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[bookmark: _Toc500837428]Abstract 

The purpose of this research is to identify the critical factors impacting the knowledge sharing in Technology-Intensive organizations in UAE and to propose a factors priority hierarchy by using Analytical Hierarchical Process (AHP) model for technology organizations. This research is designed by composing multi-criteria which should support the decision-making for knowledge sharing factors & sub-factors to identify the most critical factors impacting the knowledge sharing in Technology-Intensive organizations to deal with this complexity of multi-criteria to support the decision-making process. AHP method has been used in this research to identify the critical factor impacting the knowledge sharing in Technology-Intensive organizations. Results show that organizational Leadership is the most critical factor impacting the knowledge sharing in Technology-Intensive organizations for two different sectors of this research the services and manufacturing where both Organizational Culture and Organizational Strategy where part of top three but in a different order. Also, for sub-factors, the leadership integrity and trust ranked first, and leadership decision-making ranked second for both sectors. Results are derived from AHP survey targeting 15 responses from each sector the services and manufacturing considered as an intensive-technology organization in UAE, therefore these cannot be generalized. Future research with different than technology field and countries are required to better understand the whole picture of knowledge sharing. To have successful knowledge sharing practices in Technology-Intensive organizations, it is essential that all factors and sub-factors of its impact on the organization are understood and treated well. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the study
[bookmark: _Toc496308452][bookmark: _Toc500837434]1.1 Introduction
Knowledge Sharing (KS) is an exchange of knowledge between and among individuals, and within and among teams, or organizational units (Paulin & Suneson, 2015). This exchange may be focused or unfocused, but it usually does not have a clear objective. KS is very important for organizational performance in different industries and across levels because it improves people's approach to addressing different issues and activities (Ramachandran, Chong, & Lin, 2008). The more an organization facilitates KS, the greater the chance that the organization will experience positive changes in people’s performance and productivity (O. Alshamsi et al., 2017, Argote, Ingram, Levine, & Moreland, 2000).  
Kumar, Jain, & Tiwary (2013) state that in today’s dynamic business world, KS has become an increasingly important and complex element, which is also consistent with Al-Azri, Al-Salti, & Al-Karaghouli (2010). However, the field continues to lack a sound and holistic understanding of the key factors that influence the success of KS. Competitive and creative organizational environments have made it challenging to ensure that the KS and the know-how transferring process is effective and efficient, Also, because of globalisation and advanced technology, it is imperative for organizations to continuously innovate to stay ahead of competitors. Organisations are finding exponential need and demand for the support of knowledge sharing among employees that can help them achieve sustainable competitive advantages and market continuance and to enhance overall knowledge sharing mechanisms and to effectively manage shared knowledge there should be a clear and precise understanding of the factors related to the organisational practices influencing the knowledge sharing culture in an organisation. Individuals in an organization are likely to share their knowledge when such behaviour is associated with certain tangible and intangible benefits. This can be captured by the social exchange theory that argues that individuals or groups endeavour to interact with mutually expected rewards (Yang et al., 2008). The benefits can be in the form of financial rewards provided by the organization, for instance, an increase in salary, bonuses, promotions, and job security (He and Wei, 2009). Management support also plays a key role in facilitating knowledge sharing behaviour among individuals in an organization. Employees are more likely to share knowledge with each other if they perceive that the benefits of doing so outweigh any cost (Bock et al., 2005).
	In this study, technology-intensive organizations were chosen because they can show how different factors impact the decision-making model of KS better than other organizations (Argote et al., 2000). This study establishes a multi-criteria decision-making process of KS factors and sub-factors to identify the most important factors that impact KS in technology-intensive organizations and assist in creating a decision-making model for these organizations. Accordingly, the Analytical Hierarchical Process (AHP) method is used in this study because this model is effective for multi-criteria decision making (R. W. Saaty, 1987). This approach is important for gaining the trust of the organization, specifically for technology investment, and understanding how these investments can benefit the organization (Al-Yahya & Farah, 2009).
[bookmark: _Toc500837435]1.2	Knowledge Sharing in UAE Context
In the opening session of the Dubai World Economic Forum in 2007, Sheikh Mohammed bin Rashid Al Maktoum, vice president and prime minister of the UAE, began his speech by saying, ‘There is a wide knowledge gap between us and the developed world in the West and our only option is to bridge this gap as quickly as possible by knowledge because our age is defined by knowledge'. This statement explains the broad reaction of the UAE government towards its new strategy of changing the UAE economy from oil-based to knowledge-based. Various studies emphasizing the importance of KS and its effects on performance and related factors of the organisation have been conducted in the UAE context. For example, Siddique (2012) conducted a baseline study to investigate knowledge sharing initiatives in the UAE. Abdallah, Khalil, & Divine (2012) studied the impact of KS on the innovative capabilities of firms in the UAE. In addition, Al-Khouri studied Knowledge Management (KM) in the UAE on the fusing of KM in the public sector (Al-Khouri, 2012). Similarly, Suliman & Al-Hosani
The knowledge sharing practices in UAE organization have a great importance keeping in view the fact that UAE has been gaining attention of the technology provider from all over the world and there are numerous projects initiated by the foreign technology firms in UAE that have different level of knowledge and style as compared with other UAE organizations, therefore deferent government United Arab Emirates show a big interest in Knowledge Sharing (KS) practices to get the benefit of the knowledge that they can create and record where recently United Arab Emirates Government identified a number of priority areas to force the varied of the economy where it initiatives investments worth hundreds of billions US dollars to ensure that Abu Dhabi’s development is delivered according to a careful economic transformation strategy where the government invest mainly to improve the knowledge sharing and develop citizen resources and now 48% total GDP is non-oil & gas in UAE related according to Abu Dhabi Chamber report 2014, as stated by the Chairman Abu Dhabi Department of Economic Development (DED) H.E. Nasser Ahmed Al Sowaidi “Though the report even offers more evidence of the success of the plans of the Government of the emirate, which seek the optimal use of available resources, and enhancing the competitiveness of Abu Dhabi, this success is not seen as an end in itself, but just a prod for spurring the march of Abu Dhabi and its path towards excellence and progress, and the status that commensurate with the vast capabilities, and opportunities offered by the Emirate’s economy.” Abu Dhabi has set a number of strategy under Abu Dhabi Vision 2030 like economy vision, the Economic Vision 2030 of Abu Dhabi is a comprehensive plan from the Government of Abu Dhabi for the long-term transformation and diversification of the Emirate’s economy to transfer the Oil base economy of the Emirates into a Knowledge-based economy which create a reduced reliance on the oil sector as a source of economic activity and to have a greater focus on knowledge-based industries as stated in Abu Dhabi Economic Department report (Economic Report of the Emirate of Abu Dhabi 2013).
[bookmark: _Toc496308453][bookmark: _Toc500837436]1.3 Context of the Study
Although knowledge management has been widely discussed by many academic and practitioners, there is relatively little information on KS as found in the public organization (Omar Sharifuddin Syed-Ikhsan & Rowland, 2004), example of studies done in public organization in UAE; fusing Knowledge Management into the public organization (Al-Khouri, 2014) knowledge sharing in the Dubai Police Force (Seba, Rowley, & Delbridge, 2012) and also the factors affecting attitude and intentions towards knowledge sharing in Dubai Police Force (Seba, Rowley, & Lambert, 2012), but this study will focus on KS key performance factors, which make KS more effective and successful.
Knowledge sharing is the procedure of accumulating, overseeing and offering workers' learning capital all through the association (Al-Khouri, 2014). The information offering all through the organization improves existing hierarchical business forms, presents more productive and compelling business methodologies and evacuates excess forms. It is a train that pushes a community and incorporated methodology to the creation, catch, association gets to and utilization of an endeavor's information stakes. The greatest test in knowledge sharing is to guarantee investment by the individuals or workers in the learning imparting, coordinated effort and re-utilization to attain business results (Davenport & Prusak, 1998). In numerous associations, this obliges changing conventional attitudes and authoritative society from "information accumulating" (to keep shrouded or private) to "learning offering" (offer among colleagues) and making a climate of trust. This is attained through a blending of inspiration/ recognition and prizes, re-arrangement of performance appraisal frameworks, and other estimation frameworks. A key to achievement in Knowledge Management is to give individuals visibility, recognition and credit as "masters" in their particular regions of specialization - while leveraging their aptitude for business achievement. The organizational debris from the failed endeavors to force new infrastructures that are either unsuitable to their work situations, or where individuals are not eager to impart information is adequate proof. Henceforth the requirement of Knowledge Management activity emerges to wind up the answer for such issues, which unites individuals, methodology, and innovation, what's more, helps organizations to accomplish its objectives and vision.
Also, it is important to highlight that this research focuses on organizational knowledge sharing from different aspects, previous conceptual investigations and case studies in the field of knowledge sharing research indicate that related activities of organizational knowledge sharing are facilitated by vertical knowledge flows, by top-down and/ or bottom-up knowledge inflows (Navalpakkam, V., & Itti, L. 2006) & Mom, T. J., Van Den Bosch, F. A., & Volberda, H. W. 2007). Others point to the important role of horizontal knowledge sharing flows within an organization in understanding exploration and exploitation related knowledge sharing activities (Nonaka, 1994; Schulz, 2003) & (Subramaniam and Youndt, 2005). Therefore, this study will not only considers top-down and bottom-up knowledge sharing inflows but also horizontal knowledge sharing inflows in a way to understand which factors either internal or external towards organizational knowledge sharing. 
Then, this research study investigates all critical factors to knowledge sharing in organization, especially in the technology-intensive organizations. It is impossible to measure the knowledge sharing practices in all technology-intensive organization because it is hard to collect data for all UAE Technology-Intensive organization therefore the author chose two Technology-Intensive organizations as case study, one from services and other from manufacturing sector.
[bookmark: _Toc496308454][bookmark: _Toc500837437]1.4 Purpose of the study 
Organizations worldwide are showing increasing interest in knowledge management practices to address the contemporary challenges of today's digital age. (Al-Khouri, 2014) and in UAE context as indicated by Sheikh Mohammed bin Rashid Al Maktoum, vice president and prime minister of the UAE & ruler of Dubai, in World Economic Forum in 2007 “There is a wide knowledge gap between us and the developed world the west, our only option is to bridge this gap as quickly as possible because our age is defined by knowledge”. So, there is a growing interest for further research on knowledge management in the Technology-Intensive organizations, the prior study of knowledge management has placed emphasis on similarities and differences between traditional and Technology-Intensive organizations, and factors that affect knowledge sharing. Liebowitz & Megbolugbe, (2003), for example, Seba et al., (2012) found that organization structure, leadership, time allocation, and trust could be a barrier to knowledge sharing in the Dubai police force.
The finding of the research will identify the impact of nine primary factors and thirty-four sub-factors that are relevant to KS in technology-intensive organizations.
[bookmark: _Toc496308455][bookmark: _Toc500837438]1.5 Research Problem & Question
This research is designed by composing multi-criteria priority defied of knowledge sharing factors & sub-factors to identify the most critical factor impacting the KS in the technology-intensive organization and to assist in building a factors priority model for the technology-intensive organization. Accordingly, and to deal with this complexity of multi-criteria the Analytical Hierarchical Process (AHP) method has been used in this research to define the priority model for knowledge sharing factors. This approach is important to gain the trust of the organization specially the investment establishment because when those organization will see that the knowledge that they introduce to the UAE organizations is shared across all the levels, they will become satisfied as they invested in the right place and they will expect the positive and desired outcomes of their investments in different projects (Al-Yahya & Farah, 2009). Therefore, the research question to be:

What are the key factors affecting the knowledge sharing practices within the technology-intensive organizations?

Also based on this research question the study will have two purposes as following;
· To identify a hierarchy of critical factors impacting the knowledge sharing in technology-intensive organization in UAE and prioritize them.
· To recommend an approach to overcome the challenges of those key factors impacting the KS in UAE organizations. 
[bookmark: _Toc401872021][bookmark: _Toc496308456][bookmark: _Toc500837439]1.6 Importance of the study
The two most important aspects of a study are the scope and delimitation of study. The scope of study refers to various parameters which will be dealt with in the dissertation. In case of this particular research topic, the researcher sought to determine with what extent the activities of knowledge sharing practices effectiveness in the Technology-Intensive organization where it can be beneficial and to know-how as far are as they in enhancing knowledge sharing practices focused around their organizational factors. It is difficult to gather information for all UAE Technology-Intensive organization thus the researcher sought it appropriate to select a field for the purpose of a careful investigation which is services and manufacturer to be the field to actualize the detailed analysis for this examination.
Delimitations, on the other hand, define the boundaries of the study. The topic was particularly chosen rejecting all other related topics as the researcher felt that it will be essential to focus the study in the Technology-Intensive organization because it can reflect the factors priority decision-making model of KS in a better way than any other organizations (Argote et al., 2000). Also, the research focuses on Services and manufacturer field because this particular sector is an important building block in UAE economy that serves almost all other sectors of UAE. The research has been based on certain assumptions which will be aimed to be justified at the end of the research. 
The basic underlying assumption is that there are nine main factors impacting the KS in any organization in general and 34 sub-factors which also has an impact towards the organizational KS practices.
[bookmark: _Toc401872022][bookmark: _Toc496308457][bookmark: _Toc500837440]1.7 Organization of the study
The entire content of the research will be systematically studied in five separate chapters which ensure equivalent emphasis to be laid for each section. Moreover, this sort of segmentation will help the researcher to conduct the research in a well-coordinated manner. An illustration of the chapters is provided below:
Chapter 1 – Introduction
This is a first introductory chapter where the skeletal structure of the dissertation will be provided. It is this first chapter where the topic will be introduced, and background of the study will be identified. The researcher will establish the set of aims and objectives in this chapter on which the entire study of the research will be based. Thus, this chapter will design an appropriate path for the research to follow.
Chapter 2 – Literature Review
This is one of the most significant sections of the dissertation whereby the researcher will attempt to review numerous literary sources that have been published on a similar topic. This will contribute and add to the knowledge of the researcher. The information gathered from the extensive literature review will help the researcher to conduct the entire research in a better manner. It will try to determine the gaps in previous researches conducted on this topic and attempt to bridge those with the present research study. Moreover, the critical approach that is gained after executing the literature review allows the researcher to gather more relevant details on the topic thus helping to evaluate all the subtopic with much emphasis.
Chapter 3 – Background Theory & current study
In this chapter, the author will review the literature review and highlight the base theory for each factor which been used to support the study and moreover to confirm the factors were identified in literature review chapter. This chapter is supporting the study with biases theory to enforce the research and make sure that identified factors and sub-factors are all relevant as theory point of view.
Chapter 4 - Research Methodology
In order to conduct the entire dissertation successfully the researcher needs to select appropriate methods which will allow him to conduct the research systematically. The selection of these processes is documented in this chapter. A description of the various methods that are adopted and justification for selecting them will be provided in this particular chapter. Most applicable research methods will be identified so that the quality of the research is superior in nature and results are accurate.
Chapter 5 – Discussion & Impliintation
This section is vital to the study as it evaluates the response gathered from the participants and this practical observation will be linked to theoretical findings in the later section. With the data analysis, it is able to acquire a clear realistic view of the topic.
Chapter 6 –Conclusion and Future Research
In the final chapter, there will be the summarization of the entire research where it is discussed whether the researcher has been able to achieve the predetermined set of objectives. Most importantly this section will include the linking of the objectives with that of the data gathered and also with the literary findings availed from the literature review. Finally, based on the issues identified in the present study there will be some relevant recommendations for better results.

[bookmark: _Toc496308458][bookmark: _Toc500837441]1.8 Chapter Summary
This is the first chapter which cover the introduction on knowledge sharing and justify why the research take place in UAE and in more particular why author chose technology-intensive as a field for this research, also cover the background, purpose of the study, justification of the study and the problem & question the study aim to answer, this chapter covers the delimitation of the study and finally stated the outlines of coming chapters.


