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This study examines the status of knowledge sharing within and across banks that operate in the United Arab Emirates (UAE). It reviews the current practices of knowledge sharing within and across banks to identify their efficiencies and effectiveness and highlight issues that require addressing in order to develop more robust knowledge sharing models. The study aims to identify the correlations between organizational, personal, and technological factors and the effectiveness of inter-bank and intra-bank knowledge sharing. It was motivated by the limited research available on the state of knowledge sharing in UAE banks and attempts to contribute greater insights into the factors that make knowledge sharing in the UAE banking industry more supportive of the banks’ business performance and organizational objectives. In doing so, the study also contributes to promoting the UAE government’s drive to enhance e-business in order to create a more competitive economy. 
With time, knowledge has become highly valued as a critical means for attaining competitive advantages for all types of businesses (Alavi & Leidner, 1999). Recognizing this fact, organizations – including banks – have come to pay more attention to knowledge management practices, such as knowledge creation, knowledge storage, and knowledge sharing, which is the ultimate goal of knowledge management endeavors. For knowledge to be useful for an organization, it has to be consistently renewed and shared across all levels of the organization (Nonaka, 2007; Tsai, 2001). The banking industry is no exception in this regard, as its businesses rely heavily on data, information, and knowledge in order to keep up with the competition. The status of knowledge sharing in UAE banks has been investigated in very few studies (Al-Musalli & Ismail, 2012; Alrawi & Elkhatib, 2009); therefore, further research is deemed necessary to augment knowledge sharing practices in banks. 
The study is comprehensive in two dimensions: First, it targets employees at all levels and divisions in all the banks in the UAE; second, it addresses all the variables that contribute to knowledge sharing practices positively or adversely. A questionnaire survey, which addresses these variables, was distributed online and as hard copies to employees via the banks’ training centers and to banking trainees through the Emirates Institute for Banking & Financial Studies as well. The questions covering the study variables were selected from previous studies and adapted for this study.
The survey was distributed to 400 bank employees at all levels of the banking structure in all departments. A total of 216 responses were received, and 17 were rejected either because the respondents did not complete all the questions in the survey or because they submitted more than one response for the same question. Ultimately, 199 responses were found to be useful for the analysis.
The research findings confirm all the stated hypotheses, which predicted that knowledge sharing was positively related to the independent variables that comprised of organizational, individual, relational, and technological factors. The results also indicated the existence of a significant relationship between knowledge sharing and two dependent variables: organizational knowledge sharing (or transfer) and organizational performance. The implications of this research extend to all banking organizations (local and foreign banks), as it provides a framework for executing robust knowledge sharing practices and paves the way for future studies in this field. 

Keywords: knowledge management, knowledge creation, knowledge sharing, knowledge transfer, knowledge exchange, knowledge retention, organizational factors, individual personalities factors, relationship factors, technology factors, organizational knowledge sharing, organizational performance, banking organizations, United Arab Emirates.
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1.1 [bookmark: _Toc503355621][bookmark: _Toc526711503][bookmark: _Toc526713059][bookmark: _Toc527215590][bookmark: _Toc12403251]Background of the Study
In our knowledge-based economy, competition is increasing rapidly, placing pressure on businesses, forcing worldwide organizations to invest heavily in Knowledge Management Systems (KMS) to identify, develop, and sustain a competitive advantage over the opposition. Organization-speciﬁc KM resources include social KM resources and technical KM resources, and studies have found the existence of a positive relationship between KM resources and competitive advantage but a negative relationship between technical KM resources and competitive advantage. It was also found that KM capability strongly influences competitive advantage (Chuang, 2004). 
Changing environmental trends are reshaping the competitive structure of markets, leading to the receding of the old mode of competitive advantages, which were based on physical assets, financial assets, and even technology. This caused knowledge, especially knowledge sharing (KS), to become the prime     source of competitive advantages. This was also facilitated by the old assets
becoming accessible to all businesses and effectively losing their competitive edge (Andreu, Baiget, & Canals, 2008). As per Rahimli (2012), KM serves four purposes in organizations: It enhances their ability to compete in the market, creates customer value, safeguards organizational knowledge against employee mobility, and sharpens the broader edge enforced by the globalization of business.
In accordance with Porter, (1990), the availability of manpower and local natural resources are no longer sources of national competitive advantage in the current knowledge intensive business environment. National competitive advantage is created by creating generating and fully grasping knowledge that is sustained through nationally contained processes. Competitive advantage is achieved by investing in knowledge, its physical assets and strong brand names. For Li and Zhao (2006), competitive advantage in manufacturing industries is based on the selecting from among many variables. It may aim to reduce cost, improve quality, save time, to enhance ﬂexibility in addressing client requirements and demands, or a combination of these factors. These objectives are achieved through the design of an efficient KM system, educate employees and encourage them to learn how to make the best use of it, and foster KS practices. 
As reported by Barney (1991) research points out that sustained competitive advantage is believed to be resident in valuable, unique, non-imitable and irreplaceable resources, among which is organizations knowledge. However, this assumption has to be revisited in light of some specific considerations. For example, formal strategic planning is a process used by almost all business and thus it is not unique and cannot be a source competitive advantage as it is possibly imitable. However, when strategic plans are developed through informal and autonomous processes and are used to make strategic decisions they may hold the promise for competitive advantage as there is little possibility for their imitation. Similarly, information processing systems do not guarantee competitive advantage since computers (and other machines) and networks are available in the market for any company, so they cannot be a source of competitive advantage unless these systems are an integral part of the formal and informal policy making procedure (Barney, 1991).
Bathelt, Malmberg & Maskell (2004) hold that employees who purse the acquisition of knowledge actively and seek to develop new and different types ofknowledge and use them to acquire additional competencies to solve problems, arethe ones who help the roganization achieve competitive advantage. As per Syed and Xiaoyan, (2013), the best KM practices focus on designing enduring processes and enhancing core competencies and KS processes. Core competencies and company- specific knowledge place a company in a distinctive position compared to competitors, due to its unique knowledge value.


1.2 [bookmark: _Toc503355622][bookmark: _Toc526711504][bookmark: _Toc526713060][bookmark: _Toc527215591][bookmark: _Toc12403252]Problem Statement
The banking sector in the UAE lacks the mechanisms required to launch effective KS processes and practices. KS is the tool to be used to enhance collaboration, provide new knowledge, achieve effective practices, and thus gain a competitive edge. Therefore, this study addresses the problem of KS within and among UAE banks and attempts to present solutions for it. 
Alrawi and Elkhatib (2009) report that numerous UAE organizations recognize the significance of KS and are very willing to modify their attitude towards it. Although banks have undergone significant growth in recent years, their failure to fully exploit KS has prevented them from reaching their full potential. UAE banks change and develop constantly, and their KS progress relies on applying creative ideas and on building experiences to augment innovations. Hence, it is evident that the problem does not pertain to a particular bank in the UAE but rather exists across the banking sector. They also report that KS practices in UAE banks are in their initial stages and are not effective. Various barriers, such as an unsupportive environment, inadequate technology, and weak customer relationships, need to be overcome.
Accordingly, this study investigates the factors and processes that impact KS culture, development, sustenance, and effective implementation in order to help resolve this problem. 

[bookmark: _Toc503355624]
1.3 [bookmark: _Toc527215592][bookmark: _Toc12403253]Research Objectives, Questions, and Hypotheses
The overall aim of this research is to identify the factors that influence KS and to determine the extent to which each contributes to (or inhibits) successful KS practices in the banking sector. From an extensive literature review, a list of research questions and hypotheses has been developed, as shown in Table 1.
[bookmark: _Toc7474214]Table 1: Research Questions, Aims, and Hypotheses
	Research Question 
	Research Objectives 
	Research Hypotheses 

	RQ1: How do organizational factors impact KS among banking employees? 

	To explore the extent to which organizational factors influence KS
	H 1. There is a significant relationship between organizational culture and KS in the banking sector.
H 2. There is a significant relationship between organizational structure and KS in the banking sector.
H 3. There is a significant relationship between trust and KS in the banking sector.
H 4. There is a significant relationship between leadership and KS in the banking sector. 
H 5. There is a significant relationship between management support and KS in the banking sector.

	RQ2: What role do personal factors play in KS? 

	To identify personal attributes that enhance or limit KS practices
	H 6. There is a significant relationship between organizational commitment and KS in the banking sector.
H 7. There is a significant relationship between job satisfaction and employee commitment and KS in the banking sector. 
H 8. There is a significant relationship between Self-efficacy and KS in the banking sector. 
H 9. There is a significant relationship between motivation and KS in the banking sector.
H 10. There is a significant relationship between CoPs and KS in the banking sector.

	RQ3: How does technology impact KS?
	To assess the role of technology in KS
	H 11. There is a significant relationship between benefit and ease of use of technology and KS in the banking sector.

	RQ4: Do Inter and Intra Unit transfers facilitate KS?
	To assess the value of Inter and Intra Unit transfers to KS
	H 12.  Inter unit transfer helps KS
H 13. Intra unit transfer helps KS

	RQ5: How does KS impact performance?

	To determine the extent to which KS impacts on organizational performance
	H 14. There is a significant relationship between KS organizational performance in the banking sector.


