, and Knowledge Management Instruments
	 
	Indicators
	Std Loading
	Variance
	Error
	Cronbach’s alpha 
	SCR
	AVE

	Flat Organizational Structure
	
	
	
	
	0.736
	0.856
	0.599

	
	FOS1
	0.754
	0.569
	0.431
	
	
	

	
	FOS2
	0.741
	0.549
	0.451
	
	
	

	
	FOS3
	0.738
	0.545
	0.455
	
	
	

	
	FOS4
	0.858
	0.736
	0.264
	
	
	

	Organizational Citizenship Behavior
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	

	Helping Behavior
	
	
	
	
	0.818
	0.926
	0.861

	
	HB1
	0.914
	0.835
	0.165
	
	
	

	
	HB3
	0.942
	0.887
	0.113
	
	
	

	Voice Behavior
	
	
	
	
	0.729
	0.740
	0.587

	
	VB1
	0.758
	0.575
	0.425
	
	
	

	
	VB3
	0.774
	0.599
	0.401
	
	
	

	In-Role Behavior
 
	
	
	
	
	0.715
	0.723
	0.566

	
	IRB1
	0.762
	0.581
	0.419
	
	
	

	
	IRB3
	0.742
	0.551
	0.449
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 

	Knowledge Management
	
	 
	 
	 
	 0.704
	0 .715
	 0.511

	 
 
 
 
 
 
	KM1
	0.707
	0.499
	0.500
	 
	
	

	
	KM2
	0.671
	0.450
	0.549
	 
	 
	 

	
	KM3
	0.727
	0.529
	0.471
	 
	 
	 

	
	KM4
	0.699
	0.489
	0.511
	 
	 
	 

	
	KM5
	0.718
	0.516
	0.484
	 
	 
	 

	
	KM6
	0.753
	0.567
	0.433
	 
	 
	 

	
	KM7
	0.742
	0.551
	0.449
	
	
	

	
	KM8
	0.818
	0.669
	0.331
	
	
	

	
	KM9
	0.783
	0.613
	0.387
	
	
	

	
	KM10
	0.771
	0.594
	0.406
	
	
	

	
	KM11
	0.81
	0.656
	0.344
	
	
	

	
	KM12
	0.746
	0.557
	0.443
	
	
	



[bookmark: _Toc526276748]4.4.2 Discriminant Validity 
Discriminant validity refers to the degree to which two different constructs that are not supposed to be related (relatively distinctive) are actually unrelated, and their correlation values are neither an absolute value of 0 nor 1 (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). Discriminant validity is examined by comparing the shared variances among the constructs, with the average variance extracted from each separate construct. Discriminant validity (Table 4.5) is also established according to Gaski and Nevin (1985), as correlations between the factors are smaller than the Cronbach’s alpha values in the corresponding row and column (Andaleeb & Conway, 2006; Richey, Genchev, & Daugherty, 2005) and smaller than the square root of AVE values in the corresponding row and column (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). A correlation analysis was done and the outcome is shown. Considering that the Cronbach’s alpha values are all above 0.7 and the scale fulfills construct validity conditions, it was found to be both reliable and valid. As can be seen, all the factors are not perfectly correlated where their correlation coefficients range between 0 and 1. Hence, we can conclude that discriminant validity has been established. 






[bookmark: _Toc526275298]Table 4. 5: Discriminant validity test
	 
	 
	Mean
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10

	1
	IL
	4.25
	.87
	.740
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	2
	SL
	4.29
	.76
	.627**
	.747
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	3
	PL
	4.2
	.88
	.397**
	.588**
	.766
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	4
	CC
	4.43
	.77
	-.100*
	-.093*
	-.055
	.745
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	5
	AC
	4.38
	.79
	.029
	-.004
	-.016
	.434**
	.745
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	6
	MC
	4.41
	.80
	.001
	-.062
	-.041
	.688**
	.434**
	.763
	 
	 
	 
	 

	7
	HC
	4.42
	.76
	.027
	-.018
	-.002
	.421**
	.575**
	.384**
	.807
	 
	 
	 