[bookmark: _Toc500837442]Chapter 2: Literature Review
[bookmark: _Toc500837443]2.1 Knowledge Sharing in Organizations
Willem & Buelens, (2009) explains that KS is the transferring or sharing of knowledge from one place in an organization to another. This can be through individuals or groups. KS is an important aspect of the business world today as it focuses on project management, organizational performance, and the innovation capacity of the organization. KS is influenced by many factors from the leadership in the organization to the culture, strategy, structure, process, performance, human resource, the technology used, and Employee Engagements towards the KS practices in the organization (Omar Sharifuddin Syed-Ikhsan & Rowland, 2004), (Al-Khouri, 2014) & (Rhodes, Hung, Lok, Ya-Hui Lien, & Wu, 2008). This well ensuring the effective KS requires improving the decision-making strategies and evaluations of business activities (Riege & Lindsay, 2006). KS contributes to the culture of the organization by individual and organizational learning both. The leader builds trust to ensure that the individuals are motivated and inspired towards KS.
Following nine factors may impact the KS in the Technology-Intensive organizations which are the Organizational Leadership as per  S. K. Singh, (2008), Organizational Culture as stated by Harris, (1994), Organizational Strategy as per Zack, (1999), Organizational Structure as per Amaral & Uzzi, (2007), Organizational Process as stated by Hao et al., (2015), Corporate Performance as mentioned by Lai & Lee, (2007), Human Recourses Management Hameed as stated by et al., (2016), also Technology Infrastructure used in the organization as stated by Kowitlawakul et al., (2015), and finally, Employee Engagements as per Julia Claxton et al., (2014),  towards KS practices within the organization, this is which been explored and identified through literature review chapter.
[bookmark: _Toc500837444]2.1.1 Organizational Leadership 
S. K. Singh, (2008) explains that the KS within organizational leadership practice could be understood by exploring the concepts of integrity, decision making and Ability to change within the organizations. Kumar et al. (2013) discuss that in today's dynamic business world KS has become an increasingly important and complex aspect. The competitive and creative organization environments have made it a challenging task to ensure that the KS and transferring process is effective and efficient. Argote et al., (2000) states that leadership plays a major role as KS is all about openness, trust, and cooperation which will only be successful if the leadership is successful. Farkas, (2003) further explains that the leadership is all about cooperation, trust, integrity, and sharing. Also, S. K. Singh, (2008) state that trust & integrity are two qualities of a leader which he should maintain and present in front of his team members to be successful. Members tend to be inspired and motivated by the leader who they can trust and respect. Park & Lee, (2014) stated that the mismatched or unbalanced knowledge level among project members across different domains makes it difficult to build trust among collaborative members (Park & Lee, 2014) & (Patnayakuni & Ruppel, 2006). The qualities of a leader and the leadership style are what determines the success of the KS process as the leader must win the trust of the members to make KS effective. If the leader fails to develop trust amongst his members, the KS process won’t be successful.
The KS within an organization also depends on the type of leadership style used by the managers and top executives. As explained by Analoui, Hannah Doloriert, & Sambrook, (2012), transformational and transactional leadership have a significant effect on the KS. Therefore, when the managers adopt transformational and transactional leadership style, there is an improvement in knowledge sharing activities. Organizations should be aware of the leadership styles that are employed by the knowledge managers in the organization to enhance Analoui et al., (2012).
As Mohd Noor, Hajar, & Idris, (2015) states that a proper KS process requires the formation of a culture in the organization which is headed by the leader. The leader forms a culture where members share their personal feelings, perceptions, information, past experiences, and knowledge. Thus, Bremer, Andersson, & Carlsson, (2013) states that KS is overall a critical and complex process; it is incomplete without the trust and guidance of an effective leader.  Kumar et al., (2013) highlights that a leader who is entrusted with decision-making powers have the ability and power to influence the process of KS inside an organization and influence the activities that affect the process. Empowering leadership refers to leader behaviors within the organization which also encourage followers’ participation in decision making, and reduce frustration by removing the administrative obstacles that interfere with performance (Ahearne, Bhattacharya, & Gruen, 2005), (Arnold, Arad, Rhoades, & Drasgow, 2000), (Zhang, Ogata, & Futatsugi, 2014), (Chuang, 2004) & (Kumar et al., 2013)further discusses that decision making involving effective communication and attention helps in transforming information into knowledge, therefore, the decision-making abilities of the leader are essential for the KS process. As specified by Alipour, Idris, & Karimi, (2011) decision making is essential in KS because every organization has a different culture and structure which influences their KS process. Ultimate decision making will ensure that the organization is using their embedded knowledge to create knowledge for their benefit (Gelard, Boroumand, & Mohammadi, 2014). However, the decision-making capabilities of the leader and the type of decision making being held in the organization influence the creation and transfer of knowledge amongst the organization members greatly.
Finally, for the importance of Ability to change in the organization where Rahim, (2014) assesses that leaders are greatly associated with changes in the organization that takes place. Organizational change is a dynamic phenomenon which is taking place rapidly as the businesses are becoming increasingly competitive and global. Also, Zhao, Seibert, Taylor, Lee, & Lam, (2016) suggest that transformational leadership can influence employees’ reactions to change during the organizational change procedure Zhao et al., (2016), Hollenbeck, DeRue, & Nahrgang, (2015). Table-1 below Summarize the previous researchers which support this study.


Table-1: Organizational Leadership Meta-Analysis
	Factor
	Description 
	References

	Trust & Integrity 
	The leadership is all about cooperation, trust, integrity, and sharing
	Chuang et al., (2016), Lee Park et al. (2015), Mohd Noor (2015), Bremer (2013), Patnayakuni et al., (2007), Singh (2008), Argote et al. (2000)

	Decision Making
	The knowledge Sharing within organizational leadership practice could be understood by exploring the concepts of integrity, decision making, and Ability to change within the organizations
	Chuang et al., (2016), Gelard (2014), Kumar et al. (2013), Alipour (2011), Singh (2008), Ahearne et al., (2005), Zhang & Bartol, (2010), Arnold et al., (2000)

	Ability to Change
	Assesses that leaders are greatly associated with changes in organization that take place
	Zhao et al. (2016), Hollenbeck, et al. (2015), Rahim (2014), Singh (2008)



[bookmark: _Toc500837445]2.1.2 Organizational Culture
The organizational culture refers to the values and behaviors that work together for constituting the environment of an organization. Harris, (1994) explains the concept of organizational culture that each organization has a unique culture from another whereas the subcultures of the organizations also differ from one another. Chatman & Jehn, (1994) believe that the organizational culture has the tendency to affect the interaction pattern of people and group within the organization whereas the activities conducted within the organization are also influenced by the organizational culture. Ismail Al-Alawi, Yousif Al-Marzooqi, & Fraidoon Mohammed, (2007) and Jung, Choi, & Song, (2007) states that KS is greatly influenced by the organizational culture as the culture shape the organization and the behaviors of leaders and employees in the organization. Organizational culture is the framework set out on which the functions, strategies, and procedures of the organization are carried out and which cannot be ignored. 
Al-Adaileh & Al-Atawi, (2011) studied the impact of organizational culture on the knowledge exchange. Their research findings illustrated that when organizations promote a culture of teamwork and openness through employee’s involvement and reward system, it tends to positively affect the knowledge exchange among the organizational members. Organizations where collectivist culture prevails, various factors affect KS which include teamwork, individual characteristics and environmental factors (Manlio Del Giudice et al., 2014). Therefore, openness and teamwork as the part of an organization’s culture significantly affect the KS. Also, Al-Khori finding in his research that the overall environment in Emirates ID organization encouraged by teamwork and collaboration which improve the KS practices in general Al-Khouri, (2014). 
Collaboration in the organizational culture means having a more flexibility and making close connections with employees working together. Pastor, (2011) says that collaboration in organizational culture is highly an essential factor which makes the organization more united and free of conflict, furthermore Donate & Guadamillas, (2010) further states that since employees form a connection and collaboration with one another, they understand each other better and this helps the process of KS. Ladd & Heminger, (2002) outlines that the collaboration culture focuses on employees forming close connections with one another and work towards the strategic goals of the organization. Ajmal & Koskinen, (2008) develops that effective KS becomes more critical when the management takes a more strategic role in the organization. Without the support of the management, there can be no strategic or functional procedure carried out in an organization. Beckett, Wainwright, & Bance, (2000) found that when the top management understands the vision and mission of the organization, they tend to develop strategic initiatives that are intended to manage the knowledge in the organization, also Ekore, (2014) further develops that management support ensures that the manager doesn't the only plan but also participates. The motivation and support from the management by participation would enhance the organizational performance and the overall KS process. Abou-Zeid, (2005) said that knowledge gained throughout the project implementation is not retained and the learning factor is not present, also Al-Khori has found that the learning culture is supporting the knowledge management practices in Emirates ID Al-Khouri, (2014). Therefore, a learning culture in the organization would influence the KS process greatly causing it to be preserved and retained even after the completion of the project. Table-2 below Summarize the previous researchers which support this study.

Table-2: Organizational Culture Meta-Analysis
	Factor
	Description 
	References

	Teamwork
	Organizations where collectivist culture prevails, various factors affect knowledge sharing which include teamwork, individual characteristics, and environmental factors.
	Al-Khouri, A. M. (2014), Ma, Huang, Wu, Dong, & Qi (2014), Al-Adaileh & Al-Atawi (2011)

	Openness 
	When organizations promote a culture of openness and teamwork through employee’s involvement and reward system, it tends to positively affect the knowledge exchange among the organizational members.
	Al-Adaileh & Al-Atawi (2011), Ma, Huang, Wu, Dong, & Qi (2014)

	Collaboration
	Since employees form a connection and collaboration with one another, they understand each other better and this helps the process of Knowledge sharing.
	Pastor (2011), Donate (2010), Heminger (2002) 

	Management Support
	Appropriate training for the job. Employees should be aware of relevant regulations, rules and company values. Should career guidance plan in place for workers.
	Ekore (2014), Ajmal & Koskinen (2008), Beckett, Wainwright, & Bance (2000)

	Learning Culture 
	Knowledge gained throughout the project implementation is not retained and the learning factor is not present.
	Al-Khouri, A. M. (2014), Abou-Zeid (2005) 
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Zack, (1999) has suggested that knowledge strategy is aligning with organizational knowledge in a way to defined business strategy moreover Anghel has suggested that the successful knowledge strategies depend on whether organizations can link their business strategy to their knowledge requirements (Anghel, Constantinescu, & Caescu, 2013). This approach, therefore, considers knowledge management as processes that optimize creation, sharing, and market leverage of knowledge assets and core capabilities of the organization. The Organizational strategy has three sub-factors and the first factor is the vision & mission. Vision & mission are of significant value in taking the strategic initiatives in an organization. When the top management understands the vision and mission of the organization, they tend to develop strategic initiatives that are intended to manage the knowledge in the organization Beckett et al., (2000). Bedford & Harrison, (2015) examined the business drivers of knowledge management and they found that leadership and strategy tend to influence the knowledge sharing positively. The leadership and strategy emphasize on the development and promotion of vision that supports knowledge management. It focuses on the formulation of strategy and emphasizes the vision as well as communicating the vision in entire organization (Bedford & Harrison, 2015).
Risk taking, and knowledge take into consideration elements of uncertainty. The risk is mostly originated in the organization's culture, assets, environment, competencies, and processes. Those organizations which are knowledge focused tend to develop the ability to manage the risks effectively. Such knowledge focused organizations can achieve high organizational performance by managing and reducing the risk (J. V. Singh, 1986); Bowman, (1980). The research study of Delios & Henisz, (2003) revealed that through effective knowledge management, organizations can minimize the risk. For example, those organizations which have diverse knowledge through global expansion and experiences are not very much influenced by the dynamism of the national policy. The reason is their accumulation of knowledge which is gained through experiential learning and then such organizations act and respond accordingly. Therefore, managers in the organization can minimize risks through effective knowledge accumulation and management Coleman, Coleman, Casselman, & Casselman, (2016). For the successful knowledge management and implementation, it is crucial for the organizations to align the knowledge sharing with the strategic direction of the organization (Rodgers, Caldwell, Clarkson, & Huxor, 2001). For the knowledge management to be effective there is dire need of Strategic planning and reasoned approach to be adopted by the organizations Snyman & Kruger, (2004). Also, Tuan Luu stated that only via planning of ethics can organizational ethical behavior be built (Luu, 2014) & (Trong Tuan, 2012). 
Finally, the organizational policy where the policy in an organization play an effective role in the promoting or inhibiting KS. Research findings of Hall, (2001) along with Hall and Hall & Goody, (2007) revealed that the KS activities in an organization are influenced by the organization's structure along with the operational structure. The operational structure of organization includes policies and rewards system. Fountain, (2004) stated that, in order to encourage the inter-organizational KS, the role of policy and decision makers of the organization is crucial. Presence of effective policy guidance in an organization clarifies that which organizational members have access to the information and knowledge in the organization and the access to such information can clarify the issues of risk-taking and development of trust which then contribute effectively towards KS in the organization (Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer, 1998). In another research study conduct by Parirokh, Daneshgar, & Fattahi, (2008), they studied ted the requirements of KS in the academic libraries. Their research study revealed that in order to promote KS in an organization, there is need of organizational policies and procedures that support the infrastructure of knowledge management and facilitate KS. Moreover, Les Coleman stated that the organization through policy or scientific can gain knowledge to reduce risk, Les Coleman et al., (2016).
Therefore, the organizational policy as a part of organizational strategy can support and promotes KS in an organization. Table-3 below Summarize the previous researchers which support this study approach.

Table-3: Organizational Strategy Meta-Analysis
	Factor
	Description 
	References

	Vision & Mission 
	Vision & mission are of significant value in taking the strategic initiatives in an organization.
	Bedford & Harrison (2015), Beckett, Wainwright & Bance (2000) 

	Risk Tacking
	Managers in organization can minimize risks through effective knowledge accumulation and management
	Coleman & Casselman (2016), Delios & Henisz (2003), Rodgers et al., (2001) Singh (1986), Bowman (1980)

	Strategic Planning
	The knowledge management to be effective there is dire need of Strategic planning and reasoned approach to be adopted by the organizations
	Tuan Luu (2012, 2014), Snyman, & Kruger (2004)

	Organizational Policy
	Presence of effective policy guidance in an organization clarifies that which organizational members have access to the information and knowledge and such information can clarify the issues of risk-taking and trust which then contribute effectively towards knowledge sharing
	Coleman & Casselman, (2016), Parirokh, Daneshgar & Fattahi (2008), Hall & Goody (2007), Fountain (2004), Hall (2001), Rousseau et al., (1998)
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Hedberg, Dahlgren, & Olve, (1997) explains that the organizational structure refers to the framework which different organization activities are allocated and managed by the workforce. Amaral & Uzzi, (2007) affirms that the organizational structure has the duty to define the path for a flow of instruction as well as information within the organizations and thus the process of KS is also affected by the organizational structure adopted by an organization. The structures of the organizations are determined by the firm size, formalization, centralization and integration strategies and all these factors influence the KS process that took place within the organization Chen, Huang, & Hsiao, (2010). When talking about organization structure, firm size is the two most important factors that tend to affect the KS process. Zheleva & Viklund, (2014) discuss that the large organizational structure means more employees and a longer communication network. The longer the network, the more chances of misunderstandings arise. Firm size is directly related to the innovative knowledge in an organization, as stated by Dobrai, Farkas, Karoliny, & Poór, (2012). This is because of the larger the firm size such as that of a multinational, the more sources of new knowledge. The innovative capabilities of firms increase immensely if their size is big. Knowledge creation is also affected by the size as a bigger organization would mean more financial resources and more human resources. Thus, Coakes, (2003) concludes that firm size has a positive relationship with the KS process in an organization. As stated by Savanevičienė & Girdauskienė, (2007), formalization in organizational structures is becoming more and more relevant in today’s business world. The formalization refers to the level of coding rules and procedures that guide the behavior of employees (Valio Dominguez Gonzalez & Fernando Martins, 2014) and (Zhang et al., 2014). This is because the complex organization structures require clearly defined and specialized roles for employees in an organization. These roles are governed by the rules and procedures of the organization. Formalization also enhances institutionalization and effective routines and practices on which the systems are formed. However, as per Savanevičienė & Girdauskienė, (2007), formalization in the organizational structure can encourage the specialization of knowledge and allow more effective knowledge management as it would be in groups and rather more organized. Nevertheless, as stated by Patnayakuni & Ruppel, (2006), formalization also causes the lack of collaboration culture in the organization as knowledge and learning become divided.
The centralized authority provides direction to the company and is responsible for all the strategic planning and decision making of the organization. Such type of a structure can be beneficial for the KS and share process as the knowledge generated will be centralized. Willem & Buelens, (2009) illustrated that the resources, technologies, and planning about the KS process will be centralized so there will be lesser hindrances. Such type of structure is suitable for large organizations where democratic leadership and participatory decision making cannot be implemented. Also, Mahmoudsalehi, Moradkhannejad, & Safari, (2012) and Zhang et al., (2014) examined the impact of the organizational structure of the knowledge management. Their research findings reflected that when the organizational structure is less formalized and less centralized it facilitates the knowledge sharing. Moreover, the organizational structure characterized by integration tends to positively influence the knowledge sharing in an organization. Many publications about KS show that network structure is more favorable to KS because it promotes greater integration of employees and enhances the flow of knowledge, (Valio Dominguez Gonzalez & Fernando Martins, 2014).
Also, as stated by Chen & Huang and others that organizational structure may play the moderating role in the relations between knowledge management and innovativeness. Organizational structure is usually categorized into three elements, including formalization, centralization, and integration (Chen & Huang, 2007); (Andrews & Kacmar, 2001) & (Germain, 1996). 
Above findings illustrate that previous research studies have found that there exists a significant relationship between knowledge management and organizational structure. Knowledge resources are the result of the organizational structure, culture as well as organizational strategy. Table-4 below Summarize the previous researchers which support this study.