[bookmark: _Toc526711505][bookmark: _Toc526713061][bookmark: _Toc527215593]
1.4 [bookmark: _Toc12403254]Why was Knowledge Sharing Selected as a Subject for this Research?
The KS environment in banking organizations should enable managers to choose which information they consider valuable so that they can share it with the relevant employees and ensure that those employees obtain a proper understanding of the knowledge. As banks operate in a cascading structure (headquarters and branches), KS is not the property of the HQ or of a single branch. It is essential to practice KS between different branches and divisions of the banks to ensure knowledge is propagated bank-wide. A network of connected branches provides the potential for having greater transparency in KS, which can then lead to efficiency and, ultimately, to customer satisfaction (Chatzoglou & Vraimaki, 2009). 
According to Babu and Gopalakrishnan (2008) KS is instrumental to successful organizational processes as it is an intangible product that facilitates and sustains organizational competitive advantage. Gaining new knowledge helps in accelerating change and meeting business goals; however, knowledge application is even more important than KS. Both Lindner and Wald (2011) believe that exploring and assessing the factors that impact KS is crucial for understanding what makes KS successful and how these factors can be leveraged to improve KS practices. While Boumarafi & Jabnoun (2008) report that UAE organizations provide positive organizational cultures, organizational infrastructures, technical infrastructures, and management support, a different situation is reported by Ahmad & Daghfous (2010) who find that the concept of KM is still premature in the UAE. Most companies they interviewed are concerned about the confidentiality of the knowledge they own and about the level of confidence they should place on the competence of their partners in knowledge structures. Attitudes toward knowledge between local and multinational companies differ significantly because the latter seems to give due attention to knowledge and are aware of the time and resources invested in KS; while local businesses view the creation and implementation of knowledge networks as the responsibility of the government
KS is both a business improvement practice and a crucial element for developing a competitive edge; therefore, it is as essential for banks as it is for other types of business. By recognizing the importance of KS for UAE banks and the challenges it presents for them in its current form, this study analyzes the organizational, personal, relational, and technological factors that either facilitate or hinder KS practices and advocates for a more positive impact of KS on the banking sector’s performance.

1.5 [bookmark: _Toc503355625][bookmark: _Toc526711506][bookmark: _Toc526713062][bookmark: _Toc527215594][bookmark: _Toc12403255]Why the Banking Context?
As banks work diligently to satisfy their customers, their employees must be knowledgeable about banking industry products and terminology in order to ensure maximum responsiveness to these needs (Abduh & Othman, 2014). Banks are being forced by globalization and intensive competition to better manage their knowledge; and they have been diligently pursuing this trough automation (Ali & Ahmad, 2006). However, the thrust toward automated KM systems is not well designed, and as a result, the situation is compounded with multiple systems and an overload of data and information. In order to help alleviate the pressure on banks and help systematize the KM process in banks, they propose the Banking Knowledge Management Model (BKMM) which is based on two inputs that are influenced by the environment and they in turn impact on the knowledge process. Figure 1 shows the model of Banking Knowledge Management.

[bookmark: _Toc7474196]Figure 1: Banking Knowledge Management Model (BKMM)
[image: http://www.tlainc.com/articl120_files/image006.gif]
Source: Ali & Ahmad (2006:11)

In the model, the work environment bases good decisions on the circumstances and the knowledge at hand, and time pressures dictate that the organization utilizes its gained experiences.  Yet, this path has its shortcomings since decisions made formed on historical lessons learned may not be the best solutions. A main issue with KM is the development of employees to adopt a KM culture that facilitates KS and this is often finds resistance from employees as it changes the corporate culture they have been accustomed to. The newly adopted culture should also be assimilated in the organization processes and practices and promoted through effective communication, incentives, and supportive leadership. Technology is a mediator for, and carrier of, KM; but it should be well designed and properly utilized to support KM initiatives. Since banks are usually geographically scattered, mechanisms and tools for data and information generation, sharing, retention and storage must be robust and effective to ensure the best results (Ali & Ahmad, 2006).
Knowledge in banks includes knowledge of specific products (i.e., Islamic vs. conventional banking) and knowledge of clients’ cultural norms. For example, it has been found that, in Malaysian banks, there is poor self-reported knowledge about Islamic banking products. Further, Muslim employees are found to be more knowledgeable in this regard due to their religious background, which helps them relate to the product’s customers. Moreover, possessing knowledge about the Arabic language facilitates the knowledge of Islamic financial terms and concepts (Bley & Kermit, 2004).
Value can be generated by intangibles such as knowledge, but such intangibles do not appear obvious in the financial statements of the banks. Banks are knowledge-intensive businesses that operate on employee skills and customer relationships, which makes their intellectual capital critical to their success. They have to, therefore, leverage their employees’ talents to be able to meet the demands of global competitiveness. The banking sector depends greatly on its intellectual capital, which indicates significant and positive relationships with performance and profitability (Muhammad & Ismail, 2009). Banks, like most organizations, are undergoing a constant process of change and development, and their progress depends on applying new ideas and experiences to support innovations within the banking business environment. The purposes of KS are to enhance collaboration, provide new knowledge, achieve effective practices, and gain a competitive edge (Alrawi & Elkhatib, 2009).
When banks fail to educate their clients and potential customers about the differences in the operations of different banking types, it is because information is not shared or is unknown to some parties, thereby creating distrust between clients and the banks, and, eventually, loss of business. Since all types of banks compete in the same market, it results in both monetary losses and in the loss of credibility and reputation (Ahmed, 2012). Managers, consultants, and scholars have come to believe that organizational knowledge can be an important strategic resource. Knowledge is intangible and unique because it is ambiguous by definition, difficult to imitate, and, thus, is a potential source of competitive advantage. Sharing knowledge raises its value due to the continuous circles of feedback replications (Cabrera & Cabrera, 2005). 
Both collective and individual KS will add value to the bank if new the knowledge is managed well and applied appropriately. KS is a problem-solving practice for approaching problems that have multiple solutions; therefore, KS systems aid in making know-how shareable in a manner that enables problem-solving. Hence, understanding and developing KS strategies and tools are priorities for all organizations (Alrawi & Elkhatib, 2009). KS and KS processes may be conducted in a structured (formal) form, which is the planned, organized, and systematic method of gathering and sharing knowledge (i.e., explicit KS), or they may be conducted in an informal, spontaneous, and voluntary form (i.e., tacit KS) (Hoe, 2006).
In view of some of the clear potential advantages of KS, numerous organizations – including banks – have invested time and money into KS activities that utilize the latest technology and innovations in order to encourage the gathering, storage, and dispersion of knowledge for the purposes of business improvement, cost saving, and gaining a competitive advantage. 
The KS environment in the banking industry enables managers to choose which information they consider valuable so that they can share it with the relevant employees and ensure that these employees obtain a proper understanding of the knowledge. KS is also essential between different branches and divisions of banking organizations. A network of connected branches creates potential for greater transparency in KS, which can then lead to efficiencies and, ultimately, to customer satisfaction (Chatzoglou & Vraimaki, 2009). 
Boumarafi and Jabnoun (2008) state that employees’ approach to KS can either be a positive factor or an obstacle to the success of the process, as the knowledge generated and shared during daily functioning will enhance overall know-how and contribute to the competitive advantage when new knowledge is captured and shared. Studies have indicated that UAE organizations need to exert more effort into improving the factors of reward and clarity of vision. Roda et al. (2003) report that KM in banks and insurance companies indicates that unawareness regarding the usefulness of KS and inappropriate supporting technologies are the main obstacles to implementing good KM and sharing practices. This is because knowledge is stored in numerous different forms and in various depositories.

1.6 [bookmark: _Toc503355626][bookmark: _Toc526711507][bookmark: _Toc526713063][bookmark: _Toc527215595][bookmark: _Toc12403256]Why the Context of the United Arab Emirates?
Randeree (2009) states that the UAE is one of the six GCC countries that shares similar experiences in terms of economic-growth strategies and national development approaches. While these GCC countries share several cultural, economic, and social characteristics, they also suffer from the same constraints, which are embodied in a shortage of educated and experienced local manpower. Rapid economic growth in the UAE and the need for economic diversification beyond oil-based revenues have resulted in an influx of expatriate manpower, especially in the services and construction sectors. Nevertheless, with the growth of the knowledge-based economy, the country has realized that long-term development should be entrusted to the growing Emirati workforce. Several initiatives have been introduced to develop UAE nationals and help KT from knowledgeable expatriates to national employees. These initiatives aim to decrease the UAE’s dependence on its expatriate workforce (Randeree, 2009).
Randeree (2012) advises that service-oriented and high-tech industries require a highly skilled labor force as a replacement for the current dependence on hydrocarbon industries in order to foster knowledge-based economies. This entails a strong drive for knowledge transfer and sharing from expatriates to national workers. New businesses in the UAE have a exhibited fast growth and high rates of diversification of operations, which has resulted in a situation where they do not share internal knowledge effectively. This occurs because they still remain quite traditional and conservative in terms of their KM and KS approaches.
Haak-Saheem, Darwish, and Al-Nasser (2016) agree with the analysis conducted by Randeree (2009) on the UAE economy and report that the six GCC countries, which are all members of the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC), depend on oil exports to fund their economies, with the UAE drawing about 40% of its gross domestic product from oil. They also report that the World Bank Forum on the Global Competitiveness Report (2015–2016) states that, with the gradual progress of the UAE’s fiscal consolidation, the country will ensure that its financial standing remains strong irrespective of the decreasing price of petroleum products. Additionally, they report that the UAE has used its income to develop into a modern state with high living standards, while its society maintains its Islamic-based norms and structures. The UAE has adopted a free-market and open-economy developmental model and leadership structures that have distinguished it from its GCC counterparts. Additionally, the UAE government invests heavily in economic development and diversification and in the development of human capital, as reflected in its “UAE Vision 2021,” which emphasizes knowledge as an instrumental resource for future competitiveness. This focus on knowledge as a lever for human capital development underscores the importance of KS as a means for economic growth and, thus, drives all businesses, particularly banks, to invest in and support all knowledge-related practices. 
According to Schilirò (2013), the UAE’s economy will continue to depend on oil and gas in the foreseen future in order to sustain growth, but the other sectors are becoming more significant due to the major industrial projects in progress and UAE 2021 Vision. The country is the target for international foreign capital, and global banks have expanded the levels of lending to the country despite increasing risks in the market. The country, particularly the Abu Dhabi Emirate, owns mammoth sovereign wealth funds; nevertheless, the UAE needs to reform its regulatory systems and investment management. Moreover, innovation in the industry and service sector needs to be addressed, both professionally and technically – a step that requires new knowledge in order to be able to compete in international markets.
Daleure (2017) states that the recent change of the UAE economy from the conventional form to the contemporary global economy type has created several socio-economic shifts. These include disproportionate demographics, where the UAE nationals have become a minority of 20% of the total population and only about 10% of the labor force. The government has taken steps to rectify the labor market imbalance through a two-pronged approach that comprised of Emiratization[footnoteRef:1] and privatization. For the former approach, it set up the Ministry of Human Resources and Emiratization (MoHRE), thereby underscoring the special focus on Emiratization. The Ministry has mandated that private enterprises with 1,000 or more employees engage Emiratis in data-entry jobs and that construction companies that employ 500 or more reserve the positions of Health and Safety officers for Emirati jobseekers.   [1:  Emiratization: Replacing expatriate employees with Emirati nationals on jobs (Toledo & Hugo, 2006)] 