	8
	KM
	4.33
	.48
	.582**
	.467**
	.264**
	.492**
	.563**
	.508**
	.473**
	.715
	 
	 

	9
	OCB
	4.36
	.54
	.303**
	.406**
	.188**
	.450**
	.445**
	.563**
	.375**
	.632**
	.819
	 

	10
	F_OSTRU
	4.4
	.84
	.116**
	.097*
	.126*
	.122*
	.099*
	.109*
	.754**
	.722**
	.112*
	.774


*p < 0.05
**p < 0.001
(Wherein KM = Knowledge Management, OCB = Organizational Citizenship Behavior, F_OSTRU = Flat Organizational Structure, IL = Instrumental Leadership, SL = Situational Leadership, PL = Participative Leadership, CC = Clan Culture, AC = Adhocracy Culture, MC = Market Culture, HC = Hierarchical Culture)

Table 4.5 presents the square root of the average variance extracted shared among the constructs and their measures (in-diagonals) and their inter-construct correlations (off-diagonals). The figures demonstrate a lower shared variance among the constructs than the average variance extracted from the individual constructs. Consistent with Fornell and Larcker (1981), this affirms the discriminant validity of the measurement model. In its entirety, the measurement model exhibits adequate reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant validity.
[bookmark: _Toc526276749]4.5 Hypothesis Test
[bookmark: _Toc526276750]4.5.1 Testing for Direct Impact
We hypothesized that the relationship between the organizational culture, structure, leadership, and OCB has a direct effect on knowledge management. The results given in Table 4.6 and Figure 4.1 show that out of 17 hypotheses, 12 were accepted and only five were rejected because the results were not statistically significant.
Based on the results, we can say that there is no direct relation between organization structures and knowledge management or organizational citizenship behavior. Moreover, participative leadership and organizational citizenship behavior do not affect knowledge management directly. In addition, instrumental leadership has no impact on organizational citizenship behavior.   










[bookmark: _Toc526275299]Table 4. 6: Testing for direct impact 
	Relationships
	Standardized Direct Effect
	Standard Error
	t value
	Sig. level
	Hypothesis Testing

	OCB<---OSTRU
	-.30
	.036
	11.001
	p<0.317
	Rejected

	KM<---OSTRU
	-.011
	.042
	-.550
	p<0.582
	Rejected

	OCB<---HC
	.077
	.082
	2.048
	p<0.041
	Accepted 

	KM<---HC
	.116
	.097
	4.598
	p<0.001
	Accepted 

	OCB<---MC
	.406
	.087
	9.634
	p<0.001
	Accepted 

	KM<---MC
	.145
	.112
	4.694
	p<0.001
	Accepted 

	OCB<---AC
	.173
	.080
	4.516
	p<0.001
	Accepted 

	KM<---AC
	.283
	.096
	10.814
	p<0.001
	Accepted 

	OCB<---CC
	.098
	.091
	2.297
	p<0.022
	Accepted 

	KM<---CC
	.263
	.108
	9.162
	p<0.001
	Accepted 

	OCB<---PL
	-.076
	.069
	-2.064
	p<0.039
	Accepted 

	KM<---PL
	-.029
	.082
	-1.175
	p<0.240
	Rejected

	OCB<---SL
	.452
	.048
	10.358
	p<0.001
	Accepted 

	KM<---SL
	.215
	.062
	6.661
	p<0.001
	Accepted 

	OCB<---IL
	.046
	.049
	1.189
	p<0.235
	Rejected

	KM<---IL
	.455
	.057
	17.681
	p<0.001
	Accepted 

	KM<---OCB
	.034
	.054
	1.088
	p<0.276
	Rejected



(Wherein KM = Knowledge Management, OCB = Organizational Citizenship Behavior, OSTRU = Organizational Structure, IL = Instrumental Leadership, SL = Situational Leadership, PL = Participative Leadership, CC = Clan Culture, AC = Adhocracy Culture, MC = Market Culture, HC = Hierarchical Culture) 