Table-4: Organizational Structure Meta-Analysis
	Factor
	Description 
	References

	Firm Size 
	Firm size is directly related to the innovative knowledge in an organization.
	Mork & Zheleva (2014), Dobrai et al. (2012), Chung-Jen Chen Jing-Wen Huang Yung-Chang Hsiao, (2010), Amaral & Uzzi (2007), Savaneviene & Girdauskiene (2007), Coakes (2003)

	Formalization
	Formalization in the organizational structure can encourage the specialization of knowledge and allow more effective knowledge management as it would be in groups and rather more organized
	Zhang et al., (2014), Valio Dominguez Gonzalez, et al., (2014), Mahmoudsalehi, Moradkhannejad & Safari (2012), Savaneviene & Girdauskiene (2007), Amaral & Uzzi (2007), Rai & Cynthia (2005)

	Centralization
	The resources, technologies, and planning about the Knowledge sharing process will be centralized so there will be lesser hindrances
	Zhang et al., (2014), Mahmoudsalehi, Moradkhannejad & Safari (2012), Willem (2009), Amaral & Uzzi (2007)

	Integration
	organizational structure characterized by integration tends to positively influence the knowledge management in an organization
	Dominguez Gonzalez, et al., (2014), Mahmoudsalehi, Moradkhannejad & Safari (2012), Chung-Jen Chen Jing-Wen Huang Yung-Chang Hsiao, (2010), Andrews and Kacmar, (2001), Germain, (1996)
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There have been various researches studies the relation between the organizational process and KS and how they are influencing each other, Jung et al., (2007) has stated that business processes are an excellent delivery medium of knowledge as well as an arena for the creation of knowledge he also finds that the information about a process itself and process execution results is valuable corporate knowledge. Also, Hao, Zhan, Wang, Niu, & Shakir, (2015) highlighted that many knowledge transfer processes within organizations are benefiting the knowledge transfer performance, such as discussions, meetings, the sharing of training experiences, and presentations (Goh, 2002); (Roberts, 2000); (Ermine, Boughzala, & Tounkara, 2006); (Chen et al., 2010)  & (Hao et al., 2015)
Based on Nonaka & Takeuchi knowledge creation theory in organizational process, there are four sub-factors which are Socialization, Externalization, Combination, and Internalization. The socialization is defined as a process in which the newcomers in an organization are taught about performing and adapting to the organizational practices. Raina & Chauhan, (2016) also found that socialization is important when the organizational knowledge is needed to be processed by a group and individual knowledge. In order to promote KS in an organization, top management should enhance socialization of the employees (Raina & Chauhan, 2016) and (Al-Khouri, 2014). KS requires social interaction between the employees in the organization in a way to facilitate the KS, and managers need to promote the positive moods and emotions in the employees by engaging them in the processes of social exchange which then leads to KS (Lai & Lee, 2007) and (C. Chang, Hsu, & Yen, 2012). The significance of socialization increases when there is the prevalence of the cross-functional teams. The KS in such organization is encouraged by minimizing the cultural barriers that restrict the employees from sharing knowledge (McDonough, Kahnb, & Barczaka, 2001) and (Al-Khouri, 2014). The externalization articulates the tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge. Transformation of tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge helps in sharing of knowledge through written documents images or some records. Therefore, it becomes easy to share knowledge through the process of externalization (Nonaka & Toyama, 2015) and (C. Chang et al., 2012) & (Al-Khouri, 2014). 
The notion of combination and its relationship with the knowledge creation and sharing have been elaborated by Nahapiet & Ghoshal, (1998).They are of the view that, knowledge in an organization is stored in the form of documents. Where knowledge is also stored in the minds of the individuals in the form of tacit knowledge. Therefore, combination and communication of the learning of individuals help in creating and sharing knowledge in the organization. In another study, it was found that through effective KS, more new combinations are generated in an organization (Chen & Huang, 2007) and (C. Chang et al., 2012); (Al-Khouri, 2014). Internalization can be described as the process in which individuals transfer and share knowledge with each other and internalize the information through a collaborative knowledge building approach. People use the internalized information which helps in the creation of new knowledge in the organization. Internalization helps in the creation of new knowledge through the expansion of existing knowledge which leads to an increase in individual learning (Cress & Kimmerle, 2008) and (C. Chang et al., 2012). Through internalization, the explicit knowledge is created and shared in the organization and then transferred into tacit knowledge. Table-5 below Summarize the previous researchers which support this study.


Table-5: Organizational Process Meta-Analysis
	Factor
	Description 
	References

	Socialization
	Many researchers found that socialization is important when the organizational knowledge is needed to be processed by a group and individual knowledge.  

	Raina & Rajneesh (2016), Al-Khouri A. M., (2014), Chun-Meng et al. (2012), Lia & Lee (2007), Sociali (2006), McDonough, Kahn & Barczak (2001)

	Externalization
	Transformation of tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge helps in sharing of knowledge through written documents images or some records. Therefore, it becomes easy to share knowledge through the process of externalization 

	Nonaka and Toyama (2015), Al-Khouri A. M., (2014), Chun-Meng et al. (2012)

	Combination
	Through effective knowledge sharing, more new combinations are generated in an organization

	Al-Khouri A. M., (2014), Chun-Meng et al., (2012), Chen & Huang, (2007), Nahapiet & Ghoshal (1998) 

	Internalization
	Internalization helps in the creation of new knowledge through the expansion of existing knowledge which leads to an increase in individual learning

	Chun-Meng et al., (2012), Cress & Kimmerle, (2008)
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The relationship between knowledge management and improved organizational performance has been studied by Lai & Lee, (2007). They posit that, if the organization develops the ability to manage knowledge effectively, then it leads to improvements in the corporate performance (D. Tseng et al., 2010). In another research study, the relationship between KS through human resource management and information and communication technology (ICT) practices and performance of the organization studied. The research findings of the study revealed that organizations tend to achieve better organization performance results when they emphasize on the HRM and ICT significantly (Andreeva & Sergeeva, 2016). 
Knowledge sharing can be related to the financial performance of an organization. As explained by S. Chang & Ahn, (2005) that, when organization emphasizes on the knowledge management activities in their organization by engaging the employees in knowledge related activities it results in the generation of creative ideas that enhances organizational innovation. Such innovation facilitates the organization in improving its financial performance. Also, as stated by Chow, Ganulin, Haddad, & Williamson, (1998), that there are usually three main outcomes that are analyzed which are financial performance, shareholder value performance, and finally the market performance. In some cases, the performance of production capacities could be analyzed as well (Hanif, Ahmad, Farooq, & Farid, 2013) and (Chow et al., 1998). In another research study conducted by Al-Khori where he found that the knowledge management had a direct impact on the financial performance (Al-Khouri, 2014).
Finally, D. Tseng et al., (2010) found that the relationship between organizational culture and knowledge conversion activities with the financial performance of the organization was studied. She concluded that, when organizations adopt adhocracy culture, it significantly facilitates the knowledge conversion in the organization which ultimately enhances the financial performance of the organization 
Customer Satisfaction has been regarded as an important indicator of a firms’ financial performance. Ngai, Xiu, & Chau, (2009) suggest that organizations need to analyses the needs of the customers and increase their knowledge about the customer's needs and wants which will help in increasing the customer satisfaction and ultimately the performance of an organization. Also, Bedarkar, Pandita, Agarwal, & Saini, (2016) stated that knowledge management plays an important role to provide the relevant information to Customer Relationship Management (CRM) to improve customer satisfaction and loyalty. Therefore, it can be stated that knowledge sharing has the association with the customer satisfaction as well. Finally, the Competitiveness of the organizations is another factor that determines the degree to which firmly performs better. Palacios Marqués & José Garrigós Simón, (2006) studied the relationship between knowledge management practices on the firm's performance. The purpose of the study was to investigate knowledge management as a competitive advantage and its effect on the performance. The result of their research study revealed that when firms adopt the practices of knowledge management, they tend to perform better than their competitors which increase their competitiveness. Jasinskas, Svagzdiene, & Simanavicius, (2015) have also studied the relationship between knowledge management and its implementation as the competitiveness of the firm (Chuang, 2004) and (Jasinskas et al., 2015). Knowledge management through effective utilization of human resource management and ICT leads to an increase in organizational competitiveness and economic performance (Schiuma, Andreeva, & Kianto, 2012). Table-6 below Summarize the previous researchers which support this study.

Table-6: Corporate Performance Meta-Analysis
	Factor
	Description 
	References

	Financial      Performance
	Organizations adopt adhocracy culture, it significantly facilitates the knowledge conversion in the organization which ultimately enhances the financial performance of the organization
	Al-Khouri, A. M. (2014), Hanif et al., (2013), Andreeva & Kianto (2012), Tseng et al., (2010), Chang & Ahn (2005), Chow et al. (1998)

	Customer Satisfaction
	Organizations need to analyses the needs of the customers and increase their knowledge about the customer's needs and want which will help in increasing the customer satisfaction and ultimately the performance of an organization.
	Bedarkar et al., (2016), Ngai et al., (2009)

	Competitiveness
	Knowledge management through effective utilization of human resource management and ICT leads to an increase in organizational competitiveness and economic performance.
	Jasinskas & Simanavicius (2015), Andreeva, & Kianto, (2012), Palacios Marqués & José Garrigós Simón (2006), Chuang (2004)
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As per Majeed, (2009) who explored that relations between KS and HRM in knowledge-intensive firms and revealed that personnel demands, training and development programs and knowledge need of workers are considered while designing the KS strategies in organizations. Also, Hameed, Khan, Shahab, Hameed, & Qadeer, (2016) found that if the organization wants to enhance the creation, innovation, and development of knowledge sharing in the organization then they must pay attention to HRM.  
Zellner & Fornahl, (2002) assess that knowledge and management and recruitment/selecting of employees is almost the same thing. Knowledge management is the handling of resources and information within an organization which is pretty much the goal of the hiring process too. Zellner & Fornahl, (2002) further explain that the KS process is greatly influenced by the recruitment process and both go hand in hand. Manjula, Thilagavathy, & Kannan, (2016) has stated that develop the knowledge, skills, and ability of employees to improve the quality of working life and manage the human resource is very important subject and it always affected by two important functions of human resource management which are recruitment and selection are. The recruiters design their hiring strategies as per the KS process in the organization as the new recruits must be able to comply with the KS process of the firm. 
KS and management is an essential part of the training process of the employees carried out by the human resources team, as stated by Freyens & Martin, (2007). They also describe how training is also done through technological tools such as multimedia-based training and using other techniques which help the KS process. Moreover, Al Saifi et al., (2016) found that the cross-training within the department can enhance the knowledge sharing among the staff within a department of the organization Hau, Kim, Lee, & Kim, (2013) and Patil & Kant, (2012) explain that rewards play a key role in motivating and encouraging employees towards their work and efficient performance. The system of contributing knowledge to the organization and enhancing the KS behaviors is contingent on the rewards. Rewards encourage employees to enhance their collective performance such as creating a sense of cooperation, ownership, and commitment, however, the tangible rewards wouldn't always be effective as employees look for encouragement to contribute to the KS in the organization. Andreeva & Sergeeva, (2016) found that the rewards have a positive impact on KS and motivate the employees and make them feel appreciated and valued. This, in return, enhances the willingness of the employees to contribute to effective KS. Below Table-7 which Summarize the old researches which support this study.

Table-7: Human Resource Management Meta-Analysis
	Factor
	Description 
	References

	Recruitment & Selecting
	Knowledge management is the handling of resources and information within an organization which is pretty much the goal of the recruitment process too.
	Manjula, N., Thilagavathy, N., & Kannan, N. (2016) Zellner & Fornahl (2002)

	Training 
	Knowledge sharing and management is an essential part of the training process of the employees carried out by the human resources team. 
	Al Saifi, S. A., Dillon, S., & McQueen, R. (2016), Freyens & Martin (2007)

	Reward in Performance
	Rewards play a key role in motivating and encouraging employees towards their work and efficient performance.
	Andreeva, T., & Sergeeva, A. (2016), Hau, Kim, Lee and Kim (2013), Patil & Kant (2012)
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Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) plays a vital role in understanding the link between KS and organization. Kowitlawakul, Chan, Pulcini, & Wang, (2015) and Davis, Bagozzi, & Warshaw, (1989) proposed that TAM can show different stages through which the users accept and became able to utilize a technology. As per this model, there are a variety of factors that affect the technology acceptance and utilization of new technology. The KS within the organization also depends upon certain factors and induction of new technology within the organizations also passes through KS system to penetrate within the organization (Kowitlawakul et al., 2015) and Davis et al., (1989). Hendrickson, Massey, & Cronan, (1993) found that the KS process in relation to new technology also depends upon the reliability of the technology among the users. 
Rodrigues, Sarabdeen, & Balasubramanian, (2016) and Flocco, (2015) explains that earlier the people within the organizations were not aware of what they didn't know, and their decisions and attitudes were based on the limited set of information available to them. Tsui & Malhotra, (2005) says that adopting the latest technology can also be relatively advantageous for the organization and its knowledge management strategy. Using the latest technology allows the organization to compete with its competitors and gain an advantage over them or equal to them in terms of attracting customers and reaching appropriate strategies. As stated by Tsui & Malhotra, (2005), technology in knowledge management makes the organizations more knowledge-intensive and enhances the process of KS amongst employees and to the customers. KS process is enhanced with the customers through technological tools such as effective communication. Davis et al., (1989) believes that TAM is based on the users' perceptions about the usefulness and ease of use of the technology for the specific purpose. It implies that the users or workers must be convinced about the ease of use and usefulness of the technology to assure a higher level of acceptance of technology among them which will assist in KS activity Davis et al., (1989). Table-8 below Summarize the previous researchers which support this study.

Table-8: Technology Infrastructure Meta-Analysis
	Factor
	Description 
	References

	Reliability
	Knowledge sharing process in relation to new technology also depends upon the reliability of the technology among the users.
	Kowitlawakul et al., (2015), Hendrickson, Massey & Cronan (1993), Davis et al. (1989)

	Availability
	The people within the organizations were not aware of what they didn't know, and their decisions and attitudes were based on the limited set of information available to them.
	Kowitlawakul et al., (2015), Flocco, (2015), Rodrigues et al., (2016)

	Relatively Advantageous
	Adopting the latest technology can also be relatively advantageous for the organization and its knowledge management strategy.
	Kowitlawakul et al., (2015), Malhotra (2005), Davis et al. (1989)

	Ease of Use
	It implies that the users or workers must be convinced about the ease of use and usefulness of the technology to assure a higher level of acceptance of technology among them.
	Kowitlawakul et al., (2015), Davis (1989)
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Employee engagement can be described as the positive attitude of the employees regarding their employers and organization. Employees who are engaged with their organizations tend to reflect a positive attitude towards the values of the organization. They also understand the business perspectives and what is expected of them. Engaged employees perform better by working collaboratively with their colleagues which will result improving the organization performance Robinson, Perryman, & Hayday, (2004). In a research study conducted by Julia Claxton, Rana, Ardichvili, & Tkachenko, (2014), the antecedents of employee's engagement were studied where the findings revealed that there are many factors that affect the employee's engagement in an organization which mainly include job design, the environment at workplace, HRM of organization and relationship with ultimate supervisor and colleagues. Engaged employees tend to perform better and their turnover intentions are reduced significantly. Schaufeli & Salanova, (2010) explained that growth opportunities for the employees in an organization are likely to increase their level of engagement. They suggested that work engagement among the employees can be increased if training and career growth and development programs are introduced which facilitate the personal growth and development of the employees. Mueller, (2015) found that the growth opportunities are a factor improving the worker engagement which accordingly improves the project work and knowledge sharing in project organization.  Also, facilitating working environment tend to affect employee’s engagement and KS significantly. As explained by Julia Claxton et al., (2014) and Coradi, Heinzen, & Boutellier, (2015), where a multi-space working environment tends to positively influence and promote KS in an organization. Joshi & Sodhi, (2011) identified the drivers of employee's engagement in an organization. They explained that the relationships of employees with the top management, equal treatment of employees, respect among colleagues and a positive working environment which promotes mutual coordination among employees tend to affect the employee's engagement in an organization. The trust in the organization has been identified as an antecedent of KS in an organization. As posit by Hau et al., (2013), trust prevails at the individual as well as at the organizational level. Their research findings revealed that KS is enhanced among the employees through social capital, reciprocity, organizational rewards and element of enjoyment. Importance of trust increases when the organizations intend to develop a KS culture in the industrial clusters. The nature of the cluster involvement and the source of knowledge, as well as type of trust to be promoted in the cluster development, are crucial for the KS in the organization (Niu, (2010). This will promote full KS in the organization, various factors need to be carefully considered. These include interpersonal trust and distrust among the individual in an organization to promote KS, it is imperative that interpersonal trust should be promoted among the colleagues Ford & Staples, (2010). Bakker & Demerouti, (2008) explained that when an individual has abundant personal resources, it positively affects his self-worth or self-regard. A high personal regard leads to a high level of goal-congruence. In another research study by Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, (2007), the relationship of personal resources with the work engagement of the employees was investigated. The personal resources include self-efficacy, optimism, and self-esteem. A high self-efficacy in the individuals makes them believe in themselves and they tend to fulfill the organizational demand and expectations in a broad manner by depicting high levels of engagement. Table-9 below Summarize the previous research which supports this study.