Steyn, Adam, and Walker (2007) maintain that the thrust by the UAE government and the encouragement of female Arab leaders have contributed to the increase and acceptance of women in the UAE labor market. However, this did not come without some resistance in the form of social and career-related challenges. Socially, male family members are unable to easily accept the idea of the women in the family joining the workforce, as women are neither supposed to nor expected to contribute financially in order to support the family. The prosperous economy alleviates such financial pressure on women; however, female members of the family are more supportive of the idea that women should contribute to the workforce and to the economy. Further, the dominant social perspective that a woman’s place is in the home to take care of the family exerts another social pressure on women’s work. From a career perspective, women prefer working in the education sector over other sectors because the environment is segregated from men.
Such a move to include UAE women in the labor market is essential, since they constitute one third of the total population according to UN estimates, as shown in Table 2. 
[bookmark: _Toc7474215]Table 2: UAE Population Statistics (July 1, 2018) According to UN Estimate*
	Year
	Population
	% Male
	% Female
	Density (km²)
	Population
Rank
	Growth Rate

	2018
	9,541,615*
	72.06%
	27.94%
	114.13
	93
	1.50%



Source: World Population Review (July, 2018)
*http://worldpopulationreview.com/countries/united-arab-emirates-population/

Recent tactical reports from the National Institute of Statistics on the total population and percentage of nationals and non-nationals in GCC countries, as shown in Table 3 and 4, indicate that UAE nationals constituted 11.5% of the total population in the country in mid-2010, while expatriates represented 88.5%. The low population of UAE nationals is followed by Qatar (14.35%), but the other GCC countries have higher national populations: 54.1% in Oman, 63.3% in Saudi Arabia, 46.7% in Bahrain, and 30.3% in Kuwait. With such a small percentage of nationals as compared to the total population, the UAE has a good opportunity to train, up-skill, re-skill, and qualify UAE nationals of both genders in order to increase the contribution of nationals to the workforce.
[bookmark: _Toc7474216]Table 3: Nationals vs. Expatriates in the GCC States
	Country
	Date/period
	Total population
	Date/period
	Nationals
	Non-nationals
	% in total
population

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Nationals
	Non-nationals

	Bahrain *
	mid-2016
	1,314,562
	mid-2016
	664,707
	759,019
	46.7
	53.3

	Kuwait *
	31 Dec 2016
	4,411,124
	31 Dec 2016
	1,337,693
	3,073,431
	30.3
	69.7

	Oman *
	7 Apr 2017
	4,599,051
	7 Apr 2017
	2,488,755
	2,110,296
	54.1
	45.9

	Qatar *
	Feb 2017
	2,673,022
	Apr 2010
	243,073
	1,456,362
	14.3
	85,7

	Saudi Arabia *
	May 2016 
	31,742,308
	May 2016
	20,064,970
	11,677,338
	63.2
	36.8

	UAE 
	31 Dec 2016 ** 
	9,121,167
	mid-2010 *
	947,997
	7,316,073
	11.5
	88.5

	Total
	
	53,861,234
	
	25,747,195
	26,392,519
	49.4
	50.6



Sources: *GCC: Total population and percentage of nationals and non-nationals in GCC countries (national statistics, 2010–2017) (with numbers) (2017, May 10). Retrieved on February 01, 2018 from http://gulfmigration.eu/gcc-total-population-percentage-nationals-non-nationals-gcc-countries-national-statistics-2010-2017-numbers/

**UAE Population 2016. (n.d.), Federal Competitiveness and Statistics Authority. Retrieved on March 01, 2018 from http://fcsa.gov.ae/en-us/Pages/Statistics/UAE-Population-2016.aspx




Table 4 shows that the population in GCC states increased by 2018 to reach 56.2 million, as reported by First Abu Dhabi Bank in the report of “The GCC – Facts & Figures” in June 2018, compared to 53.8 million in the year 2016–2017, as reported in Table 3.


[bookmark: _Toc7474217]Table 4: GCC States Total Population of 2018 (M: Millions)
	Indicator
	UAE
	Saudi
	Oman
	Kuwait
	Qatar
	Bahrain
	GCC

	Population
	9.5 M
	33.5 M
	4.8 M
	4.2 M
	2.6 M
	1.6 M
	56.2 M



Source: First Abu Dhabi Bank (Jun, 2018)* 
*https://www.nbad.com/content/dam/NBAD/insights-2017/documents/gcc-fixed-income/FAB_Jun_2018_GCC%20FAQS%20and%20Figures.pdf 

Rutledge and Alkaabi (2017) report about Emiritization in their survey, stating that there were four main reasons for the limited success of UAE’s efforts toward job nationalization in the private sector. The most significant finding is the wide discrepancy of salary and benefits between the public and private sector, which makes the latter unattractive to nationals. As a solution, they recommend that the government subsidizes the difference in salary and benefits for nationals wishing to work in the private sector. Further, the private sector does not offer training and career development programs, unlike the government. Again, they suggest that the government agencies develop and fund these programs for national employees in the private sector. Finally, they find a negative socio-cultural perception toward working for the private sector – a perception that is associated more with male than female Emirati employees. They recommend that work hours in the private sector be adjusted to match those of the public sector. 
The influence of expatriate manpower is not limited to competition in the job market or to the curbing of knowledge transfer and sharing; it also impacts the UAE’s economy in direct ways. Harry (2007) reports that expatriate remittances to their home countries is draining GCC economies of billions of dollars. Although, the situation in the UAE and Qatar is better than in Saudi Arabia because these two have a higher number of low-paid laborers and domestic staff. Muysken and Nour (2006) explain that both the expatriate and local workforce are crucial for succeeding in three areas: technological development, economic diversification, and changes in labor market structures. The deficient educational systems and the high rate of unskilled expatriates limit economic growth and increase dependence on imported technology.
[bookmark: _Toc503355627]According to World Economic Forum (2018), the UAE is at the top of the Global Competitiveness Index 2017–2018 among the Arab countries, is number 17 in the world’s most competitive economies, and ranks second in the entrepreneurship ecosystems index. However, it remains somewhat dependent on oil exports, while the shortage of skilled work force hinders the diversification of the economy. Nevertheless, the UAE is ahead of other Arab countries in nine out the 12 competitiveness indices.
Al-Shammari (2008) believes that the Arab countries are generally rich in data but poor in knowledge because their strategies toward knowledge are chaotic and still underdeveloped. They focus on explicitly structured knowledge while tacit-subjective knowledge is de-emphasized. Knowledge approaches in these countries are essentially in response to critical environmental pressures from competitors, globalization, technology advances, and customers’ growing demands. 
A study on knowledge strategy in the GCC, conducted by AlAmmary and Fung (2008), confirms the existence of a strong relationship between KS and business performance and that the alignment between these two elements clearly impacts organizational performance. 
Therefore, we find the UAE facing challenges as well as embracing opportunities for developing a knowledge economy while working toward building and propagating KS best practices, which are both necessary to maintain and sustain. Although similar in many respects to its neighboring GCC states, the UAE has a unique standing in terms of the knowledge economy index, competitiveness, high adult-literacy rates, and resource management capability, all of which form a solid springboard for the country to strengthen its economic competitiveness.

1.7 [bookmark: _Toc503355628][bookmark: _Toc526711509][bookmark: _Toc526713065][bookmark: _Toc527215597][bookmark: _Toc12403257]Scope of the Dissertation
The focal issue of the dissertation is to determine the current status of KS practices among employees working in the banking sector in the UAE. The major factors anticipated to have some degree of influence on KS practices are discussed, assessed, and analyzed to determine the relative impact of each on KS. The research seeks to establish the importance of KS best practices and its relationship to the performance of the banks and make recommendations on how to build such best practices. It also provides insights for researchers to further study certain factors identified in the research within the context of the UAE. These factors are limited to organizational factors, personal factors, and technological factors. It also raises potential impediments to KS in the hope that future research will suggest methods of overcoming them.

1.8 [bookmark: _Toc12403258]Gaps of the study 

In Lindner and Wald (2011) view, the processes of knowledge creation, transfer, sharing, storing, recovery and reuse are all components of the ongoing knowledge process. Thus, KS differs from KT and KE because these are diverse stages of the knowledge process. However, they believe that KE includes both sharing and seeking knowledge and suggest that there is a need for a KS research framework that includes organizational culture, characteristics of individuals and teams, and motivational issues. As they suggested; such a framework will lead to KS attitudes that eventually translate into positive KS behavior.
Tohidinia and Mosakhani (2010) states that there are some other factors that could affect knowledge sharing behavior, which include demographic elements such as age, gender and natural barriers such as time and space. Their study limited in study the effects of these possible factors. 
According to Bidmeshgipour, Ismail, and Omar (2012), their study was limited as employees of banks mostly unaware between the difference of KMS and information systems and the answer of questionnaire was inaccurate. Besides, the questions format was long and lead to less return questionnaire and the sample size become small. 
Although the research of Ryan, et al (2010) provides strong indications of organizational practices that impact knowledge sharing, there was a limitation in the study that suffers from potential response bias associated with the “single informant” which need to be weighted against the value of the information that these key informants can provide and the use of the seniors executive as a “key informant”.
Most of the studies aim to identifying the factors that influence KS. Although, these studies success to identify these factors, but there were some limitation they faced which need further investigate to overcome the limitations which the researcher tried to overcome some of these limitations.