[bookmark: _Toc526276751]4.5.2 Testing for Indirect Impact 
We hypothesized that the relationship between the organizational culture, structure, leadership, and OCB was mediated and has an indirect effect on knowledge management. The results (as shown in Table 4.7 and Figure 4.1) were not statistically significant; therefore, the hypothesis is rejected.
[bookmark: _Toc526275300]Table 4. 7: Testing for indirect impact 
	Relationships
	Standardized Indirect Effect
	Sig. level
	Hypothesis Testing

	KM<---OCB<---OSTRU
	-.001
	p<0.505
	Rejected 

	KM<---OCB<---HC
	.003
	p<0.461
	Rejected 

	KM<---OCB<---MC
	.014
	p<0.405
	Rejected 

	KM<---OCB<---AC
	.006
	p<0.405
	Rejected 

	KM<---OCB<---CC
	.003
	p<0.477
	Rejected 

	KM<---OCB<---PL
	-.003
	p<0.429
	Rejected 

	KM<---OCB<---SL
	.015
	p<0.405
	Rejected 

	KM<---OCB<---IL
	.002
	p<0.586
	Rejected 



Wherein KM = Knowledge Management, OCB = Organizational Citizenship Behavior, OSTRU = Flat Organizational Structure, IL = Instrumental Leadership, SL = Situational Leadership, PL = Participative Leadership, CC = Clan Culture, AC = Adhocracy Culture, MC = Market Culture, HC = Hierarchical Culture

[bookmark: _Toc526276752]4.5.3 Testing for Moderated Effect
We hypothesized that the relationship between the organizational culture, structure, leadership, and OCB as a moderating variable has an effect on knowledge management. The results as shown in Table 4.8 and Figure 4.2 were statistically significant; therefore, all hypotheses were accepted except for one hypothesis related to an item of cultural variable (adhocracy) that was rejected.

[bookmark: _Toc526275301]Table 4. 8: Testing for moderated effect 
	Relationships
	Std.  Moderated Effect
	SE
	CR
	Sig. level
	Mediation (Full/Partial/None)
	Hypothesis Testing

	KM<---OCB x OSTRU
	.117
	.001
	12.286
	p<0.001
	Full
	Accepted 

	KM<---OCB x IL
	.363
	.001
	38.208
	p<0.001
	Partial
	Accepted 

	KM<---OCB x SL
	-.369
	.001
	- 38.790
	p<0.001
	Partial
	Accepted 

	KM<---OCB x PL
	.044
	.002
	4.582
	p<0.001
	Full
	Accepted 

	KM<---OCB x CC
	.420
	.002
	44.135
	p<0.001
	Partial 
	Accepted 

	KM<---OCB x AC
	-.016
	.002
	-.1665
	p<0.096
	Partial 
	Rejected 

	KM<---OCB x MC
	-.395
	.002
	- 41.50
	p<0.001
	Partial 
	Accepted 

	KM<---OCB x HC
	-.177
	.002
	-18.582
	p<0.001
	Partial 
	Accepted 



Wherein, KM = Knowledge Management, OCB = Organizational Citizenship Behavior, OSTRU = Organizational Structure, IL = Instrumental Leadership, SL = Situational Leadership, PL = Participative Leadership, CC = Clan Culture, AC = Adhocracy Culture, MC = Market Culture, HC = Hierarchical Culture









[bookmark: _Toc526276648]Figure 4. 1: Path diagram showing coefficients for direct and indirect effect
[image: ]