Table-9: Employee Engagement Meta-Analysis
	Factor
	Description 
	References

	Growth Opportunity
	explained that growth opportunities for the employees in an organization are likely to increase their level of engagement.
	Mueller, J. (2015), Schaufeli & Salanova (2010)

	Positive Work Environment
	A multi-space working environment tends to positively influence and promote knowledge sharing in an organization.
	Coradi, Heinzen, & Boutellier (2015), Julia, Rana, Ardichvili, & Tkachenko (2014), Joshi & Sodhi (2011)

	Trust in Organization
	Trust prevails at the individual as well as at the organizational level which will enhance the KS in the organization.
	Hau, Kim, Lee & Kim (2013), Niu, (2010), Ford & Staples, (2010)

	Self-Worth
	A high self-efficacy in the individuals makes them believe in themselves and they tend to fulfill the organizational demand and expectations in a broad manner by depicting high levels of engagement
	Bakker & Demerouti (2008), Xanthopoulou et al. (2007)


[bookmark: _Toc441746387]
As a result of previous researchers, the factors and sub-factors impacting the successful of KS organization is illustrated in Figure1 below, 
[image: ]
Figure-1: Factors & Sub-Factors Impacting KS in Organization based on literature review

Also below table illustrate many previous types of research which study the same area which also support this study approach. Below Table-10 which summarize the previous research which supports this study. 
[bookmark: _Toc496309088]
Table-10: Criteria & sub-criteria of KS in Technology-Intensive Organizations Meta-Analysis
	Main Criteria
	Sub Criteria
	Reference

	Organizational Leadership (OL)
	1. Decision Making (OL1)
2. Integrity (OL2)
3. Ability to Change (OL3)


	Chuang et al., (2016), Zhao et al. (2016), Hollenbeck, et al. (2015), Gelard (2014), Rahim (2014), Kumar et al. (2013), Alipour (2011), Zhang & Bartol, (2010), Singh (2008), Ahearne et al., (2005), Farkas (2003), Arnold et al., (2000), Argote et al., (2000)

	Organizational Culture           (OC)
	1. Teamwork (OC1)
2. Openness to Change (OC2)
3. Collaboration (OC3)
4. Management Support (OC4)
5. Learning Culture (OC5)
	Al-Khouri, A. M. (2014), Ma, Huang, Wu, Dong, & Qi (2014), Ekore (2014), Al-Adaileh & Al-Atawi (2011), Pastor (2011), Donate (2010), Ajmal & Koskinen (2008), AL-Alawi (2007), Abou-Zeid (2005), Heminger (2002), Beckett, Wainwright, & Bance (2000), Harris (1994), Chatman & Jehn (1992)

	Organizational Strategy (OSY)
	1. Vision & Mission (OSY1)
2. Risk Tacking (OSY2)
3. Strategic Planning (OSY3)
4. Organization Policy (OSY4)
	Coleman & Casselman, (2016), Bedford & Harrison (2015), Tuan Luu (2012, 2014), Constantinescu (2013), Parirokh, Daneshgar & Fattahi (2008), Hall & Goody (2007), Snyman, & Kruger (2004), Fountain (2004), Delios & Henisz (2003), Rodgers et al., (2001), Hall (2001), Beckett, Wainwright & Bance (2000), Zack (1999), Rousseau et al., (1998), Singh (1986), Bowman (1980)

	Organizational Structure (OST)
	1. Firm Size (OST1)
2. Formalization (OST2)
3. Centralization (OST3)
4. Integration (OST4)

	Mork & Zheleva (2014), Zhang et al., (2014), Dominguez Gonzalez, et al., (2014), Valio Dominguez Gonzalez, et al., (2014), Zheleva & Viklund (2014), Dobrai et al. (2012), Mahmoudsalehi, Moradkhannejad & Safari (2012), Chung-Jen Chen Jing-Wen Huang Yung-Chang Hsiao, (2010), Chung-Jen Chen Jing-Wen Huang Yung-Chang Hsiao, (2010), Willem (2009), Amaral & Uzzi (2007), Savaneviiene & Girdauskiene (2007), Rai & Cynthia (2005), Coakes (2003), Andrews and Kacmar, (2001), Hedberg et al., (1999), Germain, (1996)

	Organizational Process       (OP)
	1. Socialization (OP1)
2. Externalization (OP2)
3. Combination (OP3)
4. Internalization (OP4)

	Raina & Rajneesh (2016), Nonaka and Toyama (2015), Hao et al., (2015), Al-Khouri A. M., (2014), Chun-Meng et al. (2012), Chen et al., (2010), Cress & Kimmerle, (2008), Chen & Huang, (2007), Lin (2007), jisoo et al., (2007), Ermine et al., (2006), Sociali (2006), McDonough, Goh (2002), Kahn & Barczak (2001), Roberts (2000), Nahapiet & Ghoshal (1998)

	Corporate Performance (CP)
	1. Financial Performance (CP1)
2. Customer Satisfaction (CP2)
3. Competitiveness (CP3)

	Bedarkar et al., (2016), Jasinskas & Simanavicius (2015), Al-Khouri, A. M. (2014), Hanif et al., (2013), Andreeva & Kianto (2012), Tseng et al., (2010), Ngai et al., (2009), Lai and Lee (2007). Palacios Marqués & José Garrigós Simón (2006), Chang & Ahn (2005), Chuang (2004), Chow et al. (1998)

	Human Resource Management (HRM)
	1. Recruitment & Selecting (HRM1)
2. Training (HRM2)
3. Reward for Performance (HRM3)

	Al Saifi, S. A., Dillon, S., & McQueen, R. (2016), Andreeva, T., & Sergeeva, A. (2016), Manjula, N., Thilagavathy, N., & Kannan, N. (2016) Hau, Kim, Lee and Kim (2013), Patil & Kant (2012), Majeed (2009), Freyens & Martin (2007), Zellner & Fornahl (2002)

	Technology Infrastructure (TI)
	1. Reliability (TI1)
2. Availability (TI2)
3. Relative Advantage (TI3)
4. Ease of Use (TI4)
	Kowitlawakul et al., (2015), Flocco, (2015), Nikravan, (2015), Malhotra (2005), Hendrickson, Massey & Cronan (1993), Davis et al. (1989)

	Employee Engagements (EE)
	5. Growth Opportunity (EE1)
6. Work Environment (EE2)
7. Trust in Organization (EE3)
8. Self-Worth (EE4)
	Mueller, J. (2015), Coradi, Heinzen, & Boutellier (2015), Rana, Ardichvili, & Tkachenko (2014), Hau, Kim, Lee & Kim (2013), Joshi & Sodhi (2011), Schaufeli & Salanova (2010), Niu, (2010), Ford & Staples, (2010), Bakker & Demerouti (2008), Xanthopoulou et al. (2007), Robinson, Perryman and Hayday, (2004)



From the table above, we can see that there is no overlapping among sub-criteria which is good and help to measure sustainability practices better. This also this will overcome any confusing while completing the survey because for an expert in the targeted industry its will not be a big challenge. Although, it will result in a high level of accuracy the research is aiming to reach. 
The research questions derived from the conceptual framework for this study are:

“What are the key factors affecting the knowledge sharing practices within the Technology-Intensive organization?” However, the answer to this question will be contributed in following research purpose;
·  The research will identify the critical factor impacting the knowledge sharing in a Technology-Intensive organization in UAE.
· The research will recommend an approach overcoming the challenged of those key factors impacting the KS in UAE organization. 
[bookmark: _Toc500837453]2.2	Knowledge Sharing in UAE context
The government of United Arab Emirates (UAE) is taking various steps at national level to create awareness about the strategic significance of KS through national programs (Muhammad Siddique, (2012). KS plays an important role towards the social and economic development of a country; therefore, the significance of KS cannot be denied. Various research studies emphasizing the importance of KS and its effects on performance and related factors of the organization has been conducted in the context of UAE. For example, Muhammad Siddique, (2012) conducted a baseline study to investigate the knowledge management initiatives in UAE. Moreover, Dr. Al-Khouri studies the fusing of knowledge management in public sector in UAE, Al-Khouri, (2012). Similarly, Suliman & Al-Hosani, (2014) examined the relationship between KS practices and job satisfaction of the employees in UAE. Such research evidence shows that there are abundant studies conducted on knowledge management in the context of UAE. However, the relationship between organizational factors and KS in the organizations has not been studied yet. Therefore, this research aims to fill this gap because the knowledge sharing field still lacks a holistic understanding of the key factors influencing KS success as stated by Al-Azri et al., (2010).
UAE as a developing country that has come a long way in building an open knowledge-based economy in recent years by taking advantage of the economic benefit of its vast resources of oil as stated by Katsioloudes & Brodtkorb, (2007), that explained that in UAE the significance of strategic knowledge management is increasing rapidly.  The government of UAE is taking initiatives in developing the human capital and knowledge resources by emphasizing on education, training and research initiatives.  However, there has been underutilization of skills and knowledge in the public sectors Biygautane & Al-Yahya, (2011). Moreover, He also stated that the rate of underutilization of knowledge and skills in UAE is 42%. Also, the most significant example is the establishment of Dubai knowledge village in 2003 which provides a platform for many organizations to promote knowledge management (Muhammad Siddique, 2012).
UAE has been recognized as the region with significant local and foreign investment in the recent years have seen the UAE region experience significant local and foreign investment in the domains of information technology, telecommunication and infrastructure and tourism sector. Despite such investment and infrastructural development, the local organizations are reluctant to adopt and implement approaches to knowledge sharing in the business process and organization Yeo, Svensson, Ahmad, & Daghfous, (2010). 
[bookmark: _Toc500837454]2.3	Chapter Summary
As per the previous researches the KS is been impacted by 9 main factors which are the Organizational Learning (OL), Organizational Culture (OC), Organizational Strategy (OSY), Organizational Structure (OST), Organizational Process (OP), Corporate Performance (CP), Human Resources Management (HRM), Technology Infrastructure (TI) and Employee Engagement (EE) as main factor however there were 34 sub-factors identified as a total for those main factors and based on this chapter the hierarchy of main factors and sub-factor can be developed for farther study and analysis through coming chapters. This chapter highlights the needs of UAE market in understanding the main factors & sub-factor impacting the KS which will be farther explained in detail in coming chapter to assist UAE organization to understand especially the technology-intensive organization. 


[bookmark: _Toc500837455]Chapter 3: Background Theories and Current Study
[bookmark: _Toc500837456]3.1 	Introduction
Knowledge sharing depends on many factors in an organization, and of these factors, some act as antecedents of knowledge sharing while other may act as barriers. In this regard, there are many theories in the field of leadership, management and knowledge sharing which explains a great deal regarding the determinants and barriers to knowledge sharing in the organization. Following are the relevant theories and approaches in the field of management and leadership that has been found associated with the knowledge sharing processes:
[bookmark: _Toc500837457]3.2 	Path-Goal Theory & Organizational Leadership 
With the growing importance of the knowledge economy, leaders consider it important to manage the knowledge in the organization which has persuaded many research studies in the field of knowledge sharing and its relationship with the leadership. For instance, Lakshman, (2007) revealed that managing knowledge is one of the essential role played by the leaders in an organization. In the same manner, to establish and promote a knowledge-based culture, leadership styles are considered important.  
The path-goal theory is one of the important theories of leadership which is considered a contingency approach towards leadership. According to the notion of path-goal theory, leaders play an important role in supporting their followers to accomplish the organizational goals using the specific paths. The behaviors and styles of leaders tend to influence the motivation of the followers towards their paths of organizational goals (Northouse, 2015); (Yang & Lim, 2016). Leaders using the path-goal theory tend to have the ability to persuade the behaviors and attitudes of the subordinates to share their knowledge in the organization. Therefore, the organizational leadership as a predictor of the knowledge sharing is also influenced by the notion of the path-goal theory. 
[bookmark: _Toc500837458]3.3	Competing Values Framework Theory & Organizational Culture
The relationship between organizational culture and knowledge sharing has been explored by many research studies in the past. It has been clarified that the organizational culture tends to promote the Knowledge sharing in an organization. On the other hand, if the organizational culture is not flexible, then it acts as a barrier towards knowledge sharing in an organization. In order to assess the organizational culture, competing for value framework (CVF) theory has been used widely.
The competing value framework theory is widely used in order to assess and diagnose a culture and its characteristics. The study and analysis of this CVF help in understanding the assumptions of the organizational members which tend to influence their behavior. According to Hartnell, Ou, & Kinicki, (2011), there are six dimensions of an organizational culture which predicts the nature and type of an organization’s culture. These dimensions include organizational leadership, the management of the employees in the organization, organization’s criteria for the success, strategic direction, characteristics of the organizational members and organizational values which holds the system together. The analysis of these dimensions can predict a much about the culture in an organization. The notion of the CVF theory also proposes that the organizational culture can be assessed on the basis of internal/external focus and the flexibility/stability structure of the organization. In this regard, the culture where there is more internal focus and flexibility tends to promote knowledge sharing and participative decision making in the organization. Such type of culture is regarded as clan culture. Following the notion of CVF theory, the clan culture is the strongest facilitator of knowledge sharing in an organization. Similarly, the hierarchy culture which is characterized by strong internal focus and considerable predictability tends to put more emphasis on the management of information in the organization (Suppiah & Singh Sandhu, 2011). However, it can be inferred that, if there are more flexibility and internal control in an organization, it is more likely that knowledge will be shared by the organizational member in such type of organizational culture.  
[bookmark: _Toc500837459]3.4	Knowledge-based Theory of the Firm & Organizational Strategy
In order to promote knowledge sharing in the organization, the organizations need to develop such organizational strategies which promote knowledge sharing among the organizational members not only this but consider the knowledge as the most significant resource of the firm. In this regard, organizations can focus on developing a knowledge-based organizational structure where employees feel it easy and comforting to share their knowledge with each other in the organization. In addition, organizations can develop and implement a knowledge-based strategy which develop a flexible and informal culture where employees find it easy to communicate with each other and share knowledge (Stewart, 2000). The role of knowledge-based as organizational strategy is to encourage the individuals in an organization to promote their learning and share their knowledge with others in the organization. Hamel & Prahalad, (2005) explained that, organizational strategies affect the inclination of the organizational members to share knowledge and develop knowledge assets which in turn help the organization in creating a sustainable competitive advantage. 
In addition, the effective knowledge sharing, in turn, enhances the quality of the organizational strategies. For instance, Bae, Chen, David Wan, Lawler, & Walumbwa, (2003) proclaimed that, organizational strategies which aim at enhancing knowledge in the organizational products and services should promote a high-performance system which is facilitated by effective knowledge sharing and development. In addition, the knowledge sharing strategy needs to be integrated into the organizational strategies to ensure that knowledge is shared among the organizational members. If the knowledge sharing strategy is integrated into the organization's strategy, it helps in increasing the innovation capabilities of the organization.  
[bookmark: _Toc500837460]3.5	The Contingency Theory & Organizational Structure
The contingency theory of organization proposes that, no organization can have a same size or structure. The structure of an organization depends on certain factors such as the environment in which it operates, the strategy of the organization, market and environmental situation and technological factors. All of these factors tend to influence the way in which these organizations operate and also determines its structure and size. Organizational structure is the division of the responsibilities, roles and the collegial relationships in an organization which can be in the form of centralization/ decentralization or differentiation. Every organizational structure which exists between functional units of the organization and the organizational members aims at the accomplishment of the organizational goals and objectives. The notion of the contingency theory is that, every organization is influenced by the external and internal premises which in turn determine the organizational outcomes of that organization, (Koufteros, Vonderembse & Jayaram, 2005). Not every organization can operate in the same context and therefore, the contextual variables or factors of every organization are different from others. There are various contingency and contextual factors such as national culture, technology, organizational strategy and organizational structure etc. For instance, technology is a contingent variable which also encompasses a range of the organizational processes, knowledge, and people who transform the organizational input in the output. Type of the technology differs from one organization to another as some organizations employ more sophisticated technologies and use these technological tools in the manufacturing processes. On the other hand, some organizations offer intangible services and rely on the various form of knowledge i.e. tacit and explicit to deliver services or products to the customers. As a contingency factor, organizational structure also influences the knowledge sharing and other business processes (Cohen & Olsen, 2015).
Hence, the role of the contingency theory has remained significant when it comes to the organizational practices. The contingency theory emphasizes on the investigation of the association between the organizational structure and the factors that exist in the business environment which influence the organization in one manner or another. The contingency theory was proposed in order to elaborate the different factors of the organizational structures and the organization changes which might occur as a result of the changes in internal and external environment. As explained by Birkinshaw, Nobel, & Ridderstråle, (2002), the significance of the knowledge sharing can be explained with the help of the contingency theory. The organizational structure along with the informal network setting in an organization tend to affect the knowledge sharing in the organization.  
[bookmark: _Toc500837461]3.6    Knowledge Creation Theory & Organizational Process
In 1994, Nonaka proposed a theory of knowledge creation which served as a framework for the creation and retention of the knowledge in the context of an organization. The knowledge in an organization can be created by translating the tacit and explicit knowledge interchangeably. For instance, when the tacit knowledge is shared on a wider organizational level, it is called as socialization. When the knowledge is shared in the explicit form, it is referred as a combination. Externalization refers to the transformation of the tacit knowledge to the explicit knowledge is called externalization. Internalization is the translation of the explicit knowledge in the form of explicit knowledge. These are the ways through which knowledge is created, recorded and shared in an organization (Nonaka, 1994).
Before the development of the knowledge creation theory, the process of creating the knowledge in the organization was quite different in the form of knowledge acquisition, knowledge translation and knowledge utilization from the already existing source of knowledge in the organization. On the contrary, the knowledge creation theory has emphasized on the creation of the knowledge through the interaction of the tacit and explicit knowledge in the organization. The knowledge can be created through four basic processes i.e. socialization, externalization, combination, and internalization. (Vick, Nagano, & Popadiuk, 2015).
There are various organizational processes that can facilitate the process of knowledge creation and therefore knowledge sharing. For instance, the process of combination in the context of knowledge creation theory encompasses the combination of the explicit of the knowledge from various parts of the organization. The organizational processes that facilitate the combination include meetings, telephones, emails and other communication mechanisms. On the contrary, the conversion of the tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge (externalization) makes the use of organizational processes such as effect analysis charts, cause and effect diagrams etc. Similarly, other conversion processes that give rise to the creation of knowledge, which leads to the sharing of the knowledge. 
[bookmark: _Toc500837462]3.7    Stakeholder Theory & Corporate Performance
Stakeholders can be defined as any individual or the group of individuals who are influenced by the organizational decisions and objectives. Stakeholders theory encompass broader groups that are associated with the organization such as customers, suppliers, government, employees, investors, community and the natural environment in which an organization operates (Hillman & Keim, 2001). The notion of the stakeholder's Theory proposes that, it is the responsibility of the firms to maintain a balance among the interests of a range of the stakeholders.
When it comes to measuring the corporate performance, there are various dimensions on which the organizational performance can be measured. For instance, some research studies have considered intangible dimensions for the measurement of the corporate performance such as service quality, satisfaction, and retention of the customers and performance of the management. On the other hand, some research studies considered subjective measures to predict the degree to which an organization performs in a better manner. These subjective measures or dimensions include return on investment, market share and growth, and growth in the sales. Some other measures of the corporate performance include organization's relationships with the employees and surrounding community, the degree to which an organization is socially responsible and the diversity at the workplace (Agle, Nagarajan, Sonnenfeld, & Srinivasan, 2006).
[bookmark: _Toc500837463]3.8    Human Capital Theory & Human Resource Management
The role of the human resource management is crucial in the knowledge-based economy as the skilled and well-trained individuals are the ones who are carriers of the knowledge and transfer the knowledge in the organization. The human capital theory proposes that, in order to produce economic and business gains for the individuals as well as organization, the individuals in an organization needs to be skilled, competent, and possess adequate of knowledge which in turn help them to perform better (Becker, 1975). The human resources, if competitive and talented helps the organization in acquiring a sustainable competitive advantage. The human capital theory, therefore highlights that, organizations need to utilize their internal and external resources to enhance the skills and abilities of their employees. In this regard, there are several types of human resource management practices and functions that can be used such as training and development programs which facilitate the employees in equipping with the necessary skills and competencies. Organizations tend to protect the knowledge and skills of such human capital to prevent the knowledge transfer to the competitors in the same business sector. On the other hand, organizations use the human resource management practices to enhance the skills and knowledge of the employees and motivate the employees to share their knowledge with the other colleagues in the organization. For instance, if adequate training programs are conducted in an organization, it provides an excellent opportunity to the employees to interact with each other and share the knowledge. In addition, rewards and recognition as a tool of HRM motivate the employees and as a result, employees share their knowledge in the organization (Pervaiz, Imran, Arshad, Haq, & Khan, 2016). Therefore, under the notion of the human capital theory, employees tend to share knowledge with their colleagues through effective HRM such as training and development which also boost employee’s skills and abilities. Knowledge sharing can be promoted through effective utilization of HRM.
[bookmark: _Toc500837464]3.9    Technology Acceptance Model & Technology Infrastructure
Technological infrastructure and technological tools have been recognized as a formal mechanism to promote knowledge sharing in an organization. Use of the technology enables the employees to interact with each other on a larger scale which also facilitates them in sharing the knowledge (Ipe, 2003). The IT infrastructure has been identified as an important enabler of knowledge sharing and management in an organization. The technological or IT infrastructure entails all the tools of IT such as software, hardware and other systems and protocols which facilitate the effective knowledge storage and exchange in the organization (Monavvarian & Kasaei, 2007). Therefore, use of the IT tools tends to promote and facilitate the process of knowledge sharing in an organization.
The role of the technology acceptance model (TAM) is critical when it comes to facilitating the process of knowledge sharing in an organization. The technology acceptance model was proposed by Davis in 1989 to examine the effect of the external factors on the attitudes and behaviors of the individuals. In this regard, the role of the perceived usefulness and ease of use of the technology is considered highly important. The fundamental notion of TAM lies in the fact that, innovation needs to be integrated into the tools of the technologies. This model explains the attitudes and behavioral inclination of the individuals towards the acceptance and use of the new and advanced technological tools such as emails, internet etc. in an organization Davis, (1989). The role of the TAM model is crucial in explaining the knowledge sharing through the use of the technological infrastructure. Knowledge infrastructure is one of the key enablers of knowledge sharing in an organization.
[bookmark: _Toc500837465]3.10    Herzberg’s Theory of Motivation & Employee Engagement
Employee’s engagement has been found linked with the theories of motivation in the organizational contexts. Employee’s engagement refers to the degree to which employees are committed and dedicated towards the organization in which they are working (Sundaray, 2011).  Frank, Finnegan, & Taylor, (2004) are of the view that, the classical theory of motivation is related to the employees' engagement. The Maslow's need for hierarchy theory and Herzberg's Two factors theory are found closely related to employee's engagement. According to Maslow, there are five fundamental needs of employees which act as motivation towards the accomplishment of organizational goals or objectives. When one level of need is fulfilled, the individual tends to move towards the next level of need. For instance, the phycological need comprises of the basic needs such as food, water etc. which needs to be fulfilled on daily basis. Afterwards, the need for safety arises which can be attributed to the need of job security. When safety need is fulfilled, individuals tend to develop a desire for socialization in the organization and then move upward and seek to fulfill their needs of self-esteem and self-actualization. Both Maslow and Herzberg explained the factors or tools that organizations can employ in order to enhance the employee's motivation which in turn leads to an increase in employee's engagement (Rynes, Gerhart, & Minette, 2004) and (Schunk, Meece, & Pintrich, 2012). For instance, enabling the two-way communication, implementing the training and development initiatives and programs, offering market competitive salaries and allowances, and rewards can boost the motivation and morale of the organization. On the other hand, there are some HRM and functions such as rewards & recognition, training & development, coaching, communication in the organization etc. which influences employee’s engagement and reduces the turnover rate in the organization. Motivated and engaged employees are more likely to engage in the knowledge sharing practices in the organization. 
[bookmark: _Toc500837466]3.11	Chapter Summary
In summary, this chapter presenting the based theory which supports each factor and assists to identify the sub-factor, moreover evolve the importance of those main factors towards the KS and finally assist in understand the relation to assist in a future recommendation on how the organisation may address those factors to improve the organizational KS. As stated the factors relevant to knowledge sharing which could be linked to various theories such as the path-goal theory of OL, competing values framework theory & OC, firm’s strategy theory & OSY, contingency theory & OST, knowledge creation theory & OP, stakeholder theory & CP, human capital theory & HRM, technology acceptance model & TI and theory of motivation & EE. Table-11 below summarizing the previous researchers used those theories;