1.9 [bookmark: _Toc526711510][bookmark: _Toc526713066][bookmark: _Toc527215598][bookmark: _Toc12403259]Outline of the Research Plan
This research was divided into 5 phases in line with the objective of the dissertation. Figure 2 illustrates the summary of each phase that is undertaken to complete the dissertation. Step 1 – review the literature; step 2 – conduct the main study; step 3 – mobile government service quality model and, finally, conclusion and recommendation. Figure 2 describes in more details the steps, programs, and the outcomes.
[bookmark: _Toc7474197]		Figure 2: Research Plan
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· [bookmark: _Toc526713074]KS success factors
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· [bookmark: _Toc524018878][bookmark: _Toc524019069]Data collection & analysis




[bookmark: _Toc503355630]
1.10 [bookmark: _Toc526711511][bookmark: _Toc526713075][bookmark: _Toc527215599][bookmark: _Toc12403260]Research Structure 
[bookmark: _Toc524019070]Chapter 1 introduces the purpose of the research, explains the motivating factors for embarking on it, and states the research problem and the rationale for selecting the research topic. It also presents the research aims and objectives along with the scope and structure of the research. It also presents the research objectives, questions, and hypotheses.
Chapter 2 introduces the relevant literature reviews, knowledge in organizations, the nature and types of organizational knowledge, why people share or do not share knowledge, benefits of knowledge sharing, and knowledge sharing in the United Arab Emirates. 
Chapter 3 discusses the relevant theories and frameworks for KS, namely, the theory of reasoned action, the self-determination theory, social exchange theory, the resource-based view of the firm, and the knowledge-based view of the firm theory.
Chapter 4 reviews five models and frameworks of KS in organizations and the associated KS factors. The selected models include the Pee and Min (2017) model of person‐environment fit of KS, Yeo and Gold’s (2014) KS framework, Goh’s (2002) integrative framework of factors that influence knowledge transfer, the KS model by Wang and Noe (2010), and a model of knowledge sharing between individuals in organizations from Ipe (2003).
Chapter 5 reviews the KS success factors as presented in the literature and focuses on those factors that are most commonly agreed upon by several scholars/researchers. These include the organizational factors of organizational culture, organizational structure, organizational trust, leadership, and management support. They also include the individual personalities factors represented in organizational commitment and job satisfaction along with employee commitment, self-efficacy, and motivation. The relationship factor is embodied in the communities of practice, and the technology factor comprises the benefit and ease of use of technology and organizational knowledge sharing for both inter-unit and intra-unit KS. All these factors interact to produce organizational performance. 
[bookmark: _Toc524019071]Chapter 6 discusses the research methodology, furnishing the conceptual theoretical frameworks, structures the research design, reviews the types of research method, and approaches and explains which approach was selected for the study and reasons for the selections. The chapter reviews the best practice methods for identifying research populations, the concepts of sampling and sampling method, and how they apply to this research. It also explains the nature, advantages and disadvantages of surveys and questionnaire, and justifies selecting this approach for the study. The chapter elaborates on how the research questions, responses, and scales were selected and concludes with a review of the data collection and analysis methods. 
[bookmark: _Toc524019072]Chapter 7 deals with the data analysis and results and describes how the data is treated, how it is analyzed, and provides tables for the demographics analysis and tables explaining the research hypotheses testing. This chapter explains the outcomes of the analyses of all the KS factors included in the study and demonstrates how the data answers the research questions.
Chapter 8 summarizes the results, conclusions, implications, limitations, recommendations of the research, and the research contributions to help researchers and practitioners interested in studying further the practices of KS in banks. It concludes with statements of the general conclusions from the research.

Concluding remarks
Chapter1 provided the background to the study and discussed the importance of knowledge as the key to organizational success. It discusses the importance of the literature review, establishes the research objectives, and introduces the questions and hypotheses. It also establishes the reasons for selecting the banking context and why it is researched in the context of the United Arab Emirates. It further introduces the research aims and objectives, determines the parameters of the study “scope,” outlines the research plan, and establishes the research structure.
[bookmark: _Toc524019073][bookmark: _Toc503355631][bookmark: _Toc526711512][bookmark: _Toc526713076][bookmark: _Toc527215600][bookmark: _Toc12403261][bookmark: _Toc524019074]Chapter 2: Literature Review


2.1 [bookmark: _Toc526711513][bookmark: _Toc526713077][bookmark: _Toc527215601][bookmark: _Toc12403262][bookmark: _Toc503355632]Introduction and Purpose of the Literature Review 
[bookmark: _Toc526711514][bookmark: _Toc526713078][bookmark: _Toc527215602][bookmark: _Toc12403263]Introduction
Chapter 1 introduced the background to the study and discussed the importance of knowledge as the key for achieving an organizational competitive advantage. The chapter discussed how organizations can benefit from knowledge through KS, and it briefly reviewed the factors that impact the effectiveness of KS. It also provided the background to the research problem and argued that KS in the banking industry is pivotal for the success of the banking industry and that banks can derive value from their knowledge resources if they exploit their knowledge through KS. It then reviewed KS in organizations along with its challenges and explained why KS is the focus of this study and why the banking industry has been selected for the research. It then reviewed the current state of KS in the UAE (the location of the study). The research objectives and questions were introduced, and the scope of the research and its contributions to the literature were discussed. The chapter closed with an explanation of the structure of the research and its organization, providing a short summary of the contents of each chapter.
In this chapter (Chapter 2), the concepts of literature review, knowledge and its constituents, and the structure of its practices are reviewed and discussed. Then, some theories and models of KS are provided together with the constituents of KS success factors. Next, the impact of each of these factors on KS is explained (organizational, individual, relationship, technology), and their impact on organizational performance is discussed.

[bookmark: _Toc526711515][bookmark: _Toc526713079][bookmark: _Toc527215603][bookmark: _Toc12403264]Purpose of the Literature Review
According to Rowe (2014), literature reviews are defined as the consolidation and evaluation of the realm of available knowledge in a specific ﬁeld; as an acceptable summary of previous literature augmented by the researcher’s interpretation; or as the critical summary of existing research on specific subjects that is commensurate with the researcher’s study objectives. Literature reviews are categorized into four types, based on their purposes. They may condense prior literature, scrutinize and assess contributions of previous research, clarify results of previous research in the specific discipline, or explain different opinions in previous research. The dimensions of a literature review include the goal in relation to paradigms, breadth, being systematic, and follows a logical structure.
[bookmark: _Toc503355633]Literature reviews are acknowledged in research as a source for the creation and retention of knowledge and facilitate the assessment and synthesis of concepts advanced in previous research (Schryen, et al, 2017). Literature reviews are believed to advance scientific knowledge and by pointing out gaps in the literature that need more future research. Outstanding literature reviews are acclaimed among researchers and are usually highly cited. For Levy and Ellis (2006), a literature review follows three main steps: gathering and screening, processing (i.e., knowledge, attitude, and performance), and the actual writing of the review. A literature review provides justification for the research approach and methodology and the new knowledge it will contribute. Webster and Watson (2002) maintain that scholars embark on writing a literature review either because they have accumulated rich knowledge and experience in one branch of research that are capable of informing others about the topic or because they have concluded a literature review and have built a theory from the review before they have started on their projects. Furthermore, literature reviews either address a mature subject where there is much information to synthesize, or it can aim at enriching the body of knowledge by approaching a new issue to suggest a conceptual model. 

2.2 [bookmark: _Toc527215604][bookmark: _Toc12403265]Knowledge in Organizations 
Knowledge is currently viewed as the most important strategic resource in organizations, and the management of this knowledge is considered critical to organizational success and a lever for competitive advantage. If organizations are to capitalize on the knowledge they possess, they have to understand how knowledge is created, shared, and used within the organization. Knowledge exists and is shared at different levels in organizations. Based on a review of existing literature in this area, the following section presents a summary of what knowledge is, the constituents of knowledge, and the factors that most significantly influence knowledge and its sharing practices (Gonzalez & Martins, 2014).
Knowledge has gained its position as a strategic success tool in business; therefore, it is important that organizations recognize their knowledge and the processes used to generate, transfer, and apply this knowledge at the various organizational structures. According to Nonaka and Toyama (2005), humans differ from each other and are not like replaceable components of machines. They aspire to transform their current situation, to seek and attain new goals, and knowledge is a primary means for accomplishing that; therefore, knowledge is impacted by human values and ideals. 
The review of the literature revealed that authors have defined knowledge as the highest element in a series of elements that include data, information, and knowledge; they made distinctions between these three elements as discussed below.


2.3 [bookmark: _Toc12403266]Data, Information, and Knowledge

Liew (2007) reviews a number of definitions of the terms data, information and knowledge and stresses that these definitions are still short of providing a clear and comprehensive account of the terms nor their relationships to each other. Defining these concepts is important for knowledge management and other related fields. He argues that a good definition should have boundaries, purpose, and characteristics, and proposes definition that he believes fit these criteria. Data, he states, are recorded representations that consist of texts, numbers, diagrams, etc., and signals, e.g., sensory feelings. Information is a message that carries meaning for and is useful for decision and/or action; and knowledge is the ability to recognize and comprehend which resides in the mind which takes place within a context or situation. He offers the following framework to replicate these ideas as it shows in Figure 3. 
[bookmark: _Toc7474198]Figure 3: Formation of Information and Data 
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Source: Liew, (2007:6)
In the same vein, Mutongi (2016) reviews the data, information and knowledge concepts, stating that they are critical for communication studies and ICT, as well as knowledge management fields. He then introduces a fourth concept: wisdom, thus constituting what is conventionally known as the DIKW model. However, he contends that the model does not adequately address the entire facets of knowledge management, and proposes that a person’s approach to the model involves six purposes and processes. Sat the data stage, a person is collecting and organizing; and at the information stage, he is summarizing and analyzing; and in the knowledge stage, he is synthesizing and making decisions.  Figure 4 explain the Data, Information and Knowledge model.