The results of the structural equation modeling analysis are provided in Figure 4.1. The figure presents the hypothesized positive relationships among the research variables. From the literature in the field of knowledge management, which was leveraged to propose a framework of KM in Chapter 2, it can be said that organizational culture, leadership, and structure are the building blocks of the KM through the moderating role of organizational citizenship behaviors.
Finally, it is concluded that the proposed framework of the KM based on the relevant literature review was empirically tested. The overall outcome of the defined framework can be evaluated as good as the gathered information from the survey as well as the literature.
[bookmark: _Toc526276649]Figure 4. 2: Path diagram showing coefficients for direct and moderated effect
[image: ]
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[bookmark: _Toc526276754]Discussion, Conclusions, Implications, and Limitations
This final chapter of the dissertation will cover discussion and conclusion about the work, particularly the research and the work’s contribution to the body of existing knowledge. The researcher will reflect in this chapter on the survey results and limitations. Notwithstanding the overall work, it is vital to indicate areas for future work and research. The chapter makes recommendations to researchers and practitioners based on the results discussed in Chapter 4.
[bookmark: _Toc526276755]5.1 Discussion
This study was designed to investigate the direct and indirect linkage between three independent variables of culture, structure, and leadership and knowledge management. It also aimed to study the moderating role of organizational citizenship behavior in the impact of organizational culture, structure, and leadership on knowledge management in organizations in the UAE. 
Based on the literature, thirty-three hypotheses were proposed, and the results were obtained and presented in the previous chapter. The overall pattern of relationships between independent and dependent variables with the moderated effect in the structural equation model is consistent with our hypotheses, but only one of the paths tested was not confirmed. Of the nine paths tested between independent and dependent variables with the moderated effect, eight were significant. For the culture variable, three of four paths were significant. Clan culture, hierarchy culture, and market culture are positively related to knowledge management, while adhocracy culture is not. 
Parikh (2016) said that "Mintzberg, adhocracy was an interesting concept in its time, but the organizations and their environments have moved beyond its realm of relevance and they need more than what the concept can give. Adhocracy may now move over and make space for ambidexterity" especially when it comes to successful implementation of KM. Contradictory results from a study done by Tseng (2017) reveal that an adhocracy culture enables knowledge conversion and enhances corporate performance more than clan and hierarchy cultures.
In general, in terms of leadership style, participative, instructional, and situational leadership styles are positively related to knowledge management. Prior research suggested that knowledge management success is associated with the leader’s role in the organizational processes (Liang et al., 2007), particularly in terms of knowledge management (Crawford, 2005; Singh, 2008; Srivastava & Bartol, 2006).  In addition, organizational structure is positively related to knowledge management. Finally, the results revealed that the moderated variable in this model (organizational citizenship behavior) has a positive relation with knowledge management. In other words, when employees exhibit citizenship behavior in the workplace and have a favorable perception of their organizational leadership, structure, and culture, there is a corresponding increase in knowledge management.
When testing the direct impact between independent and dependent variables in the structural equation model, the results are consistent with our hypotheses; twelve of the seventeen paths tested were confirmed. For the leadership style, four of the six paths were significant, while for the organizational structure, both paths were not significant. The situational leadership (SL) and instructional leadership (IL) reflect a direct link to knowledge management. However, participative leadership (PL) did not reveal a positive relationship with knowledge management. In addition, organizational citizenship behavior has no direct impact on knowledge management. 
However, contrary to our predictions, initiating indirect impact between independent and dependent variables in the structural equation model resulted in a negative, not positive, effect on knowledge management.
These results obtained from analyzing the respondents’ responses help the organization to follow methods and apply activities in order to motivate KM efforts and mitigate the effects of KM barriers. The results show important challenges to applying KM in the service sector. The low organizational citizenship behavior results in resistance of employees to teach or learn, to share their knowledge with others, or to accept solutions from others; these are major problems that may negatively affect KM. Organizational culture issues can sometimes prevent useful knowledge from being captured and shared in KM. 