Table-11: Theories & Factors Meta-Analysis
	Theory/Factor
	Description 
	 References

	Path-Goal Theory & Organizational Leadership
	The path-goal theory is one of the important theories of leadership which is considered a contingency approach towards leadership.
	Northouse, (2015); Yang & Lim, (2016);  Northouse, (2015)

	Competing Values Framework Theory & Organizational Culture
	The competing value framework theory is widely used to assess and diagnose a culture and its characteristics.
	Hartnell et al., (2011); Suppiah & Singh Sandhu, (2011); 

	Firm's Strategy Theory & Organizational Strategy
	The role of the organizational strategies is also critical in encouraging the individuals in an organization to promote their learning and share their knowledge with others in the organization.
	Hamel & Prahalad, (2005); Bae et al., (2003); Stewart, (2000)

	The Contingency Theory & Organizational Structure
	The contingency theory emphasizes on the investigation of the association between the organizational structure and the factors that exist in the business environment which influence the organization.
	Cohen & Olsen, (2015); Birkinshaw et al., (2002)

	Knowledge Creation Theory & Organizational Process
	Knowledge Creation Theory proposed to be served as a framework for the creation and retention of the knowledge in the context of an organization.
	Vick et al., (2015); Nonaka, (1994)

	Stakeholder Theory & Corporate Performance
	Stakeholders Theory encompasses broader groups that are associated with the organization such as customers, suppliers, government, employees, investors, community and the natural environment in which an organization operates.
	Agle et al., (2006); Hillman & Keim, (2001) 

	Human Capital Theory & Human Resource Management
	Human capital theory can produce economic and business gains for the individuals as well as organization, by improving individual's skills, competent, and possess adequate of knowledge which in turn help then to performance.
	Pervaiz et al., (2016); Becker, (1975)

	Technology Acceptance Model & Technology Infrastructure
	The technology acceptance model was proposed to examine the effect of the external factors on the attitudes and behaviors of the individuals.
	Monavvarian & Kasaei, (2007); Davis, (1989) 

	Theory of Motivation & Employee Engagement
	The classical theory of motivation is related to the employees’ engagement.
	Frank et al., (2004);  Rynes et al., (2004); Schunk et al., (2012).




[bookmark: _Toc500837467]Chapter 4: Methodology
[bookmark: _Toc500837468]4.1 Overview of AHP 
Thomas Saaty in 1970’s interduce the Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP) which was a structured and technique for organizing and analyzing the complex decisions in a structured way. R. W. Saaty, (1987)  says that it is an effective tool which is used to carry out complex decision making. This tool aids the decision-making process and helps the decision maker to set priorities to find the best decision. Through pairwise comparisons, the complex decisions are reduced and both objective and subjective aspects of the decision are achieved. R. W. Saaty, (1987) further writes that AHP helps in reducing the bias in the process as the decision makers evaluations are checked for consistency through this useful technique. T. L. Saaty, (2008) further assesses that AHP is a useful tool as it is flexible and powerful in obtaining the decisions through pairwise evaluations of the criteria and the options provided. It can translate the qualitative and quantitative evaluations including the price, weight etc., and the feeling, emotions as well. Armacost, Hosseini, & Javalgi, (1990) writes that organizations are greatly using the AHP tool to make effective organization decisions and to find solutions that are best suitable to their needs. The AHP is a structured technique for organizing and analysing the complex decisions in a structured way. R. W. Saaty, (1987) says that it is an effective tool that is used to carry out complex decision-making. This tool aids the decision-making process by defining the factors priority defied and helps the decision maker set priorities to come to the best decision. Through pairwise comparisons, the complex decisions are reduced, and both objective and subjective aspects of the decision are achieved. R. W. Saaty, (1987) further writes that AHP helps to reduce the bias in the decision-making process as the decision makers’ evaluations are checked for consistency through this useful technique. T. L. Saaty, (2008) further assesses that AHP is a useful tool because it is flexible and powerful in obtaining decisions through pairwise evaluations of the criteria and the options provided Armacost, Hosseini, & Javalgi, (1990) write that organizations use the AHP tool to make effective organization decisions and to find solutions that are best suitable to their needs. AHP has been successfully implemented in various fields. For example, Anish Sachdeva, Vishal Sharma, and Rajeev Kumar Garg, Hussain, Ajmal, Khan, & Saber, (2015) implemented AHP in the KS process. Hsu, Lee, & Kreng, (2010) implemented AHP in logistics management.
A primary objective of this research is to prioritize the critical factors impacting KS practices in Technology-Intensive organizations in the context of the UAE; therefore, this research applied AHP. It has been used to develop hierarchy models in other different industries, for example in manufacturing companies Jin Lin, Ali, & Alias, (2014). It is also widely used in supply chain management (Brandenburg, Govindan, Sarkis, & Seuring, 2014); (Tan, Adem, & Dağdeviren, 2016), and (S. Tseng & Hung, 2014). This methodology will help in building a framework for factors impacting KS in Technology-Intensive -Intensive organizations in UAE companies, which has not been identified in other research.

[bookmark: _Toc500837469]4.2 Target Organizations
          Dankbaar, (1998) defined Technology-Intensive organizations as those organizations that anticipate that technology should be adopted. Such organizations better anticipate the need for time to change their technology and adopt new and advanced technology to sustain their dynamic environment. Some research studies also identify Technology-Intensive organizations as globalized firms that have a high cost of research and development (R&D) and, to cover the high cost of R&D, strive for the greater revenue globally, which is why they tend to operate globally Schwens & Kabst, (2011). According to Nambisan, (2002) increased globalization has created numerous challenges as well opportunities for Technology-Intensive organizations. In today’s dynamic business environment, the customers are located all around the world, which has minimized national borders and created challenges for Technology-Intensive organizations Blomqvist, Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, Nummela, & Saarenketo, (2008). One of the most important reasons behind choosing the telecommunication services sector for a field of these researchers was the large contribution in GDP of the UAE economy. The telecommunication sector of the UAE does not have any foreign investment; however, it exchanges the knowledge by investing in buying a new organization globally. The ICT infrastructure of UAE is ranked 31st globally, and the UAE is considered the 20th wealthiest nation globally. The UAE needs to focus on the development of a knowledge-based economy to tap its full potential Hameed et al., (2016). Also in the manufacturing sector was chosen to be the field of this research and to be compared with services sector because the relationship of KS and its processes with the manufacturing sectors can be realized from the fact that, knowledge relies on human actions (Davenport & Prusak, 1998). In future, the manufacturing companies need to be able to effectively utilize the knowledge and can reuse this knowledge for innovation and for attaining a sustainable competitive advantage (Y. Hung, Huang, Lin, & -Tsai, 2005). The aluminum manufactory specifically was selected as a field of study especially that this field using the technology heavily in manufactory process and could be recognized as technology-intensive organization K. R. Brown, Venie, & Woods, (1995). In gulf region, the extensive growth and development in the infrastructure have given rise to an increase in the demand for aluminum manufactory sector. Due to this reason, UAE has become a hub to produce aluminum. The aluminum industry of UAE is growing at the rate of 8.4 percent annually. Where the average growth rate of the global aluminum sector is 3.7 percent per year. In future, there bright chances of growth in the aluminum industry of UAE because of several reasons like easy recycle process for aluminum also because UAE has a high demand infrastructural development which increased demand of aluminum along with other building materials (Anwar, (2016). The government of UAE is taking keen initiatives to boost the growth of the aluminum manufacturing sector of the country which in turn will enhance its competitiveness. However, there is need of effective KS in the aluminum manufacturing sector of UAE to promote its growth in future. 
[bookmark: _Toc500837470]4.3 AHP Framework of Knowledge Sharing 
The purpose of this research is to enhance the current understanding of the relative importance of the attributes of KS in UAE Technology-Intensive organization and to propose a process for prioritizing competing criteria/factors. This research is composed of a multi-criteria model of KS in Technology-Intensive organizations. Their contributions are assessed and judged to understand the most critical effects that KS has on Technology-Intensive organizations. Furthermore, AHP is analysed to study the complex multi-criteria process. The AHP method is comprised of four phases: the structuring of the decision problem, the collection and measurement of data, the determination of the normalized weights, and the synthesis and determination of the solution to the problem Anish Sachdeva, Vishal Sharma and Rajeev Kumar Garg, et al., (2015). Using this four-phase approach, we first formulate an AHP model to analyse the criteria/ factor impacting KS in technology-intensive organizations. The hierarchy model as shown below in Figure-2 which presents the AHP methodology employed in this research as summarized by Anish Sachdeva, Vishal Sharma and Rajeev Kumar Garg, et al., (2015). 
[image: ]
Figure-2 Summary steps of AHP 

The objective of the research is to identify the most critical criteria in KS within Technology-Intensive organizations in the UAE to assist in those organizations. This research is built on a hierarchical process based on previous research. The AHP has been applied to investigate this complex hierarchical system. 
The classification of the goal and all other decision criteria and variables are presented at three major levels. The highest level of the hierarchy is the overall goal, i.e., to select the competitive criteria that impact KS in Technology-Intensive organizations. Level 2 represents the criteria used in selecting KS factors. In this research, nine criteria have been identified: Organisational Leadership, Organisational Culture, Organisational Strategy, Organisational Structure, Organisational Process, Corporate Performance, HRM, Technology Infrastructure and Employee Engagements. These are the basic criteria for measuring the factors impacting KS in the organization as an outcome of the literature review. Level 3 contains the sub-criteria that affect the critical selection of KS criteria. For each main criterion, there are three to five different sub-criteria according to the literature review. For the first main criterion, OL, the three sub-criteria are integrity, and ability to change. For the second main criterion, OC, the five sub-criteria are teamwork, openness to change, collaboration, management support and learning culture. For the third main criterion, OSY, the four sub-criteria are vision and mission, risk-taking, strategic planning, and policy. For the four main criterions, OST, the four sub-criteria are firm size, formalization, centralization, and integration. For the fifth main criterion, OP, the four sub-criteria are socialization, externalization, combination, and internalization. For the sixth main criterion, CP, the three sub-criteria are financial performance, customer satisfaction, and competitiveness. For the seventh main criterion, HRM, the three sub-criteria are recruitment/selecting, availability and training. For the eighth main criterion, TI, the four sub-criteria are availability, reliability, relative advantages and ease of use. For the last main criterion EE, the four sub-criteria are growth opportunities, a positive work environment, trust in the organization and self-worth. Based on this AHP hierarchy, the research framework was built to evaluate KS factors and sub-factors as shown below in Figure-3.
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Figure-3 AHP for Factors Impacting KS in Technology-Intensive organizations

[bookmark: _Toc500837471]4.4 Data Collection
After building the AHP hierarchy, the next phase is data collection and evaluation of the hierarchy. The data were collected from field experts working in Technology-Intensive organizations pioneering in designing and implementing KS practices in the UAE.  The targeted organizations were large organizations with 500 or more employees, as defined by Acs, Audretsch, & Feldman, (1994). 
The questionnaire used in this study consisted of two parts: the first part was related to candidate experience in the field which is required AHP model, and the second part regarding the prioritizing the factors from the respondent perspective.  The questionnaire was designed on a nine-point scale, as suggested by R. W. Saaty, (1987), based on the AHP hierarchy. All respondents were seniors (experts) in their field as recommended for AHP study Freeman & Chen, (2015). The questionnaire was distributed randomly to 15 junior and senior level managers with minimum 10 years of experience in the field of technology-intensive. The flexibility of AHP model where the respondent can choose different weights in nine scales which give a varying level of importance to the associated parameters based on necessity and criticality of these factors towards effectively applying KS practices in a Technology-Intensive organization. Since AHP is based on group decision-making, it was necessary to convert the collected data to an integrated form through questionnaires. Through the questionnaire, nine main criteria of KS and 34 sub-criteria related to the main factors were examined. The evaluation of the factors impacting KS in Technology-Intensive organizations is shown in Figure-3. The questionnaire was pilot-tested using industry experts and academics, and some of the items had to be rephrased to make them clear and easy to understand. The evaluation team consisted of four members: one was a senior manager with more than fifteen years' experience in the technology field and the other three were middle managers with more than ten years of experience in technology-intensive organizations in the UAE. 
The next step in AHP is to determine pair-wise comparison among the criteria applied. To determine the pair-wise comparison criteria, R. W. Saaty, (1987) suggested a nine-point scale, as shown in Table-12 below:
	Table-12: a nine-point scale determining pair-wise comparison criteria

	
	
	

	Intensity of importance Definition explanation
	Definition
	Explanation

	1
	Equal importance 
	Two criteria contribute equally to the objective

	3
	Moderate importance
	Judgement slightly favours one over another 

	5
	Strong importance
	Judgement strongly favours one over another 

	7
	Very strong importance
	A criterion is strongly favoured, and its dominance is demonstrated in practice

	9
	Absolute importance
	The importance of one over another is affirmed on the highest possible order

	2,4,6,8
	Intermediate values
	Compromise is needed

	
	
	