[bookmark: _Toc7474199]Figure 4: Data, Information and Knowledge (DIK) Model 
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Source: Mutongi (2016:66)
As per Rowley (2007), the DIKW plays a central role in KM; however, there remains much debate about the definition of knowledge and about the DIKW hierarchy itself and the concept of wisdom and its relationship to organizational processes. From his part, Mutongi (2016) claims that the DIKW model does not satisfy all the requirements for knowledge management; and in support if this position, he develops a suggested knowledge model to address the limitations of the DIWK. His position is that knowledge cannot be part of the DIWK hierarchy because each of the other three concepts requires knowledge. He argues that in order to collect data, a person should have knowledge about what data he needs and how to organize them. Similarly, devising, obtaining, arranging, assessing and sharing and using information necessitates knowledge in information handling. Likewise, a person needs to know how to apply gained wisdom. His suggested model is shown in Figure 5.
[bookmark: _Toc7474200]Figure 5: Knowledge Model 
Knowledge


Source: Mutongi (2016:68)

Nonaka and Toyama (2003) state that knowledge is a context-specific reality perceived from a particular viewpoint and, contrary to what was perceived historically, organizations are not information-processing entities because they are consciously creating knowledge. According to Al-Alawi, Al-Marzooqi, and Mohammed (2007), knowledge is a mix of contextualized previous observations and practices, values, factual data, and insights that facilitate the evaluation and adoption of new information and practices. They believe knowledge is accumulated and stored in people’s minds and is manifested in activities and behaviors. Knowledge is characterized by two features: It is not imitable (i.e., unique), and it cannot be emulated (i.e., it is original). 
Nonaka (2007) argues that knowledge is spiral and revolves in a cycle that translates tacit knowledge to tacit knowledge; explicit knowledge to explicit knowledge; tacit knowledge to explicit knowledge, and explicit knowledge to tacit knowledge, and starts all over again. Zack (1999) believes that knowledge has two basic constituents: a repository (for knowledge possession) and a refinery (for knowledge conversion and application). Ipe (2003) perceives knowledge as an interactive human process that explains an individual’s belief towards truth, as it is a mix of experience, values, and expert insights framed for evaluating and accommodating new experiences and information.
Knowledge is linked to the person’s social context, personal views of the world, and previous experience to form meaning (Lindner & Wald, 2011). Knowledge plays an integral role in accomplishing organizational goals on time and thereby provides a competitive advantage (Barney, 1991). The influencers of knowledge in organizations are the organizational culture, organizational processes, IT technologies, and other informal aspects like leadership, structure, and communication (Lindner & Wald, 2011).
Bidmeshgipour, Ismail, and Omar (2012) argue that research on KM practices in the Middle East is very limited, hence there is a need to develop initiatives that align strategies with the desired KM outcomes. Effective KM programs and systems need to adopt practices that embrace supportive policies and strategies, committed leadership, the best reward systems, adequate process for knowledge acquisition and retention, employee supportive developmental programs, and an effective flow of communication. 
It is concluded from this review that knowledge has been defined in the literature in various forms and perceived though different lenses. To most of these authors, knowledge is context-specific and is found to be meaningful when viewed within its operational environment. It is also concluded from the preceding review that there are clear distinctions between knowledge, information, and data, which are all links in a chain. Knowledge is the highest form in the chain, and it is defined as the interpretation of information as perceived by the user from synthesized data. In short, knowledge is the meaning inferred by the user from information perceived by him or her. The terms “knowledge,” “information,” and “data” are all parts of a pattern and denote the element of processing meaning between stages, and each has its own place in the knowledge process, as will be discussed later.
The above review makes it possible to summarize the Data, Information, and Knowledge (DIK) hierarchy in the following conceptual representation (the researcher). Figure 6 explains the hierarchy of data, information, and knowledge. 
[bookmark: _Toc7474201]Figure 6: Data, Information and Knowledge (DIK) hierarchy

Source: (The researcher)

2.4 [bookmark: _Toc526711519][bookmark: _Toc526713083][bookmark: _Toc527215608][bookmark: _Toc12403267]Knowledge Sharing (KS) in Organizations

Knowledge is widely recognized to be critical to organizational success (Gonzalez & Martins, 2014; Nonaka and Toyama, 2005). Therefore, encouraging KS in the organization requires leadership and motivating employees through a system of rewards. However, KS also depends on employees, their self-efficacy, and their ability to share useful knowledge. Babu and Gopalakrishnan (2008) perceive KS as the methods that allows people and organisations alike to acquire the knowledge of others. Effective KS implies not only communicating knowledge but to a larger extent broader learning processes. In a corporate context, KS is driven by the evolution in the business environment, globalization and innovative services and products. Knowledge is a complicated conception and requires the support and commitment from organizational management to facilitate acquisition, sharing and preservation of knowledge through the design and implementation of good KM systems (Bencsik, et al, 2014).
Previous publications have shown that KS correlates with a decrease in cost, faster implementation of improvements, increased team working, better development capacities, and advantages in company operations, including deals with other companies and increased income from new products and collaborative projects (Hansen, 2002).
By recognizing the importance of KS and the challenges it presents to organizations, this study analyzes the organizational, personal, relational, and technological factors that either hinder or facilitate KS in organizations and discusses the impact of KS on organizational performance. Knowledge in organizations is found and used in various forms of practice, including Knowledge Creation (KC), Knowledge Management (KM), Knowledge Exchange (KE), Knowledge Transfer (KT), and Knowledge Sharing (KS).
[bookmark: _Toc526711520][bookmark: _Toc526713084][bookmark: _Toc527215609][bookmark: _Toc12403268][bookmark: _Toc503355638]Knowledge Creation (KC)
KC is an indicator of organizational health, which is the organizational ability to generate new knowledge, distribute it across its units and people, and apply it in all its business processes. This is discussed at some length in the literature in relation to KS and KT. Nonaka (1994) argues that KC should be viewed as a process that organizationally expands the knowledge created by each employee and solidifies and merges it to form part of the organizational knowledge network. 
A model for KC and KS based on environment change is presented by Nonaka and Toyama (2003), who claim that the model resolves the contradiction between organization and environment. They propose organizing around where the KS is created (the environment) rather than the conventional process of KC and KS, which involves hierarchies or networks. In essence, their framework views the organization as an organic configuration of knowledge as opposed to a mere structure. KS is pivotal to creating new knowledge; KE and KS processes both benefit the organizations and the employees and facilitate discussions on what to know and how to attain the knowledge (Nonaka & Toyama, 2003). Cross-functional teams are a means for managing social collaboration and concept creation, and KC is the generation of new knowledge through internal and external resources to attain organizational objectives (Gholami et al., 2013).

[bookmark: _Toc526711521][bookmark: _Toc526713085][bookmark: _Toc527215610][bookmark: _Toc12403269]Knowledge Management (KM)
Harri and Sari (2018) argue that KM literature indicates two perspectives on the concept, as applied in organizations. One concept that is usually applied in the public sector is that KM is a strategic resource of competitive advantage, and a narrower view is one that considers KM a decision-making process. They propose that a holistic KM approach produces a systematic management framework for capturing and using information. Choo and Nito (2010) view organizational KM to be concerned with the regulation of the context and conditions that enable knowledge creation, sharing, and operationalization. They propose a framework that suggests three building blocks for an effective KM context: enabling conditions, interaction levels, and knowledge processes. The enabling conditions are of four types: social/behavioral, cognitive/epistemic, information systems/management, and strategy/structure. The interaction levels are the individual, group, organizational, and inter-organizational levels. The knowledge processes include knowledge creation, knowledge sharing, and knowledge use. These elements interact to support a solid KM context.
Several organizations have begun engaging in organizational knowledge and deploying KM systems to capture internal knowledge as a means for sustaining their future, recognizing that it is a critical factor to stay competitive. On the other hand, research has thus far focused on KM factors such as its enablers, processes, and performance; but research has failed to explore the inter-relationships between these factors. A missing link between and among these factors is the intermediate outcome (e.g., knowledge satisfaction or organizational innovation) that signifies different levels of financial and nonfinancial performance (Lee & Choi, 2003). This concept is reflected in Figure 7 below.
[bookmark: _Toc7474202]Figure 7: An Integrative Research Framework for Studying Knowledge Management
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Source: Lee and Choi (2003)

KM can be defined as the mechanism employed to acquire, create, transfer, store, share, retrieve, and use knowledge, and its overall aim is to augment organizational innovation and help resolve complex problems through effective KS at the individual and group levels. In a nutshell, KM is composed of four main processes: discovery, capture, application, and sharing (Ologbo & Md Nor, 2015). KM has gained its standing as a field in its own right; however, it has also been accused of having an inappropriate designation, of being defined in incongruous words, and of being ambiguous and imperfect. It has its solid and visible side manifested in people, systems, and processes, but its practices are dependent on the perceptions and interpretations of people (Gloet & Terziovski, 2004). Lindner & Wald (2011) state that work environments that tolerate mistakes make KM attainable. They provide three elements for KM that include the organization and its processes, its ICT systems, and the informal organizational aspects (i.e., organizational culture, informal communication, leadership, and social capital). 
A KM mechanism that includes efficient KM processes capable of disseminating knowledge across the organization is essential for the use of knowledge. Swan et al. (1999) emphasize the importance of KM as a major tool for innovation; however, they criticize the dependence on the IT networks, which are being used as the main stream for KS. They believe that codifying knowledge for the purpose of sharing through electronic networks limits access to tacit knowledge – which is more valuable for innovation – because it is difficult to codify. Tacit knowledge requires face-to-face interaction in order to be understood, negotiated, and accepted.
From the previous review, it has been understood that knowledge of utility to organizations when it is managed and applied strategically. It is also inferred that knowledge management includes knowledge creation, exchange, transfer, and sharing (KC, KE, KT, KS). These processes are distinct from each other; although, they are sometimes used to refer to the same concept. 