     This research and its outcomes gave an understanding of service sector organizations within pioneer organizations in knowledge management. The knowledge management cycle often begins with the individual making personal knowledge accessible to others as the central activity of knowledge-creating organizations. Through citizenship behavior, conversations can easily happen between individuals to find out what they and others know, and in this process of sharing, new knowledge is created.
Organization structures are valuable aids in the process of knowledge management, yet they are just supporting tools. Sharing knowledge relies upon the quality of formal and informal discussions that individuals have, and whether and between whom these discussions happen are subject to the organizational structure in place. The role structure plays in all this is that of an enabler and aid in creating and supporting the right culture for knowledge management.
An organizational culture that perceives the value of knowledge is a crucial component in whether knowledge management is effectively carried out. Such a culture gives a chance for individual contact so that tacit knowledge, which can't viably be captured in procedures or represented in documents and databases, can be transferred. Organizational culture is viewed as a way to contribute to knowledge management in an organization that depends on several reasons, and hence a critical success factor for its implementation is organizational culture and structure.
Leadership and KM are inherently connected, encouraging knowledge management and enabling communication, keeping in mind the end goal to help teams work towards shared objectives. The literature states that the introduction of KM is enabled with a top-bottom approach that means to effectively start KM in an organization, and it is critical to have the support of the management available (North, 2005). Previous trials to integrate knowledge management in organizations have frequently failed due to the distance of the actual user of KM (Menken, 2009). On the other hand, it is by all accounts essential that a strong character is necessary to push these topics, and that devoted support is available, originating with management.
Each organization needs to work at changing the behavior of the workforce and therefore the focus on the available knowledge base. Organizational citizenship behavior will be part of the new generation of employees and will be more easily accepted in the organization. The boundaries will be lower towards specific learning, and behavior towards knowledge management will improve.  
[bookmark: _Toc526276756]5.2 Contributions to the Body of Knowledge
As there are not many existing studies available in the field of KM in service sector organizations in UAE, this work can be understood as closing a gap. In addition, most existing knowledge management research is conducted in developed economies, while few studies are conducted on emerging economies (Farh, Zhong, & Organ, 2004). As the exploration is presently progressively extended to different parts of the world (Meyer, Becker, & VanDick, 2006), this research adds to the literature.
In this dissertation, I have conducted the comprehensive literature review of knowledge management, structure, leadership, and culture. The information is very useful for others’ reviewing as I have covered all related concepts. Moreover, using a quantitative method has showed the difference and the similarity of the service sector. This can be the overview for others to understand knowledge management in practice. In addition, the notion of my analysis can help fill some gaps in knowledge management and the service industry.
Developing this dissertation, I have gained in-depth knowledge of this topic. Employees at work may face obstacles to communicate with each other, such as cultural barriers. Companies often employ people from different countries who speak different languages. When people have to share knowledge with someone from another culture, they have to use additional effort (Alyesson, 2002). Culture may hinder people in creating and sharing knowledge with each other. People who come from different parts of the world may have different cultures, behaviors, goals, and motivation that make it difficult for them to communicate and gain knowledge from what other people try to explain.
Different people from different cultures working together may result in problems with trust, identity, and commitment at work. This can make people reluctant to share their knowledge and work together. Knowledge that is not shared will lose its value quite quickly. There is evidence that the environment that supports trust, care, and personal networks among employees is one of the most important conditions for high level of collaboration, knowledge creation, and knowledge sharing (Nonaka, VonKrogh and Ichijo, 2000).
I believe that recognizing the potential of knowledge management will encourage other companies to develop this system. However, the difference in applying knowledge management depends on type of employees, history, structure, and culture of the company. The key is making sure that people, particularly in top management, understand the advantages of knowledge management and what makes it useful. Future research should determine the ways to overcome these problems and should examine how knowledge management benefits other service sectors such as education, traveling, and banking to understand the whole picture of the service industry.
[bookmark: _Toc526276757]5.3 Managerial Implications
Since leadership is considered one of the key means of achieving knowledge management success, it is reasonable to discuss managerial implication. Managers need to understand, acknowledge, and appreciate the competence and commitment of their subordinates and entrust them with responsibilities. Managers have to be aware of their surroundings and sensitive to the abilities and motivations of their subordinates in order to be able to make effective decisions and help attain successful knowledge management. 
Gartner says that most knowledgeable people are generally too busy creating value to have any spare time (Mann, 2007). Therefore, it seems to be imperative that organizations and particularly the management plan and communicate how the role of knowledgeable employees will change once KM has been implemented. That means that a system of communication rules should be implemented with all the organizations focused on KM as the interactions of people can encourage their OCB and enhance KM implementation. The reason behind this is to overcome personal boundaries and encourage OCB. 
The research highlighted another important topic that can be seen as an implication of this work. It is important to show managers their role in the context of knowledge management and management support with the team. The leadership styles show that holding managers accountable for success is essential and therefore a must for the upper management of the organization. It must be highlighted to what extent the defined assumption applies to all kinds of different companies, as this depends on the complexity of the organizational structure and therefore will be more important for some companies than for others. 
Managers can use the framework proposed to foster knowledge management in their corresponding organizations. An in-depth understanding of the KM components and their motivational factors facilitates implementation of knowledge management. Managers in other organizations can understand these relationships and take new steps to create circumstances that can encourage knowledge management, as well as enhance the engagement of their groups and subordinates in the KM process. 