We defined a pair-wise comparison. For example, if a company identifies OL as moderately more important than TI, the former is rated “3” and the latter is rated “1/3” in this comparison. To check the consistency, the Consistency Index (CI) is applied. R. W. Saaty, (1987) defined consistency as follows: 
Consistency Index (CI) = (λmax - n) / (n-1), 
Where λmax is the maximum eigenvalue of the matrix of the important ratios and n is the number of factors. Then, the Consistency Ratio (CR) is used to assess whether a matrix is sufficiently consistent. This is the ratio of the CI to the Random Index (RI), where the CI of a matrix of comparisons is generated randomly:
Consistency Ratio (CR) = CI/RI
Random pair-wise comparisons have been simulated to produce average random indices for different sized matrices. The values of RI are given in Table-13 below:
Table-13: Random index
	n
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10

	RI
	0.00
	0.00
	0.58
	0.90
	1.12
	1.24
	1.32
	1.41
	1.45
	1.48


Note: n is the number of factors		
This inconsistency is acceptable if CR is less than or equal to 0.10 R. W. Saaty, (1987) As suggested by T. L. Saaty, (2008), the geometric mean approach, instead of the arithmetic approach, is used to combine the individual pair-wise comparison judgement matrices to obtain the consensus pair-wise comparison judgement matrices for all evaluators.  Table-14 presents the geometric means of the pair-wise comparison of main factors and sub-factors of KS in Services Technology-Intensive-Intensive organizations. 
	Table-14: Pair-wise comparison of KS main factors in services organization

	
Criteria
	
OL
	
OC
	
OSY
	
OST
	
OP
	
CP
	
HRM
	
TI
	
EE
	Priority Weight
	
Rank

	OL
	1
	2.96
	3.11
	2.73
	3.09
	2.10
	2.89
	1.57
	1.02
	0.205
	1

	OC
	0.34
	1
	3.43
	3.22
	3.36
	3.05
	4.12
	3.19
	1.44
	0.193
	2

	OSY
	0.32
	0.29
	1
	4.34
	3.76
	2.74
	3.82
	2.65
	1.65
	0.158
	3

	OST
	0.37
	0.29
	0.23
	1
	0.93
	1.31
	3.52
	1.43
	0.96
	0.076
	7

	OP
	0.32
	0.31
	0.27
	1.08
	1
	1.71
	2.95
	1.92
	1.55
	0.086
	5

	CP
	0.48
	0.33
	0.36
	0.76
	0.58
	1
	4.79
	2.70
	2.51
	0.101
	4

	HRM
	0.35
	0.24
	0.26
	0.28
	0.34
	0.21
	1
	0.99
	0.54
	0.038
	9

	TI
	0.64
	0.31
	0.38
	0.70
	0.52
	0.37
	1.01
	1
	1.71
	0.063
	8

	EE
	0.98
	0.69
	0.61
	1.04
	0.65
	0.40
	1.86
	0.58
	1
	0.079
	6

	
	
	
	
	
	 CR = 0.10



Also, Table-15 below shows the geometric means of the pair-wise comparison of main factors and sub-factors of KS in Manufactory Technology-Intensive organizations
	Table-15 Pair-wise comparison of KS main factors in manufacturing organization

	
Criteria
	
OL
	
OC
	
OSY
	
OST
	
OP
	
CP
	
HRM
	
TI
	
EE
	Priority Weight
	
Rank

	OL
	1
	1.81
	1.70
	1.60
	1.38
	1.30
	3.63
	1.71
	2.02
	0.172
	1

	OC
	0.55
	1
	1.09
	1.72
	1.99
	2.54
	0.66
	1.23
	2.52
	0.139
	3

	OSY
	0.59
	0.91
	1
	2.64
	2.04
	2.03
	2.50
	0.84
	2.20
	0.150
	2

	OST
	0.62
	0.91
	0.38
	1
	0.85
	1.24
	2.04
	1.21
	0.89
	0.095
	6

	OP
	0.72
	0.58
	0.49
	1.17
	1
	0.79
	0.70
	0.99
	1.34
	0.084
	8

	CP
	0.77
	0.39
	0.49
	0.80
	1.27
	1
	1.92
	1.60
	2.08
	0.104
	4

	HRM
	0.28
	1.51
	0.40
	0.49
	1.42
	0.52
	1
	2.99
	0.67
	0.096
	5

	TI
	0.58
	0.82
	1.19
	0.82
	1.01
	0.63
	0.33
	1
	1.96
	0.092
	7

	EE
	0.50
	0.40
	0.45
	1.13
	0.75
	0.48
	1.50
	0.51
	1
	0.069
	9

	
	
	
	
	
	 CR = 0.10


 
The next step is to define the relative priorities of criteria, which are shown in the final column of Table-14 & Table-15 above. This was (0.10) for both, which is acceptable as defined by R. W. Saaty, (1987). In addition, the priority weight corresponding to the main factors of KS could be analysed through the priority vector. 
According to Saaty (2008), to find the “Priority Vectors,” the Consistency Principle is introduced. In addition, as stated by Anish Sachdeva, Vishal Sharma, and Rajeev Kumar Garg, Dr et al., (2015), the consistency principle equation is and the subsequent argument is to use the special case of the consistency matrix formed by elements () where  are the elements of the priority weight corresponding to criteria i and j. The result in the priority weight row of Table14 shows that the OL factor has the highest weight (0.205) impacting KS in services Technology-Intensive organizations. OC had the next competitive priority (0.193), followed by the OSY factor (0.158) and then the CP factor (0.101). The least important was the HRM (0.038). All the above results indicate some issues behind this process, and in the next part of the research, those results will be discussed in greater detail in terms of what does it mean and what is the recommendation to improve KS and the factors themselves, However, for manufactory Technology-Intensive organizations the result show slightly differences where the result as shown in Table-15 that the OL factor has the highest weight (0.172) of impacting in KS, OSY factor (0.150) & OC factor which was (0.139) competitive priority then the CP factor (0.104) next was the HRM (0.038) followed by OST (0.95), TI (0.092), and least important factors was OP (0.084) and EE (0.069). all above result for sure will indicate some issue behind it and in the next part of the research, those results will be discussed in more detail in a way to have an effective KS in specific and understand the factor itself in a general perspective.
The last step is to define the relative priorities of criteria and global priority weight of the sub-factors, which is for services that shown in Table-16 below.
	Table-16: Global Priority Weight of KS sub-factors in services organization

	Sub Criteria
	[OL1]
	[OL2]
	 [OL3]
	Global Priority Weight
	Rank

	[OL1]
	1
	1.08
	1.57
	0.37
	2

	[OL2]
	0.92
	1
	3.73
	0.46
	1

	[OL3]
	0.64
	0.27
	1
	0.17
	3

	CR = 0.09

	Sub Criteria
	[OC1]
	[OC2]
	[OC3]
	[OC4]
	[OC5]
	Global Priority Weight
	
Rank

	[OC1]
	1
	2.76
	3.03
	1.45
	1.49
	0.33
	1

	[OC2]
	0.36
	1
	3.53
	2.71
	2.09
	0.27
	2

	[OC3]
	0.33
	0.28
	1
	1.72
	2.20
	0.15
	3

	[OC4]
	0.69
	0.28
	0.58
	1
	1.72
	0.14
	4

	[OC5]
	0.67
	0.37
	0.46
	0.58
	1
	0.11
	5

	CR = 0.10

	Sub Criteria
	[OSY1]
	 [OSY2]
	 [OSY3]
	 [OSY4]
	Global Priority Weight
	Rank

	[OSY1]
	1
	4.07
	2.27
	2.04
	0.45
	1

	[OSY2]
	0.25
	1
	0.67
	1.00
	0.14
	4

	[OSY3]
	0.44
	1.50
	1
	1.98
	0.24
	2

	[OSY4]
	0.49
	1.50
	0.50
	1
	0.17
	3

	CR = 0.07

	Sub Criteria
	[OST1]
	[OST2]
	[OST3]
	[OST4]
	Global Priority Weight
	Rank

	[OST1]
	1
	1.30
	1.04
	0.66
	0.24
	3

	[OST2]
	0.77
	1
	0.76
	0.62
	0.19
	4

	[OST3]
	0.96
	1.31
	1
	2.04
	0.32
	1

	[OST4]
	1.52
	1.31
	0.49
	1
	0.25
	2

	CR = 0.03

	Sub Criteria
	[OP1]
	[OP2]
	[OP3]
	[OP4]
	Global Priority Weight
	Rank

	[OP1]
	1
	3.11
	1.78
	1.54
	0.39
	1

	[OP2]
	0.32
	1
	0.61
	1.02
	0.16
	4

	[OP3]
	0.56
	1.65
	1
	0.86
	0.22
	3

	[OP4]
	0.65
	1.65
	1.16
	1
	0.24
	2

	CR = 0.07

	Sub Criteria
	[CP1]
	[CP2]
	[CP3]
	Global Priority Weight
	Rank

	[CP1]
	1
	2.10
	4.65
	0.58
	1

	[CP2]
	0.48
	1
	3.23
	0.31
	2

	[CP3]
	0.22
	0.31
	1
	0.11
	3

	CR = 0.01

	Sub Criteria
	[HRM1]
	[HRM2]
	[HRM3]
	Global Priority Weight
	Rank

	[HRM1]
	1
	1.17
	2.14
	0.42
	1

	[HRM2]
	0.86
	1
	2.67
	0.41
	2

	[HRM3]
	0.47
	0.38
	1
	0.17
	3

	CR = 0.01

	Sub Criteria
	[TI1]
	[TI2]
	 [TI3]
	 [TI4]
	Global Priority Weight
	Rank

	[TI1]
	1
	2.56
	2.86
	2.76
	0.47
	1

	[TI2]
	0.39
	1
	2.51
	1.48
	0.25
	2

	[TI3]
	0.35
	0.40
	1
	1.63
	0.16
	3

	[TI4]
	0.36
	0.40
	0.61
	1
	0.12
	4

	CR = 0.00

	Sub Criteria
	[EE1]
	[EE2]
	[EE3]
	[EE4]
	Global Priority Weight
	Rank

	[EE1]
	1
	2.39
	2.21
	2.51
	0.42
	1

	[EE2]
	0.42
	1
	2.04
	2.46
	0.27
	2

	[EE3]
	0.45
	0.49
	1
	1.88
	0.18
	3

	[EE4]
	0.40
	0.49
	0.53
	1
	0.13
	4

	CR = 0.06



The results of the priorities of criteria were all accepted because they all were equal to or less than 0.1. This result is acceptable as defined by R. W. Saaty, (1987). The result of the global priority weight for KS sub-factors shows that the Collaboration sub-factor was ranked first with Global Priority (0.15), followed by trust/integrity (0.13) and firm size (0.11). Management support and learning culture ranked fourth (0.09). Lead change and decision-making ranked fifth (0.07), recruitment/selecting and technology reliability ranked sixth (0.06), formalization ranked seventh (0.05) and centralization ranked eighth (0.04), the relative advantage and ease of use in technology ranked ninth (0.03), and training ranked tenth (0.02). The least important sub-factor was reward for performance (0.01)
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Figure-4 Global Priority Weight of KS sub-factors in services organizations
Also for manufacturing in a way to define the relative priorities of criteria and global priority weight of KS sub-factors that is shown in Table-17 and Figure-5 below. 
As the services, also manufactory result of the priorities of criteria was all accepted because it all was equal or less than 0.1 and this and this result is acceptable  

	Table-17: Global Priority Weight of KS sub-factors in manufacturing organization

	Sub Criteria
	[OL1]
	[OL2]
	 [OL3]
	Global Priority Weight
	Rank

	[OL1]
	1
	1.21
	1.57
	0.066
	2

	[OL2]
	0.83
	1
	3.47
	0.075
	1

	[OL3]
	0.64
	0.29
	1
	0.031
	13

	CR = 0.09

	Sub Criteria
	[OC1]
	[OC2]
	[OC3]
	[OC4]
	[OC5]
	Global Priority Weight
	
Rank

	[OC1]
	1
	1.33
	0.67
	2.52
	2.59
	0.037
	8

	[OC2]
	0.75
	1
	1.84
	0.94
	1.60
	0.031
	14

	[OC3]
	1.49
	0.54
	1
	1.17
	3.06
	0.0336
	10

	[OC4]
	0.40
	0.54
	0.85
	1
	0.51
	0.0164
	29

	[OC5]
	0.39
	1.06
	0.33
	1.98
	1
	0.022
	25

	CR = 0.09

	Sub Criteria
	[OSY1]
	 [OSY2]
	 [OSY3]
	 [OSY4]
	Global Priority Weight
	Rank

	[OSY1]
	1
	1.73
	1.80
	0.64
	0.045
	4

	[OSY2]
	0.58
	1
	1.89
	1.74
	0.0426
	5

	[OSY3]
	0.56
	0.53
	1
	1.27
	0.028
	16

	[OSY4]
	1.57
	0.53
	0.79
	1
	0.0345
	9

	CR = 0.10

	Sub Criteria
	[OST1]
	[OST2]
	[OST3]
	[OST4]
	Global Priority Weight
	Rank

	[OST1]
	1
	1.33
	1.25
	1.28
	0.027
	17

	[OST2]
	0.75
	1
	1.64
	2.78
	0.0302
	15

	[OST3]
	0.80
	0.61
	1
	2.06
	0.022
	24

	[OST4]
	0.78
	0.61
	0.49
	1
	0.0157
	31

	CR = 0.10

	Sub Criteria
	[OP1]
	[OP2]
	[OP3]
	[OP4]
	Global Priority Weight
	Rank

	[OP1]
	1
	1.85
	0.81
	2.21
	0.0261
	19

	[OP2]
	0.54
	1
	1.62
	2.44
	0.024
	21

	[OP3]
	1.23
	0.62
	1
	2.47
	0.0229
	23

	[OP4]
	0.45
	0.62
	0.41
	1
	0.0109
	34

	CR = 0.10

	Sub Criteria
	[CP1]
	[CP2]
	[CP3]
	Global Priority Weight
	Rank

	[CP1]
	1
	1.75
	2.42
	0.050
	3

	[CP2]
	0.57
	1
	2.80
	0.037
	7

	[CP3]
	0.41
	0.36
	1
	0.017
	28

	CR = 0.05

	Sub Criteria
	[HRM1]
	[HRM2]
	[HRM3]
	Global Priority Weight
	Rank

	[HRM1]
	1
	1.12
	0.90
	0.0315
	12

	[HRM2]
	0.90
	1
	2.07
	0.038
	6

	[HRM3]
	1.12
	0.48
	1
	0.026
	20

	CR = 0.09

	Sub Criteria
	[TI1]
	[TI2]
	 [TI3]
	 [TI4]
	Global Priority Weight
	Rank

	[TI1]
	1
	2.21
	1.43
	1.65
	0.0326
	11

	[TI2]
	0.45
	1
	2.06
	2.26
	0.0263
	18

	[TI3]
	0.70
	0.49
	1
	1.86
	0.0193
	26

	[TI4]
	0.60
	0.49
	0.54
	1
	0.014
	32

	CR = 0.08

	Sub Criteria
	[EE1]
	[EE2]
	[EE3]
	[EE4]
	Global Priority Weight
	Rank

	[EE1]
	1
	1.39
	0.88
	0.97
	0.0177
	27

	[EE2]
	0.72
	1
	2.22
	2.56
	0.0237
	22

	[EE3]
	1.14
	0.45
	1
	1.74
	0.0159
	30

	[EE4]
	1.03
	0.45
	0.57
	1
	0.0118
	33

	CR = 0.10
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Figure-5 Global Priority Weight of KS sub-factors in manufacturing organizations

[bookmark: _Toc500837472]4.5 Chapter Summary 
Effective organizational KS is greatly impacted by a success factor of the organization, especially the organization where KS is associated to the key variables improving organizational performance as identified by Oyemomi, Liu, Neaga, & Alkhuraiji, (2016). Other researchers state that the field of KS still lacks several key factors that influence KS success (Al-Azri et al., (2010). This makes it difficult for organizations to have an efficient KS practice, especially in growing economies such as UAE. AHP was used in this study as an empirical study in UAE technology intensive organization both services and manufactory sector to investigate the successful KS factors. The nine competitive priority factors that were identified; OL, OC, OSY, OST, OP, CP, HRM, TI and EE where they all generally accepted as the main factors that impact organizational KS. Other sub-factors were also identified in the literature review for each main factor and built the AHP hierarchy of decision criteria. A questionnaire was designed on a nine-point scale based on these nine main KS factors and the other sub-factors of each main factor. The questionnaire was pilot-tested using industry experts and academics, and some of the items had to be modified to make them more representative of the intended constructs. Primary data was collected from manufactory field in UAE. 
The consistency was observed where a sample was taken by using the same criteria in one organization not only this but also experienced candidate where selected to fill the questionnaire. A consistency test was performed to ensure the consistency of the pair-wise comparison. Secondary data are obtained from an extensive literature review of competitive dimensions of KS practices and processes. The data analysis completed in three main steps. The four steps of AHP was followed wherein step one the AHP model was built to understand the relation of different KS factors impacting the knowledge, not only this but also to provide a hierarchy model for KS as shown in Figure-3. The second step was to determine pair-wise comparison among the criteria applied in AHP model of KS factors and then the Global Priority Wight for sub-factors where the result show that the inconsistency was acceptable as shown in Table-13 for services sector and Table-14 for manufactory sector. The third AHP step is to define the priority-weight corresponding to KS main factors as shown in Table-16 for services sector and Table-17 for manufactory sector. Finally, the fourth step where to define the Global Weight Priority as shown in Figure-4 for services sector and Figure-5 for manufactory sector, this is for all sub-factors identified as most impacting sub-factor towards KS.
Above findings are based on data collected from UAE Service and manufacturer sector who use the technology intensively.