[bookmark: _Toc503355640][bookmark: _Toc526711522][bookmark: _Toc526713086][bookmark: _Toc527215611][bookmark: _Toc12403270]Knowledge Exchange (KE)
It has been suggested by numerous writers that KE is the core of KM and is a significant element of knowledge in organizations, and researchers (Zack, 1999) have recently started to heed to it – especially to the role of information technology in KE. Furthermore, KE is concerned with what we learn and the manner in which we attain and exchange knowledge. Hence, value can be added to the organizations’ knowledge by the means of KE, KS, and knowledge distribution. These terms have been used by several authors to imply the same thing, in addition to terms such as knowledge translation, mobilization, and utilization. KE is bound to the context, knowledge characteristics, and the mode of exchange (Al-Adaileh & Al-Atawi., 2011). The manifestation of social exchange is KE, particularly in virtual communities, and these communities provide a special KE mode (Jinyang, 2013).

[bookmark: _Toc503355641][bookmark: _Toc526711523][bookmark: _Toc526713087][bookmark: _Toc527215612][bookmark: _Toc12403271]Knowledge Transfer (KT) 
As previously stated, there are some differences in opinions in the literature regarding the terminology of some KM constituents (KE, KT, and KS); therefore, this study attempts to provide some clarity on this matter. 
[bookmark: _Toc503355643]According to Lindner and Wald (2011), KT involves knowledge dispatch from the knowledge source on the one hand and the acquisition and application of knowledge by the recipient on the other hand. While, Alrawi and Elkhatib (2009) limit the transfer concept to information technology systems and believe that KT uses different IT infrastructures to distribute knowledge. When KT opportunities are exploited, the structure of social capital has a strong positive impact on KT, and common cognition influences KT through its transfer capability. Additionally, trust influences KT by affecting the willingness to transfer knowledge. The utilization of both hard and soft social capital is required to recognize the needs of customers and enhance KT (Li, Huang, & Li, 2014). Tan and Ramayah (2014) stipulate that, in a banking environment, extended learning and KT from knowledge repositories to the employees and the organizational practices will help shape employees’ KS behavior.

[bookmark: _Toc503355642][bookmark: _Toc526711524][bookmark: _Toc526713088][bookmark: _Toc527215613][bookmark: _Toc12403272]Knowledge Sharing (KS)
Scholars express various views regarding what constitutes KS; for example, according to Wang and Noe (2010), KS equates to knowledge released by the source and acquired and applied by the receiver. Thus, KS is the movement of knowledge between organizational units and not between employees. 
Babu and Gopalakrishnan (2008) conceive KS as the action of the reciprocal diffusing knowledge among individuals, groups or organisations, and it is the generation and transfer of knowledge achieved through explicit documentation or communication between actors or organisations. KS is not just donating what you know, but it is also asking for feedback, being inquisitive, communicating your plans to others, soliciting help about business issues, share with people your work and the reasons you are doing it, inducing them to cooperate, soliciting advice, inquiring about how others do the same task differently; and more importantly, share the know-how.
Gholami et al. (2013) hold that KS is a process by which personal and organizational knowledge is exchanged and knowledge-management strategies are adapted in order to align with organizational culture, in which case extrinsic motivation will persuade people to share knowledge. Moreover, trust is an important enabler in the inducing of KS. Md Noor and Salim (2011) define KS as the process of transferring knowledge between individuals in an organization. It is quite challenging because it requires sharing capabilities coupled with a willingness to participate on the part of individuals. They define the capability to share knowledge as the deliberate formal and informal interactions that are necessary in order to share experiences, expertise, and know-how with others. KS prompts a desire to provide knowledge to others and receive it from them; thus, it facilitates KC and improves organizational performance. 

For Muhammed and Agrawal (2007), KS is essential because it links employees to the organization, as it transfers knowledge from the former to the latter, thereby adding economic value. The effectiveness of KS is influenced by the ability of individuals, their behavioral characteristics, their attitude towards KS, and their KS intentions. According to Ipe (2003), there are four factors that are critical to KS, and when they operate together, they have maximum impact. These factors are the inherent constituents of knowledge, sharing motivation, sharing circumstances, and organizational culture; the latter subsumes and influences the other three factors and determines the knowledge to be shared, how it is valued, and the relationships and the rewards associated with KS, in addition to the opportunities for KS. 
As maintained by Haque, Ahlan, and Razi (2015), individual behavioral intentions have a strong influence on KS in organizations, and the impact of KS action is greater when individual, organizational, and technological factors work together, as these three factors comprise the foundation for KM and KS practices. Hatala and Lutta (2009) discuss the state of KS when it occurs within groups and across groups and provide a KS framework that illustrates the connectivity domains within an organization, as shown in Figure 8. 
[bookmark: _Toc7474203]Figure 8: Domains of Connectivity within an Organization
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Source: Hatala and Lutta (2009)
In Figure 5, the top-left quadrant in the framework (highlighted) reflects the optimal position for an organization, where there is a high level of connectivity within and among all work groups in a culture that supports a free and continuous flow of information. Information in such organizations is used to implement the organization’s mission, vision, and strategic direction. Such organizations have social support mechanisms established that promote information sharing and management. The quadrant in the upper-right corner indicates that intensive information exchange exists among organizational units but not within groups. The lower-left quadrant indicates that information sharing between groups is minimal, i.e., information may flow freely within groups, but it is not shared within the organization (i.e., there are organizational silos). The final quadrant, in the lower-right corner, indicates a lack of order or predictability – a gradual decline into disorder in the organization – and the organization as a whole has little, if any, connectivity because information is neither shared freely nor is easily accessible. Hatala and Lutta (2009) make several recommendations for rectifying these situations, the most salient of which are creating Communities of Practices (CoPs), activating discussions among groups, enhancing the intranet, naming knowledge champions, and creating communications channels.
According to Ozlati (2012), KS is the most influential element in managing knowledge, as revealed by self-expectancy theory, which indicates that KS depends on people’s independence (autonomy) and that more autonomy generates more positive KS behavior. The perception of the usefulness of technology also positively correlates with KS behavior. Garanina (2014) holds that KS can be facilitated by human resources practitioners and line managers who act as organizers of the processes and mediate between employees who require specific knowledge and those who have that knowledge and bridge the gap between these two parties. 
Ng, Jee, and Anuar (2013) consider the KS across organizations the main drawback of KS due to the potential loss of technical knowledge to competitors. For Carter and Scarbrough (2001), the failure of KS management practices to encourage KS behavior may be explained by the absence of a conceptual approach that explains how organizational hierarchies, interpersonal settings, and individual qualities inﬂuence KS effectiveness. Additionally, human aspects in KS are not being addressed in IT-based approaches, which compounds the failure of KS practices. Hendriks (1999) perceives KS as a factor that can benefit or harm the organization, i.e., it is beneficial when employees learn from each other and render KS effective; however, if the knowledge transferred among employees is incomplete, erroneous, or generally inadequate, it will be harmful. Accordingly, the value of knowledge determines its usefulness.

2.5 [bookmark: _Toc526711525][bookmark: _Toc526713089][bookmark: _Toc527215614][bookmark: _Toc12403273]Difference between KE, KT, and KS
In the literature, the terms KE, KT, and KS are sometimes used interchangeably, as noticed in some authors’ use of the terms (e.g; Dyer & Nobeoka, 2000; Lindner & Wald, 2011; Md Noor & Salim, 2011), who often digress to discuss KT or KE in their articles while their initial discussions focus on KS. This view is also shared by Paulin and Suneson (2012), who report that KT and KS are often used interchangeably in the literature and indicate that those who prefer the term KT lean towards the concept of knowledge as an object, i.e., focusing on knowledge itself. In contrast, those who use the term KS view knowledge as a subjective contextual construction, i.e., they focus on knowledge within a context affected by the shared meanings of users. 
In the opinion of Lindner and Wald (2011), the processes of knowledge creation, use, transfer, sharing, and storing, and then retrieving and reuse are all constituents of the knowledge process continuum. Therefore, KS differs from KT and KE because these are different phases of the knowledge process. However, they believe that KE includes both sharing and seeking knowledge and suggest that there is a need for a KS research framework that includes organizational culture, characteristics of individuals and teams, and motivational issues. Such a framework, they argue, should lead to KS attitudes that eventually translate into positive KS behavior.
Al-Adaileh and Al-Atawi (2011) report that numerous researchers use even more terms besides KE, KT, and KS interchangeably – e.g., knowledge translation (KTR), knowledge mobilization (KMb), and knowledge utilization (KU) – and all these terms are meant to denote the transmission of knowledge from one person or group to another. However, according to Norizzati, Ismail, and Taherali (2009), KE, KT, and KS processes all benefit the organization and employees and facilitate discussions on what it is desired to be known and how to attain that knowledge. Due to the employee turnover, retaining knowledge is critical to the organization. Thus, it is important to transfer knowledge across the organization and keep abreast of the continuous changes in technology.
Paulin and Suneson (2012) summarise the discussion on KS, KT, KE, etc. and ascribe the apparent confusion in the use of the terminology to the authors’ conceptual references. Although the concept of KS has been discussed in the literature rather extensively, the discussion falls short of making a clear distinction between KS, KT, and, sometimes, KE. For this reason, some articles in the cited literature use these terms without specific distinctions. Therefore, due to the multiple uses of the terms KE, KT, and KS by various writers to mean the flow of knowledge between different parties, and to avoid any confusion, this research uses the original terms (i.e., KE, KT, or KS), as used by quoted writers, to bring their ideas forward without exerting any effort to intentionally use KS when the writer has used a different term.