[bookmark: _Toc526276758]5.4 Theoretical Contributions
Exploring the factors affecting knowledge management enhances how to manage knowledge. Through the previous literature review, the researcher tried to assess the most important aspects affecting KM such as culture, leadership, and structure.  This investigation helped in comprehending the relationship between the variables, taking into account the moderating effect of organizational citizenship behavior. The empirical study was carried out to ascertain the effect of the proposed framework on knowledge management in organizations in the UAE.  Since the study proved the model to be successful, other organizations can use the same framework to facilitate their implementation of KM. 
 	This research adds to the organizational culture literature. The current research proposes that organizational culture is pivotal for fruitful knowledge management. This includes clan, market, and hierarchy culture, while some studies found that the most suitable organizational culture for knowledge management remains unclear (Park et al., 2004). 
[bookmark: _Toc526276759]5.5 Future Work & Research 
The aspects of further work and research can be aligned with assessing the long-term results. The outcomes in this area can be helpful in determining what can and should be done when introducing knowledge management to organizations. The investigations should also lead to the investigation of how possible positive results can be transferred to other organizations in terms of the following questions:  To what extent do its leaders, behavior, culture, and structure currently support or hamper effective KM? 
Future work and research should take these results and use the ideas for other organizations. The implementation of KM in an organization will never be a simple venture, yet organized methodologies that expand on the reuse of existing ideas can prompt achievement. The genuine heart of the matter of KM in an organization is finding a method for presenting approaches of storing knowledge, making knowledge available to everyone, utilizing knowledge, handling knowledge, and re-utilizing knowledge. Future work should therefore focus on technology, since the tools that are available and are expected to give assistance are harmonized to these requirements. 
The question of how to capture tacit knowledge in the most ideal way from all perspectives (individuals, process, and technology) ought to be examined in future research. The way these three aspects in connection to knowledge management can be combined to discuss managing wisdom is the next step in this process. 
The future work in the domain of knowledge management in the context of the UAE should use the research framework of this study to empirically test in other industry namely, construction, information technology & services, hospitality, and healthcare organization as they are the backbone of future economic progress of the UAE and hardly solid empirical work so far have been carried out on knowledge management in these industry.  
[bookmark: _Toc526276760]5.6 Limitations 
The study has following limitations, as:
· This study has some limitations, as it was conducted only in service sector organizations in the UAE. Future studies on the topic of knowledge management should be conducted across different industries in both private- and public-sector organizations in the UAE.
· Furthermore, future studies should include other organizational and individual variables to discover more about what is needed for knowledge management in organizations in the UAE. 
· The present research was based on participants from four organizations in the UAE. Future research based on a larger sample group from different organizations is needed in order to verify the results of this study. 
· There are many methodologies to choose from qualitative and quantitative methods. Due to time limitation and working independently, it may not be possible to conduct the dissertation by deploying many research methods. 
· One of the difficulties that I anticipate is selecting the sample from all types of businesses in the service industry. The four organizations studied were chosen because these sectors are becoming the main players of knowledge management. However, they are only a part of representatives of the service industry. There are additional interesting representatives that should be studied as well. 
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Appendix: Descriptive statistics