[bookmark: _Toc500837473]Chapter 5: Discussion and Implications
[bookmark: _Toc500837474]5.1 	Introduction
Importance of the knowledge sharing is increasing rapidly in various sectors of the Gulf countries particularly when it comes to managing strategic knowledge (Ahmad & Daghfous, (2010); Skok & Tahir, (2010). The government is making an enormous investment in the development of the human capital and knowledge resources in the Gulf countries through training, education, and research. However, research findings of Al-Yahya & Farah, (2009) reveals that there has been a lack of knowledge utilization and skills in Gulf countries, particularly in the public sector. According to his research findings, the rate of knowledge underutilization is 42 percent in UAE which indicates that there is need to create awareness regarding the individual and organizational outcomes of the knowledge sharing. One major reason behind this underutilization of the knowledge might be because organizations do not recognize the knowledge resources or individuals fail to share the knowledge they own in the tacit or explicit form. When it comes to conducting extensive research on knowledge sharing in the Gulf countries, there is the dearth of research which might be because knowledge sharing is not practiced in the most organizations of manufacturing and services sector which are public (Biygautane & Al-Yahya, (2011); However, there is some research evidence in the context of UAE which has attempted to investigate the knowledge sharing phenomenon comprehensively. For instance, Suliman & Al-Hosani, (2014) conducted a research study in the oil and gas sector of UAE. Their research findings revealed that, when employees are highly satisfied with their jobs, they are more inclined to share their knowledge with others in the organization. In the same manner, Al-Esia & Skok, (2014) explained that, when it comes to sharing knowledge with the colleagues in the organization, the nationals of UAE find it more comfortable to share with colleagues holding the same nationality which is a culture issue that been reflected in OC. Their research findings revealed that the UAE nationals have less trust in foreign investment corporation which could negatively prevent them from sharing their knowledge. In this regard, this research study aims at exploring the factors that influence the knowledge sharing in the Technology-intensive organization in UAE, but why the researchers chose this field to be the research field, as stated by Dankbaar (1998) who defined the technology-intensive organizations as those organizations that anticipate that technology should be adopted. Such organizations better anticipate the need for time to change their technology and adopt new and advanced technology to sustain their dynamic environment. Some research studies also identify technology-intensive organizations as globalized firms that have a high cost of research and development (R&D) and, to cover the high cost of R&D, strive for the greater revenue globally, which is why they tend to operate globally (Schwens & Kabst, 2011). According to Nambisan (2002) increased globalization has created numerous challenges as well opportunities for technology-intensive organizations. In today’s dynamic business environment, the customers are located all around the world, which has minimized national borders and created challenges for technology-intensive organizations (Blomqvist, Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, Nummela, & Saarenketo, 2008). The researchers collected data from both services and manufacturing sector of UAE. Both services and manufacturing sector of UAE are considered important in driving the economic growth and development of UAE. The vision 2021 of economy aims at making UAE, a competitive knowledge economy which has also become a National Agenda for the government of UAE. Despite the global economic downturn, the economy of UAE has remained stable and tremendously growing. According to the Annual Economic Report (2016), the manufacturing sector of the UAE holds significance in terms of attracting Foreign Direct Investment (FDI). In 2015, the volume of the capital investment in the manufacturing sector of UAE accounted for 127.6 billion dirhams.
In this chapter, the data result will be analyzed and discussed for each sector separately and the result will be compared to identify the differences not only this, but the research will explain what the result means and will suggest how to deal with such result based on theoretical findings for both service and manufactory sectors in UAE.
[bookmark: _Toc500837475]5.2 	Services Sector Result
The survey result shows that Organisational Leadership has the highest impact factor on KS because Organisational Leadership stimulates communication and collaboration to motivate people and build trust, which creates engagement in day-to-day performance and sets the appropriate conditions to enable and promote KS as a source of competitive advantage for companies Biloslavo, (2005). This result is acceptable because it matches the previous literature. The second highest impacting factor was Organisational Culture. It is considered as a factor that determines the ability of the company to obtain continual improvement in its performance. Therefore, having Organisational Culture as the second highest impacting factor is also an expected result. Organisational Strategy is considered as the third highest-impact factor in terms of the ability of the company to enable KS. The most successful companies in the current market have developed knowledge-centered strategies, demanding from its employees an iterative process of generating, testing and sharing ideas, to structure viable business proposals Fudaliński, (2015). Derivatives of these major factors that have shown a middle-level impact on KS are Corporate Performance, Organisational Process, Employee Engagements and Organisational Structure.
There is no doubt that KS shows by Corporate Performance, which was ranked as the fourth most impactful factor. A firm's ability to transform and exploit knowledge may determine its level of innovation. Reacting to the market demand by promoting innovation, companies reduce the time to market, a key factor for harvesting the initial reaction of the market to new products, before the competition can reduce margins and dilute the demand Wang & Wang, (2012). In the same way, the recent performance of a firm could affect its ability or disposition to promote KS as conservative approaches are adopted as defensive strategies to reduce its exposure to losses Fudaliński, (2015). Organisational Process, identified as the 5th most impactful factor and one of a middle-level effect, could refer to an internal dimension, concretely, a set of organizational resources aligned, arranged and integrated around the core process of KS R. Y. Hung, Lien, & McLean, (2009). Employee Engagements is another concrete expression of the leadership’s vision and its strategic approach regarding KS, as a core process of the firm. As described above, the organization sets the conditions and the culture to promote KS as a regular practice, but the success of this approach depends on the willingness of employees to share their knowledge. Companies must seek continuously the alignment of its workforce with the KS philosophy to produce the expected outcome Wang & Wang, (2012). 
Also, as part of the set of factors with a middle-level impact on KS, we identified the Organisational Structure. was an important condition to KS. These elements correspond to the design of the company structure and practices that can enable and promote KS Lei, Slocum, & Pitts, (2000). Technology Infrastructure and HRM were perceived as the lowest impact factors in the survey. However, this is opposite to findings on many previous studies, which seems to reveal the lack of comprehension regarding the possibilities that Technology Infrastructure and slight HRM represent to knowledge-based organizations. Regarding the role of Technology Infrastructure, the survey result was expected to have this factor as one of the top impacting factors; however, the survey result was contradicting to the literature findings. In addition, the survey was in Technology-Intensive organizations and when organizations do not have detail Technology Infrastructure, it is difficult to make use of disposable knowledge Biloslavo, (2005). In the age of information, when data are considered as an important raw material and an organization's ability to process it and analyse it is core processes that enable innovation, taking advantage of the growing power of Technology Infrastructure capabilities is a key factor to enhancing the capabilities of the organization Lee, (2016). 
 	Finally, the survey result of HRM contradicted the literature findings. HRM is an effective approach that allows companies to establish a strong link between key areas of HRM, such as training, decision-making, performance appraisal, and compensation and rewards, with important areas of KS, such as knowledge acquisition, documentation, transfer, creation, and application Yahya & Goh, (2002). Key tasks in HRM, such as communication, development, education, and remuneration, have been reported as important weaknesses in HRM processes in SMEs Mulolli, Islami, & Skenderi, (2015). The lack of comprehension of the existing relationship between HRM and KS could be evidence of important failures on how HRM performance is based on old paradigms corresponding to ancient models of business.
The in-depth analysis of each of the factors identified to impact to a different extent KS revealed a set of sub-factors with a high impact within its group and as per the results of the Globe Priority Weight, shown in Figure-4. The highest impacting sub-factors were the decision-making and trust/integrity, which were identified as sub-factors of Organisational Leadership. The two showed the highest impact on KS. Decision-Making (OL1) and trust/integrity (OL2) sub-criteria are related to the role model that leadership of the company exercises from top-to-bottom in a firm Madu, (2012). This result from the survey matches the literature findings. The finding of the Vision and Mission (OSY1) sub-factor was identified as the 3rd high impact sub-factor. Vision and mission are foundational elements of the strategic planning process and from there, derivate the whole structure of outlining the strategy, strategic actions and performance measures. Another important sub-factor is the Teamwork (OC1), which was identified as the 4th high impact sub-factor. This impact is explained by the need of fuelling results by combining skills and resources in a synergic process to obtain the expected outcome. Organisational Culture must enable and stimulate teamwork Biloslavo, (2005) and thus teamwork must be an inherent part of Organisational Culture. The 5th highest impacting sub-factor was the financial performance (CP1) sub-factor. This result was acceptable as per the literature and is expected because the survey was implemented in revenue-driven organizations. This result illustrates that the allocation of resources to the design of an organization based on knowledge does not generate short-term returns; therefore, companies must develop the ability to accelerate the creation of competitive advantages based on their learning abilities based on KS Melton, Chen, & Lin, (2006). 
[bookmark: _Toc500837476]5.3 	Manufactory Sector Result
The result of this research study showed that the most significant factors that tend to influence KS in an organization include OL, OSY, and OC. On the other hand, factors such as CP, HRM, OST, and TI have, as factors with average impact on the KS in an organization, where both factors OP and EE showed the weakest impacting factors towards the KS in the organization. The results of the data analysis indicate that, of all the other variables, OL was found to be the most significant factor in promoting KS, because the organization leadership was found to be the predictor of KS and team efficacy which leads to an increase in the performance of teams in an organizational setting. In the same manner, when the leadership in an organization is strong and effective, it helps in developing trust among the organizational member and motivates them to share their knowledge with each other, which then leads to an enhanced CP (Paliszkiewicz, Koohang, Gołuchowski, & Horn Nord, (2014). In addition, the survey results also reveal that OL needs to be considered on a day to day operations as well to facilitate KS in the organization due to its importance in KS productivity. Also in a current research study, OSY has been considered as the second most significant factor affecting the KS in an organization. The KS strategy of an organization needs to be aligned with the OSY, similarly, Garud & Kumaraswamy, (2005) necessitated the integration of an agile OSY with the KS strategy of an organization. Their research findings suggest that, without agile OSY, the inflexible organizational practices can make it difficult to create, share and utilize the knowledge. The third heist impacting factor was the OC factor which could leverage the knowledge and promote KS is considered as a source of competitive advantage. If the OC is not facilitating sufficiently, then it might affect the ability of the organizational members to share knowledge. As suggested by Kayworth & Leidner, (2004) that, the OC plays a significant role in creating the knowledge as well as leveraging it. In a current research study, OC has been considered as one of the most significant factors influencing the KS in an organization. Regarding the factors with average impact on the KS, as of CP which been identified as the fourth most significant factor influencing KS in an organization. According to Gold & Arvind Malhotra, Albert H Segars, (2001), CP can be enhanced through the use of KS elements such as knowledge acquisition, storage, sharing and transfer through for deployment of knowledge infrastructure. Moreover, Ho, (2008) has stated that KS helps the organizations in achieving sustainable competitive advantage because of the enhanced organizational performance. ,  For instance, compensation management as an HRM practice significantly affects the KS behavior of the employees in an organization (Zárraga & Bonache, (2003). TI has also been identified as an average factor affecting KS in an organization and its result is not accepted spatially that the survey was conducted in manufactory field which uses hi-end technology. Ryan, Windsor, Ibragimova, & Prybutok, (2010) explained that use of advanced technological infrastructure in the form of intranet system allows employees to collaborate and interact with each other which in turn helps in the transformation of individual knowledge into organizational knowledge. Technological infrastructure encompasses the system, platform, tools along with internet capabilities which facilitates KS processes including KS (Chong, Chong, & Lin, (2010). According to the findings of the survey, the effect of the OP and EE turned out to be the low impacting factor and this result required more attention from organization to improve both factor contribution towards organizational KS, because this result shows a contrary comparing to previous research findings which have reflected a stronger association between both OP and EE towards KS in an organization. On the contrary, research findings of Nakano, Muniz Jr, & Dias Batista Jr, (2013) reflected that providing an engaging environment to the employees helps in developing EE which in turn leads to KS, also in the same study which shows the importance of having OP which should support knowledge creation and records.   
The in-depth analysis of each one of the factors identified impacting in different grade to KS, revealed a set of sub-criteria/ sub-factors with high impact within its group and as per the result of Globe Priority Weight shown in Figure-4. The highest impacting sub-factors which were the Trust/Integrity (OL2) and Decision-making (OL1) which were identified as sub-factors of Leadership (OL) both showed the highest impact on KS, because KS is an entirely human-based process and such as social based requires that leadership develops social and communicative competences. Trust and integrity as social values perceived by employees on their leaders, can enable opportunities for knowledge creation and application, and at the same time contribute to building trust inside an organization (Park & Lee, (2014). Another important consideration is the expectation that members of an organization have, regarding that the process of KS generates decision-making actions (C. Brown & Frame, (2016). If the flow of information does not trigger decisions, can be perceived as worthless and unnecessary so it was usual to have this result from the survey which is matching the literature found. Financial Performance (CP1) sub-factor which been identified under CP main factor also show the third high impacting sub-factor, and such result is acceptable as per the literature, moreover is expected because the survey was implemented in a revenue-driven organization and for better financial performance the organization should focus to have better learning and KS procedure because they have a positive relation towards financial performance Kim, Watkins, & Lu, (2017).  The finding also shows that Vision & Mission (OSY1) sub-factor which been identified as a fourth high impact sub-factor under the main factor of OSY, there is a clear link between all the KS processes and KS outcomes will allow the organizations to develop a clear metric on how their knowledge processes can be managed and systematically evaluated (Ramachandran, Chong, & Lin, (2008). Finally, the Risk Tacking (OSY2) sub-factor under the main factor OSY has been identified the fifth highest impact sub-factor and this result also show an accepted result because the survey data was collected from aluminum manufactory organization which consider the risk as a major factor which should be studied carefully before start (Brouthers & Brouthers, (2003).Above finding illustrate how these factors and sub-factors are very important to organizational KS which need more attention from those organization that looking for effective KS practices.
[bookmark: _Toc500837477]5.4 	Services Vs. Manufactory Sector Result
The results of services sector data analysis in Table14 show that organizational Leadership (OL) factor has the highest weight (0.205) of impacting the KS in the technology-intensive organization. Organizational Culture (OC) factor was the next competitive priority (0.193), then the Organizational Strategy (OSY) factor (0.158) & then the Corporate Performance (CP) factor (0.101) and least important was the HRM (0.038). Also, the results of the data analysis of manufactory sector in table15 indicate that the OL factor has the highest weight (0.172) of impacting the KS. OSY factor (0.150) & OC factor which was (0.139) competitive priority then the CP factor (0.104) next was the HRM (0.038) followed by OST (0.95), TI (0.092), and least important factors was OP (0.084) and EE (0.069).
The top four factors in both sectors were OL, OC, and OSY but in a different order where the fifth factor is services where the OP and in manufacturing was HRM, the sixth important factor as per services data result where the EE and in manufacturing was OST, last three least impacting factors in services where OST, TI and HRM and for manufacturing sector were TI, OP, and EE. As shown in the result that TI ranked in the least important factor for both service and manufacturing and this show as an expected result because both organizations are technology intensive organization and they used technology heavily to produce their final products. In regard to the global priority weights of the KS factors and sub-factors for the technology-intensive organizations of UAE for both sectors services and manufacturing which were displayed in figure-4 and figure-5. The result of global priority weight for the KS sub-factors shows that integrity and Decision Making of OL where ranked top two in both sectors services and manufacturing where vision and mission of OSY were ranked third highest important sub-factor in services but in the manufactory, the financial performance of CP was ranked the third. 
The data analysis results in case of the services sector, the most influential factor affecting KS is Organizational Leadership with the value of 0.205 which is greater than 0.10 which is acceptable according to Saaty (1987). The result indicates that OL, OC, and OSY are the most significant factors influencing the KS in the service sector in UAE. The least important or influencing factor in the services sector of UAE was HRM which contradicts the research findings of Zárraga & Bonache, (2003) who identified HRM as the most significant factor affecting the KS behavior of the employees in an organization. The averagely rated factors in the context of the services sector of UAE include CP. OP, EE, OST and TI with the values less than 0.10. The result of the services sector in UAE technology-intensive organizations, in regard to global priority weights, show varying results in relation to the sub-factors and the degree of KS in the organization. A collaboration was identified as the most significant factor affecting the KS in the technology-intensive organizations in UAE. The second important sub-factor of KS was trust and integrity (0.13) which indicates that a culture of mutual trust in the organization is the second most influential factor influencing KS in the technology-intensive organizations. The third most influential factor influencing the KS was the size of the firm with the priority weight of 0.11. Top management support and learning culture was the fourth most influential factor influencing the KS in the services sector of UAE. It can be inferred that to promote knowledge sharing in the organization, there is need of effective leadership and top management support for the knowledge sharing processes. Decision making, recruitment & selection along with the formalization were moderately significant in influencing the KS in the organizations. The least significant factors of KS included centralization, relative advantage, ease of use in technology and training. The least significant factor of KS was a reward in performance (0.01).  
In case of manufacturing sector in UAE technology intensive organisation the result reveals that, OL is the most significant factor which influences the extent of KS in the manufacturing sector of UAE. The OL has the highest where the second most influential factor in KS context are OSY followed by OC with the values of 0.150 and 0.139 respectively. In terms of the competitive priority, the next influential factors of KS after these three factors were CP and HRM with the values of 0.104 and 0.096. The least influencing factor in terms of priority was employee’s engagement (EE) with the value of 0.069. These results indicate that, organizational leadership is the most significant factors to influence the KS in the organizations of the manufacturing sectors. These findings can be related to the research findings of Paliszkiewicz et al., (2014) who are of the view that, organizational leadership is highly effective in influencing the attitudes and behaviors of the employees in sharing their knowledge with others in the organization. It implies that, to promote KS in the manufacturing sector, there is need of effective leadership. The results of the data also revealed that organizational strategy and organizational culture tends to affect the KS in an organization significantly. These findings of the data analysis can be related to the research of David & Fahey, (2000), according to which, organizational culture not only promote the creation of the knowledge but also positively influences the sharing of tacit and explicit knowledge in an organization. In the same manner, an effective organizational strategy not only recognizes the significance of KS but also facilitates the organizational policies and processes in promoting the KS in the organization. Therefore, the results of the relative priorities of criteria in the context of the manufacturing sector of UAE reveals that, the most significant factors that tend to influence knowledge sharing include OL, OSY and OC. On the other hand, factors such as CP, HRM, OST and TI have been taken as factors with average impact on the KS in an organization. The results of the global priority weights in case of the manufacturing sector gives a detailed analysis on the sub-factors which are likely to have an impact on the KS in the manufacturing sector of UAE. The results reveal that, the most significant factor that can affect the KS is the integrity (OL2) along with the decision making (OL1) as organizational leadership sub-factor. It indicates that OL needs to be directed towards building trust among employees along with the decision making to enhance KS in the organization. Afterwards, financial performance (CP1) which is the sub-factor of corporate performance also influences the KS in the organization. It necessitates that, the organization needs to have a knowledge sharing culture to enhance its financial performance. The findings are in line with the research findings of Kim et al., (2017) who explains a strong association between KS and financial performance of the organization. Afterwards, the vision and mission as the sub-factor of OSY are the highest impacting factor influencing KS in the organization. The results are in line with the research findings of Ramachandran et al., (2008) who stressed that, for a better KS, organizations need to develop a shared vision and mission to manage all the knowledge sharing processes accordingly. The results also reveal that, Risk Taking which is the sub-actor of OSY i.e. organizational strategy tends to be the fifth most influential factor affecting the KS in the manufacturing organizations of UAE. In addition, the use of rewards and recognition as the sub-factors of HRM are found to be significantly related to the KS in the organization. The results of the relative priorities criteria in the context of the services sector of UAE shows some major differences. The factors that are most significant and influential for KS are quite different in manufacturing and services sector of UAE.
The comparison of both the services and manufacturing in the technology-intensive organization as a context of factors impacting KS. In both services and manufacturing sector, vision and mission have been identified as a significant sub-factor of KS which indicates that in both types of sectors having a shared vision and mission is crucial for the effective strategic planning and effective communication. Having a clear and shared vision helps in taking the strategic actions and outlining the organizational strategy. In both sectors, the financial performance was also considered as one of top five highest impacting sub-factor of KS. One reason behind such finding might be because the survey was conducted in large organizations which were financially robust in terms of their overall corporate performance. However, having a sound technological infrastructure was considered as one of the least moderating factor affecting the KS in both services and manufacturing organizations. The result was unexpected, especially that the data gathered from the technology-intensive organization and the moderating effect of TI because such sector relies on technology and requires sophisticated technological infrastructure to perform the daily work.  Organizational leadership and its sub-factors are also crucial and significant in both the sectors. Where integrity and trust were identified as a most influential factor of KS according to the global priority weights. This also indicates that both services and manufacturing sector consider organizational leadership an important indicator of KS in these organizations.  
[bookmark: _Toc500837478]5.5 Chapter Summary
The results show that both sectors have the same top three factors that most influential factor affecting KS but in deferent order however for the sub-factors for both organizations where same in top two which were the integrity of the leadership and also his decision making ability however the third top sub-factor where different as services result which identify the vision & mission as sub-factor from organizational strategy has the third heist impacting factor where in manufacturing the result show that financial impact is the third as corporate performance factor is the third although that both organizations are revenue-driven organizations.  
Furthermore, and on the basis of the above analysis of the data and discussion of the factors of KS in services and manufacturing sector, it is clear that there are some factor and sub-factors of KS which are important in both sectors. These include organizational leadership, organizational strategy, and organizational culture. The least important factors of KS include HRM and employee's engagement in both services and manufacturing sector of UAE. Based on the data analysis and research findings, following recommendations can be made for both service and manufacturing sector in the technology-intensive organization in order to promote their KS in the organizations: 
· Having competent human resources is one of the key success factors of effective knowledge sharing in both manufacturing and technology-intensive sector of UAE. Therefore, the organizations in both the sectors need to employ effective HRM strategies to develop mutual trust among the employees which in turn enhances knowledge sharing in the organizations.
· Both sectors need to put greater emphasis on the development of the technology infrastructure to promote the effective management of the knowledge sharing processes which entail knowledge acquisition, knowledge storage, and Knowledge sharing and transfer within the different domains of the organization.  
· Both technology intensive and manufacturing sector organizations with UAE needs to focus on enhancing the employee's engagement. Employee's engagement is crucial in terms of sharing knowledge in the organization. Highly engaged employees are more likely to share their tacit knowledge with other employees in the organization.
Finally, although this study was conducted in services and manufacturing sectors of UAE which were identified as technology-intensive but still the research findings could assist other organizations working in different fields, because the goal of the most qualitative research is not to generalize but rather to provide a rich, contextualized understanding of some aspect of human knowledge and experience through the intensive study of cases (Polit & Beck, 2010).
  The obtained result from both services & manufacturing in this research could be used as a general model which could assist all other technology-intensive organization or even any other organization, because the literature review where examine all knowledge sharing factors in general aspects without focusing in certain field moreover the methodology used was the AHP which prove that can generalized the outcome based on the different expert respondent to assist the decision-making or priority defending as stated by Saaty, T. L. (2007) that the AHP applies to all situations where a continuous ratio scale is needed, because It applies equally to the derivation or justification of ratio scales in the study of scientific phenomena. This also was clear where the result for both services and manufacturing show very close result although the data was collected from two different organization working in a different business field and only share the interest of being technology intensive organization. 