2.6 [bookmark: _Toc503355644][bookmark: _Toc526711526][bookmark: _Toc526713090][bookmark: _Toc527215615][bookmark: _Toc12403274]Knowledge-Sharing Intention 
Ipe (2003) finds that the factors affecting KS intention are either internal to the organization (i.e., authority and reciprocity) or external (relationships with recipients and rewards for sharing), in addition to the value of the knowledge. To be effective, these factors require support from two channels: purposeful learning and relational learning. Abd El Aziz, Wahba, and El Sagheer (2013) determine the factors that enhance KS intention to be the work climate, organization structures, technology, and human resources. They perceive the intention to share knowledge to be influenced by employee commitment, organizational structure, leadership, and extrinsic motivation.
KS intentions are contingent on the culture, both organizational and national. Azudin, Ismail, and Taherali (2009) report that Asians have a natural tendency to not trust other people, so they tend to hoard whatever knowledge they have, keeping it to themselves. Additionally, they lack self-confidence, which also contributes to their reluctance to share. Fear of losing knowledge as a competitive advantage or being criticized by their superiors is a third factor for Asians’ unwillingness to share (Azudin, Ismail, & Taherali, 2009). 
Jiacheng, Lua, and Calabrese (2010) argue that a KS attitude that is induced by personal and social norms, i.e., intrinsic motivators, is a self-determined activity that impacts the person’s KS intention. Social norms influence KS attitudes and intentions, as reflected in the behaviors of different cultures. For example, in China, consent to KS is prompted by fear of punishment, and KS is desirable to achieve harmony with the group. In American culture, fear of punishment is not an issue. Rather, Americans pursue KS for self-worth and to manifest their individual determination. Ardichvili et al. (2006) argue that KS can be significantly inhibited by cultural orientations and mention that, in Asian cultures, fear of losing face, leaders and managers avoiding participation in KS activities, and the preference for face-to-face communication were all potential factors that limited KS practices.  
KS intention, as described in detail above, plays a significant role in stimulating employees’ willingness to contribute to organizational knowledge, while it simultaneously helps advance the KS capabilities of employees.
2.7 [bookmark: _Toc503355645][bookmark: _Toc526711527][bookmark: _Toc526713091][bookmark: _Toc527215616][bookmark: _Toc12403275]Knowledge Sharing in Financial Institutions and Banks
Gruber (1993) recommends the development of a clear, precise, intelligible, and generalized presentation of KS in banks, which should include minimal encoding bias. Al Ammary and Fung (2008) use two KS strategies to assess the alignment between KM strategies and business strategies in banks. The first is an aggressive knowledge strategy that stresses the creation of new knowledge, and the second is a conservative knowledge strategy in which knowledge is approached by KS practices as an object owned by the bank that is protected and deployed for financial gains. Their study confirms the existence of a strong relationship between these two strategies and further indicates that the alignment between these two types of KS and business strategies clearly influences organizational performance. The study found that KS in banks exists among managers but that the idea is not popular at other banking levels. They recommend that banks of the GCC (Gulf Cooperation Council countries) establish a baseline of KS support for all aspects of business strategies and make KS support one of their highest priorities in business strategies. 
Bidmeshgipour, Ismail, and Omar (2012) they propose that KM facilitates the path to innovation in all organizations, and the banks are no exception. When employees have access to proper training and mentoring they can improvise, think creatively and generate new services for bank customers. Studies have shown that policies and strategies of the banks in Iran do not consider KM as a strategic goal and most of the KM decisions and application rest with the managers and are not propagated across the bank levels. Staff training and development is mostly informal and ad hoc. Moreover, communication is limited to written documents and the bank culture is individualistic and bureaucratic and decisions are centralized, factors that combine to hinder KM success.  
Chatzoglou and Vraimaki (2009) are of the view that, in order for the banking industry to flourish, it needs to formalize its KS systems. Knowledge flow is strong within and between banks when KS is supported by a leadership and organizational culture that are both primary supporters of KS. 
In conclusion, from the excerpts discussed above, it is argued that, generally, KS in the banking industry is as important as it is in other business sectors – or even more so. Banks have come to understand and appreciate its importance and have accordingly adopted practices for its implementation. KS practices in the UAE, Egypt, Jordan as well as in other developing countries indicate that KS is being used as an effective tool with which to gain a competitive advantage, that leadership supports KS, that management has expertise in the various localities in which they operate, and that best practices are followed. Furthermore, the concepts of KS and KE, where KE implies that each side benefits from the knowledge owned by the opposite party, make the sharing situation acceptable to the parties of the KS/KE transaction. This viewpoint is consistent with the opinions of several of the researchers cited above.

2.8 [bookmark: _Toc503355646][bookmark: _Toc526711528][bookmark: _Toc526713092][bookmark: _Toc527215617][bookmark: _Toc12403276]Why People Share or do not Share Knowledge 
[bookmark: _Toc503355647]The literature tells us that KS may be prompted by either intrinsic or extrinsic factors, but authors’ views on the subject vary. Tan and Ramayah (2014) state that people cannot be forced to share knowledge; however, as a voluntary behavior, it may be induced through intrinsic and extrinsic motivators that constitute the drivers of KS behavior. According to Wang and Noe (2010), people want to share in order to develop personal relationships with colleagues, to reciprocate favors, to experience the joy of sharing, or to increase their expert and referent power. However, they may refrain from sharing knowledge because of a fear of losing power or to avoid criticism if the knowledge they share is inaccurate, not valued, or inconsistent with what others know; hence, a culture of trust is essential to facilitate KS, and management support is critical for successful KS. Ipe (2003) also agrees that people are naturally reluctant to share their knowledge, but they are prompted to share through both internal motivational factors (e.g., knowledge as a source of personal power and the expectation of reciprocity) and external factors (relating to the recipient and potential rewards).
In line with Ipe’s (2003) remark about people’s natural aversion to sharing knowledge, other scholars have made similar comments and have discussed reasons for this tendency. Ardichvili et al. (2006) argue that the orientation of a cultural group may significantly inhibit KS in organizational or inter-organizational contexts. They mention five factors that inhibit KS in CoPs in Asian cultures, but these may also be found in KS practices in other cultures. These factors are fear of losing face, the generation gap, information flow control and restricted access, leaders’ and managers’ aversion to participating in KS activities, and preference for face-to-face communication.
According to Hatala and Lutta (2009), there are various reasons for people not sharing knowledge. These include organizational factors (e.g., fear of espionage by competitors, concerns about overloading employees or diverting their attention from the core business, organizational structures, the security of individual positions, politics, and regulations) that all cripple KS. The individual factors are the likelihood of losing power, position, influence, or promotional opportunities. Variations in the level of knowledge between employees may also inhibit KS because expert employees may doubt the validity or quality of knowledge shared by less experienced employees, while those with less knowledge and information may rely on an expert’s input to solve all their problems.
Barriers for KS are the lack of knowledge, insufficient knowledge, and too few contact points between the perceptual system and the group or a lack of alignment of incoming information that would allow it to be used and thereby converted into knowledge (Paulin & Suneson, 2012). The barriers to KS described in the literature are the lack of knowledge, insufficient knowledge, absence of contact points, and a lack of appropriate channels. Five areas of KM from previous literature have been identified: organizational context, interpersonal and team characteristics, individual personalities, cultural characteristics, and motivational factors (Md Noor & Salim, 2011). 
Gagné (2009) argues that a strong intention to share is not enough to induce KS behavior; the type of motivation and a person’s reasons to engage in it also affect KS intention. She proposes a model for KS motivation that combines Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) and Self-Determination Theory (SDT) and stipulates that autonomous motivation is a precursor of KS intention, which is a predictor of KS behavior – a relationship that has been confirmed by TPB and is consistent with SDT. The set of KS norms act as a moderator between needs satisfaction and autonomous motivation. Figure 9 illustrates the model of knowledge sharing motivation. 
Figure 9: The Model of Knowledge-Sharing Motivation Job Design
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Source: Gagné (2009 :575)

2.9 [bookmark: _Toc526711529][bookmark: _Toc526713093][bookmark: _Toc527215618][bookmark: _Toc12403277]Benefits of Knowledge Sharing
Research emphasizes the importance of sharing and the exchange of knowledge as a lever for improved performance and motivation. Additionally, Lindner and Wald (2011) argue that the dissemination of implicit knowledge intuitively motivates superb performance and that the most important benefit of KS is the dissemination of implicit knowledge regarding culture, code of conduct, values, ethics, best practices, and skills, which translates into improved employee performance.
The absorption of knowledge facilitates KS among team members, leading individuals to prefer working together and sharing knowledge with colleagues over seeking knowledge outside their environment (Hansen, Mors, & Løvås, 2005). For Gupta and Aronson (2005) organizations gain strategic and commercial benefits through the development and administration of robust KM systems. Knowledge has come to be a crucial product, therefore, KS among employees will allow them to make use of their collective knowledge to enhance organizational performance. Hansen, Mors, and Løvås (2005) employees who interact frequently will eventually capitalize on the knowledge of each other to build a shared knowledge base and be able to solve problems mutually. This way internally- resident knowledge will help them forsake seeking outside knowledge.