	Descriptive Statistics

	 
	N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Skewness
	Kurtosis

	
	Statistic
	Statistic
	Statistic
	Statistic
	Statistic
	Statistic
	Std. Error
	Statistic
	Std. Error

	IL2
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.1987
	1.04760
	-1.190
	0.113
	0.572
	0.225

	IL3
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.2714
	1.02698
	-1.408
	0.113
	1.350
	0.225

	IL4
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.2692
	1.04510
	-1.392
	0.113
	1.104
	0.225

	SL1
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.2970
	0.99001
	-1.368
	0.113
	1.104
	0.225

	SL2
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.2949
	0.98957
	-1.337
	0.113
	1.013
	0.225

	SL3
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.3419
	0.96102
	-1.515
	0.113
	1.741
	0.225

	SL4
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.2201
	1.07963
	-1.328
	0.113
	0.946
	0.225

	PL1
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.2564
	1.03393
	-1.288
	0.113
	0.788
	0.225

	PL3
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.1410
	1.10352
	-1.078
	0.113
	0.161
	0.225

	CC1
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.4274
	0.91447
	-1.792
	0.113
	2.916
	0.225

	AC1
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.3953
	0.92070
	-1.657
	0.113
	2.358
	0.225

	MC1
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.3782
	0.97073
	-1.734
	0.113
	2.549
	0.225

	HC1
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.4209
	0.90688
	-1.727
	0.113
	2.664
	0.225

	CC2
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.4402
	0.90599
	-1.799
	0.113
	2.975
	0.225

	AC2
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.3654
	0.92609
	-1.584
	0.113
	2.125
	0.225

	MC2
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.4509
	0.90190
	-1.910
	0.113
	3.523
	0.225

	HC4
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.4167
	0.90650
	-1.786
	0.113
	3.078
	0.225

	FOS1
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.3932
	0.98126
	-1.809
	0.113
	2.763
	0.225

	FOS2
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.4252
	0.87846
	-1.741
	0.113
	2.968
	0.225

	FOS3
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.4038
	0.93088
	-1.797
	0.113
	2.935
	0.225

	FOS4
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.3654
	0.97123
	-1.645
	0.113
	2.134
	0.225

	KM1A
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.4252
	0.92824
	-1.813
	0.113
	2.958
	0.225

	KM1B
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.3889
	0.92227
	-1.636
	0.113
	2.285
	0.225

	KM2A
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.3782
	0.97073
	-1.734
	0.113
	2.549
	0.225

	KM2B
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.4231
	0.90706
	-1.732
	0.113
	2.676
	0.225

	KM3A
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.3611
	0.92546
	-1.575
	0.113
	2.109
	0.225

	KM3B
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.4359
	0.90806
	-1.782
	0.113
	2.900
	0.225

	KM4A
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.2735
	1.05216
	-1.418
	0.113
	1.259
	0.225

	KM4B
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.2821
	1.04786
	-1.436
	0.113
	1.329
	0.225

	KM5A
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.1902
	1.07340
	-1.251
	0.113
	0.766
	0.225

	KM5B
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.2885
	1.02648
	-1.471
	0.113
	1.568
	0.225

	KM6A
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.2607
	1.08147
	-1.471
	0.113
	1.331
	0.225

	KM6B
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.2671
	1.05076
	-1.452
	0.113
	1.376
	0.225

	HB1
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.2543
	1.04578
	-1.381
	0.113
	1.173
	0.225

	HB3
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.2564
	1.04629
	-1.384
	0.113
	1.177
	0.225

	VB1
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.4466
	0.90166
	-1.899
	0.113
	3.493
	0.225

	VB3
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.3782
	0.93934
	-1.691
	0.113
	2.525
	0.225

	IRB1
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.4145
	0.90393
	-1.752
	0.113
	2.896
	0.225

	IRB3
	468
	1.00
	5.00
	4.4060
	0.93340
	-1.748
	0.113
	2.713
	0.225
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