[bookmark: _Toc500837479]Chapter 6: Conclusion and Future Research
[bookmark: _Toc500837480]6.1 	Introduction
The purpose of this research is to identify the critical factor impacting the knowledge sharing in technology organization in UAE and to propose a hierarchy to identify the priority of successful factors using AHP model for technology-intensive organizations, this for two different sectors which are services and manufacturing sector and the analysis both separately and finally compare the result of both sectors. The Analytical Hierarchy Process was used as a methodology of this research using a questionnaire based on 9-point scale rating developed by (R. W. Saaty, (1987). To apply the AHP methodology on this study, the 34 collected sub-factors were grouped into 9 main factors. A straightforward pair-wise comparison is conducted on the collected data to guide the discussion and provide an importance rating of critical factors impacting the knowledge sharing in the technology-intensive organization. The number of respondents of each sector was 15 which is sufficient sample for AHP method questionnaire as per (T. L. Saaty, (2008). The results reveal a slight difference in the findings between the two sectors as shown in Table 15 & 16. Also, it was explained in detail in 5.4 under Chapter 5. For sub-factors which were also analyzed for each sector and compared as shown in Figure 4 & 5. As for the sub-criteria ranking for this study, the adequate funding throughout the research shows some major differences due to a different interest of each company used as a field of study. 

[bookmark: _Toc500837481]6.2 	Recommendations 
This study will be useful for a knowledge sharing interested organization in general and that organization who need using the technology intensively and especially the two sectors which are services and manufacturing sectors organizations in the United Arab Emirates. As this study achieved its goal of providing knowledge sharing hierarchy and a priority list of factors for the technology-intensive organization in the region, it will identify what critical factors which required more attention from management to achieve higher success in the organization due to right utilization of knowledge sharing. To start with, from a Technology-Intensive organization perspective, more focus and efforts should be spent at the top three factors which were Organization Leadership, Organization Culture and Organization Strategy this does not mean to ignore the other where actually the weakest impacting factors which required better attention from organization to improve them before they affect the organizational knowledge sharing negatively. As per the research result, the two organizations services and manufacturing had same top three, however, the weakest three factors were not the same, in service the weakest three factors were Organizational Structure, Technology Infrastructure, and HRM was the weakest factor in services. For manufacturing the weakest three were Technology Infrastructure, Organizational Process and Employee Engagement was the weakest factor in a manufacturing organization.
The sub-factors for both organizations where same in top two which were the integrity of the leadership and also his decision making ability however the third top sub-factor where different as services result which identify the vision & mission as sub-factor from organizational strategy has the third heist impacting factor wherein manufacturing the result show that financial impact is the third as corporate performance factor is the third although that both organizations are revenue-driven organizations.  
The results of this study should be used as a guideline of what to focus on in such projects toward higher success rate. As UAE is still developing, there is still a dependency on foreign companies and professionals to run those projects which might cause issues along the way with the increasing number of projects. The Government has been addressing this issue, by assigning local manpower with the foreign ones as a knowledge transfer process to be able to sustain its need in the coming future.  
[bookmark: _Toc500837482]6.3 	Research Limitation & Future Study
Although this study covered a sufficient number of respondents as per AHP methodology, however it only covered one key company from services and manufacturing sectors. Moreover, the list of factors could be expanded as possible to have a better comparison as this study used 9 main factors and 34 sub-factors related to knowledge sharing in Technology-Intensive organizations in UAE. Although this research identified the AHP as a trusted methodology to be used there are other method could be used like Analytical Network Process (ANP) which is new and evolving methodology could be used for such researchers, it could be used for future studies as an extension to this research. Overall, future researchers could be done as an extension of this research to cover additional sectors, factors, and respondents. Furthermore, multiple companies of each sector could organization while applying ANP as the research methodology. Finally, the other future study recommended by this research is to have more investigation for each main factor and it is sub-factors by using Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) because the relation of factor and sub-factor could be changing during the time or in different research field as stated by Wagner & Ross‐Degnan, (2002).
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CRITICAL FACTORS IMPACTING KNOWLEDGE SHARING IN INTENSIVE-TECHNOLOGY ORGANIZATIONS IN UNITED ARAB EMIRATES

Research Survey
The objective of this study is to asses and prioritize the most important critical success factors (CSF) to the knowledge sharing in Technology Intensive Organization in UAE. The survey includes a list of the main well-known factors affecting organizational knowledge sharing success as per the findings of previous researches. The questions in this survey will ask you to compare each one of the factors to other which will thereafter be analyzed to come up with the main factors to focus on to drive a successful knowledge sharing practices within the organization in the United Arab Emirates.
The survey will take around 15 minutes of your time. The questions of this survey are carefully designed to be filled by experts within the field of technology intensive organization. Please fill the questions as per your knowledge and experience in the field without leaving any empty questions. The purpose of this survey is purely for academic research purposes and a part of Doctoral Degree dissertation studies in Abu Dhabi University. Your information will be kept secured and your support is vital for the completion of this study. I would like to sincerely thank you in advance for providing the time to complete this questionnaire.

Omran Alshamsi
‬Email: Omrans@eim.ae 
Mobile: 0508009334
Research Survey

Section 1- Respondents general information

Please provide the following information:


Job Title: ________________________________________________________________________

Years of experience(Optional):  ________________________________________________________________________

Educational Degree (Please Circle the appropriate):  
* High School   	 * Diploma   	* Bachelor   	* Master 	* PhD    
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Section 2- Pairwise Comparison for Main KS Success Factors 

Each section in this questionnaire consists of several question sets. Each question within a question set asks you to compare two factors/ criteria at a time (i.e. pairwise comparison). For instant as shown in the below example, when you compare Organizational Leadership (OL) and Organizational Culture (OC) criteria, if you believe Organizational Leadership is Moderately important compared to Organizational Culture, you put a 3 in the square as shown below. Furthermore, while Comparing Organizational Leadership (OL) to Organizational Strategy (OSY), if you believe strategy is strongly important compared to Leadership you put the reciprocal in the middle square indicated which is 1/5.

Example: the relative importance of the main factors

	Ratting
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	

	
	Equal Importance
	Weak or slight importance
	Moderate importance
	Moderate plus importance
	Strong importance
	Strong plus importance
	Very Strong importance
	Very, very strong importance
	Extreme importance
	

	Organizational Leadership
	
	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Organizational Culture

	Organizational Leadership
	
	
	
	
	1/5
	
	
	
	
	Organizational Strategy



To explain, there are 10 main criteria included in this study. Each criteria is mainly a grouping of knowledge Sharing success factors that falls within the same category. For example, Organizational Leadership criteria represent 3 sub-factors which are Integrity, Decision Making and Ability to change. Other main factors as well represent another set of sub-factors that are categorized within the same field of Knowledge Sharing.



Main Criteria Comparison:
	Ratting
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	

	
	Equal Importance
	Weak or slight importance
	Moderate importance
	Moderate plus importance
	Strong importance
	Strong plus importance
	Very Strong importance
	Very, very strong importance
	Extreme importance
	

	Organizational Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Organizational Culture

	Organizational Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Organizational Strategy

	Organizational Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Organizational Structure

	Organizational Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Organizational Process

	Organizational Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Corporate Performance

	Organizational Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	HRM

	Organizational Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Technology Infrastructure

	Organizational Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Employee Engagements

	Organizational Culture
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Organizational Strategy

	Organizational Culture
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Organizational Structure

	Organizational Culture
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Organizational Process

	Organizational Culture
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Corporate Performance

	Organizational Culture
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	HRM

	Organizational Culture
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Technology Infrastructure

	Organizational Culture
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Employee Engagements

	Organizational Strategy
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Organizational Structure

	Organizational Strategy
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Organizational Process

	Organizational Strategy
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Corporate Performance

	Organizational Strategy
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	HRM

	Organizational Strategy
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Technology Infrastructure

	Organizational Strategy
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Employee Engagements

	Organizational Structure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Organizational Process

	Organizational Structure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Corporate Performance

	Organizational Structure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	HRM

	Organizational Structure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Technology Infrastructure

	Organizational Structure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Employee Engagements

	Organizational Process
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Corporate Performance

	Organizational Process
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	HRM

	Organizational Process
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Technology Infrastructure

	Organizational Process
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Employee Engagements

	Corporate Performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	HRM

	Corporate Performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Technology Infrastructure

	Corporate Performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Employee Engagements

	HRM
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Technology Infrastructure

	HRM
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Employee Engagements

	Technology Infrastructure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Employee Engagements



Section 3-   Pairwise Comparison for Sustainability Sub-criteria under Each Main Factor

3.1. Organizational Leadership:
	Ratting
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	

	
	Equal Importance
	Weak or slight importance
	Moderate importance
	Moderate plus importance
	Strong importance
	Strong plus importance
	Very Strong importance
	Very, very strong importance
	Extreme importance
	

	Integrity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Decision Making

	Integrity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Ability to Change

	Decision Making
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Ability to Change



3.2. Organizational Culture:
	Ratting
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	

	
	Equal Importance
	Weak or slight importance
	Moderate importance
	Moderate plus importance
	Strong importance
	Strong plus importance
	Very Strong importance
	Very, very strong importance
	Extreme importance
	

	Teamwork
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Openness to Change

	Teamwork
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Learning Culture 

	Teamwork
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Collaboration

	Teamwork
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Management support

	Openness to Change
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Learning Culture 

	Openness to Change
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Collaboration

	Openness to Change
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Management support

	Learning Culture
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Collaboration

	Learning Culture
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Management support

	Collaboration
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Management support



3.3. Organizational Strategy:
	Ratting
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	

	
	Equal Importance
	Weak or slight importance
	Moderate importance
	Moderate plus importance
	Strong importance
	Strong plus importance
	Very Strong importance
	Very, very strong importance
	Extreme importance
	

	Vision & Mission
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Risk Tacking

	Vision & Mission
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Strategic Planning

	Vision & Mission
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Policy

	Risk Tacking
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Strategic Planning

	Risk Tacking
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Policy

	Strategic Planning
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Policy



3.4. Organizational Structure: 
	Ratting
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	

	
	Equal Importance
	Weak or slight importance
	Moderate importance
	Moderate plus importance
	Strong importance
	Strong plus importance
	Very Strong importance
	Very, very strong importance
	Extreme importance
	

	Firm Size
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Formalization

	Firm Size
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Centralization

	Firm Size
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Integration

	Formalization
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Centralization

	Formalization
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Integration

	Centralization
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Integration






3.5. Organizational Process:
	Ratting
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	

	
	Equal Importance
	Weak or slight importance
	Moderate importance
	Moderate plus importance
	Strong importance
	Strong plus importance
	Very Strong importance
	Very, very strong importance
	Extreme importance
	

	Socialization
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Externalization

	Socialization
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Combination

	Socialization
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Internalization

	Externalization
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Combination

	Externalization
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Internalization

	Combination
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Internalization



3.6. Corporate Performance:
	Ratting
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	

	
	Equal Importance
	Weak or slight importance
	Moderate importance
	Moderate plus importance
	Strong importance
	Strong plus importance
	Very Strong importance
	Very, very strong importance
	Extreme importance
	

	Financial Performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Customer Satisfaction

	Financial Performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Competitiveness

	Customer Satisfaction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Competitiveness



3.7. Human Recourse Management: 
	Ratting
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	

	
	Equal Importance
	Weak or slight importance
	Moderate importance
	Moderate plus importance
	Strong importance
	Strong plus importance
	Very Strong importance
	Very, very strong importance
	Extreme importance
	

	Recruitment/ Selecting
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Reward in Performance 

	Recruitment/ Selecting
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Training

	Reward in Performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Training



3.8. Technology Infrastructure:
	Ratting
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	

	
	Equal Importance
	Weak or slight importance
	Moderate importance
	Moderate plus importance
	Strong importance
	Strong plus importance
	Very Strong importance
	Very, very strong importance
	Extreme importance
	

	Reliability
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Availability

	Reliability
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Relative Advantage

	Reliability
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Ease of Use

	Availability
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Relative Advantage

	Availability
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Ease of Use

	Relative Advantage
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Ease of Use



3.9 Employee Engagement:
	Ratting
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	

	
	Equal Importance
	Weak or slight importance
	Moderate importance
	Moderate plus importance
	Strong importance
	Strong plus importance
	Very Strong importance
	Very, very strong importance
	Extreme importance
	

	Growth Opportunity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Positive work environment 

	Growth Opportunity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Trust in Organization

	Growth Opportunity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Self-Worth

	Positive work environment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Trust in Organization

	Positive work environment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Self-Worth

	Trust in Organization
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Self-Worth




Thank you for completing the survey
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