2.10 [bookmark: _Toc503355648][bookmark: _Toc526711530][bookmark: _Toc526713094][bookmark: _Toc527215619][bookmark: _Toc12403278]Knowledge Sharing in the United Arab Emirates 
GCC countries are somewhat similar economically, culturally, and politically, and they each have a mature, efficient, stable, and profitable banking system. Businesses that moved into foreign markets, including in that of the UAE, brought along new skills and capabilities that enhanced the skills of the local employees (Al-Musalli & Ismail, 2012). In reflecting on KM in the Arab world, Haak-Saheem and Darwish (2014) lament that the literature is mostly concerned with Western countries. In his study, he notes that some organizations embed KM in organizational charts, e.g., Dubai Municipality. He also notes that the perception of KM by municipal employees varies from embracing the program to resisting it.
Contrary to expectations that foreign banks bring knowledge and boost the performance of the national banks through KT and KE, Al-Musalli and Ismail (2012) argue that the presence of foreign banks in the UAE adversely impacts the intellectual capital of the national banks. KS is a growing concept in the UAE because of governmental strategies that push in this direction; accordingly, it has gained relevance in governmental organizations, and the movement has flowed to the banks. Additionally, Alrawi and Elkhatib (2009) report a study involving 72 banks in the UAE and found that, although KS occurs in some form or other, very little strategic application of KS occurs in the banks. The researchers surveyed the banks to assess the application and scope of KS and concluded with a set of best practices for use in the banking sector for facilitating KS.
As can be seen from this review of KM and KS practices in the GCC overall, and in the UAE in particular, a general agreement exists (with one or two exceptions) that such practices have yet to mature, and the outlook so far is not too positive. This situation is largely due to a lack of cooperation between organizations and protectionism of knowledge due to competition, in addition to a reliance on the government to take the lead. Disagreement exists among scholars regarding the impact of foreign banks on KM and KS practices. As the present study focuses on the UAE banking sector, it hopes to help resolve some of these issues. 

Concluding Remarks
Chapter 2 has introduced the purpose of the literature review, discussed the state of knowledge in organizations in the literature, and explained the nature and types of organizational knowledge. It presents views from the literature about why people may be willing to share knowledge and why some people avoid KS behavior. It discusses the advantages of knowledge sharing and presents the state of knowledge sharing in the UAE.
[bookmark: _Toc526711531][bookmark: _Toc526713096][bookmark: _Toc527215620][bookmark: _Toc12403279]Chapter 3: Knowledge Sharing Theories



3.1 [bookmark: _Toc526711532][bookmark: _Toc526713097][bookmark: _Toc527215621][bookmark: _Toc12403280]Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc503355650]Recently, research has heeded more to KS as a prime factor in organizations for gaining competitive advantage; accordingly, various theories, models, and frameworks on why and how people share their knowledge have been developed. These theories, models, and frameworks attempt to explore the modes people use to share knowledge and the driving factors for people’s willingness and incentives to share it.
Several KS theories and frameworks have been developed or reviewed in the literature, all discussing the role of behavior and motivation and their constituents in inducing or hindering KS behavior. All these theories and frameworks have been widely recognized and empirically tested. These theories and frameworks argue that people are inherently concerned with motivation (i.e., self-inducing actions or through the actions of others). Among the major theories that have been emphasized is the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) (Sheppard, Hartwick, & Warshaw, 1998; Southey, 2011; Trafimow, 2009). Another theory is the Self-Determination Theory (SDT), which is discussed by Ryan and Deci (2000, 
2008), Gagné and Deci (2005), Markland et al. (2005), and Patrick and Williams (2012). A third theory is the Social Expectancy Theory (SET), reviewed by Cropanzano, Russell, and Mitchell (2005), Wikhamn and Hall (2012), Redmond (2016), Grant (1996), Emerson (1976), and others. The Resource-Based Theory or the Resource-Based View of the firm (RBT or RBV) is discussed by Barney (1991), and Knowledge-Based Theory or the Knowledge-Based View (KBV) is discussed by Nickerson & Zenger (2004). 
All these theories find their origins in psychology, particularly behavioral psychology and motivational models, and they are reported to generate positive willingness to share knowledge. Hereunder, the most salient features of each of the five major models have been highlighted. 

[bookmark: _Toc526711533][bookmark: _Toc526713098][bookmark: _Toc527215622][bookmark: _Toc12403281]Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA)
Southey (2011) believes that TRA was initially developed to help predict the behavioral intention to perform, cued by beliefs and attitudes, but was later expanded to include changes in the contributing variables. The result was the theory of TPB. Both TRA and TPB theories research the variables that are assumed to impact one’s decision to behave in a certain manner. In TRA, a person evaluates the beliefs that shape their attitudes and, at the same time, observes the normative beliefs and their willingness to comply with them, which shape their subjective norm; both of these intentional actions influence intention and result in a particular behavior. The TPB assumes that the intention to behave is governed by the attitude to act, the subjective norm, and the perceived behavioral control, which combine to influence the behavior. 
Sheppard et al. (1998) state that TRA is concerned with the intention of performing a behavior and does not look at the results of the behavior; thus, TRA differentiates between the behavioral intention and the goal intention. Trafimow (2009) states that although TRA is one of the most dominant theories in social psychology, which is being used widely and has gained much influence, it does not follow that it is a theory without limitations. In fact, the theory can be falsified, as it makes several uncertain predictions that can be methodically proved incorrect.
Bang, et al (2000) explain that TRA advises to contemplate the probable outcomes of their behavioral options prior to making their decisions and then select those behaviors that they believe will produce the desirable outcomes. According to TRA, behaviors stem from intentions which are linked to a person’s attitude toward the behavior and the social demands assigned to the behavior. Contrary to this understanding, Ogden (2003) criticizes TRA and other social cognition models for their inability to generate hypotheses due to their vague designs, and thus they are not subject to testing; and also because they focus on investigative aspects rather than synthetic aspects; none the less, these theories have their pragmatic advantages in guiding research.
[bookmark: _Toc526711534][bookmark: _Toc526713099][bookmark: _Toc527215623][bookmark: _Toc12403282]Self-Determination Theory (SDT)
SDT is a perspective on human stimulus that uses established verifiable methods and applies an organismic meta-theory that underscores the significance of humans’ evolved internal resources for personality development and behavioral self-regulation (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Gagné and Deci (2005) perceive the core of SDT as the differentiation between two types of motivation, autonomous and controlled, and argue that it expresses behaviors in terms of intention. Uninteresting activities require extrinsic motivators, either implicit or tangible.
Markland et al. (2005) state that SDT is based on the concept of modifying personal development and motivation behaviors, assuming that there is a natural inclination within every person for growth and self-autonomy, and behaviors – whether imposed or self-generated – have their consequences. Patrick and Williams (2012) believe that SDT highlights the significance of motivational quality, not only its quantity, and that it underscores the role of the social context as a supporter or inhibitor of motivation. On their part, Ryan and Deci (2008) argue that SDT presents a broad framework for examining both motivation and personality and focuses on the types instead of the amount of motivation and on how social factors facilitate or undermine people’s aspirations, perceptions, and the quality of their overall performance.
Based on their 1985 work on SDT, Ryan and Deci (2000) distinguish between the types of motivation based on the reasons or goals that prompt an action. They state that motivation is a move to do something. Motivation, however, is not unitary because it varies in level and orientation (i.e., the underlying attitudes and goals vary). They present two types of motivation – (i) intrinsic motivation, which is performing an act for self-satisfaction or for the joy or fun associated with the action, and (ii) extrinsic motivation, which stems from certain exceptions outside the person (e.g., to gain a particular outcome) (Ryan & Deci, 2000). 

[bookmark: _Toc526711535][bookmark: _Toc526713100][bookmark: _Toc527215624][bookmark: _Toc12403283]Social Exchange Theory (SET)
Cropanzano, Russell, and Mitchell (2005) review the SET extensively and argue that it is one of the most influential concepts for understanding behavior in the workplace. They state that it is based on the concept that people’s KS is contingent upon an expectation of reciprocated or negotiated exchange, which instigates the willingness to share. They also maintain that, in a group context, there exists a common ownership of benefits, where people give and take according to a set of agreed rules about this common ownership; i.e., people utilize what they require and provide when they can. However, there are instances when some people extend help without expected reciprocation and possibly do this at their own expense (altruism).
Cropanzano, Russell, and Mitchell (2005) further explain that reciprocation may be independent, based on a person’s own efforts. It can also be dependent, i.e., emerging out of others’ efforts, or it may be interdependent, spurred by the efforts of both sides, and may also be negotiated explicitly among parties, as is the case with economic transactions. Furthermore, they believe that exchange is an interdependent transaction resulting in interpersonal attachments. However, they argue that the concept of relationships is rather ambiguous; it can be interpreted as a chain of exchanges or may be considered interpersonal attachments that are the outcomes of such exchanges, i.e., the relationship may either be defined in terms of the process of the exchanges or by the expected benefits of the exchanged object. They offer insights that propose a model (as shown in Figure 10) to illustrate their views regarding the relationships between social exchange transaction and economic relationships.
[bookmark: _Toc527216685][bookmark: _Toc527216726][bookmark: _Toc7474205]Figure 10: Transactions and Relationships in Social Exchanges
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Source: Cropanzano and Mitchell (2005)
According to the model in Figure 10, when a social exchange transaction occurs within a social exchange relationship (Cell 1), there will be a perfect match, as both the transaction and the relationship are based upon social exchange. Likewise, when an economic transaction occurs within an economic relationship (Cell 4), there is a match because both transactions emerge from an economic background. An economic relationship occurring within a social exchange transaction (Cell 2) will result in both benefits and risks, i.e., economic rewards or benefits, and social risks when the failure to fulfil the economic commitment is seen as a breach of trust and results in damaging the relationship. Social exchange transactions within economic exchange transactions (Cell 3) create a mismatch that may result in overloading one party emotionally, e.g., providing emotional support in return for monetary value, as is the case with social workers, which creates a substantial amount of emotional stress. 
Reflecting on the SET, Redmond (2016) states that everybody has different goals and can be motivated to work towards them if they believe that a positive correlation exists between effort and outcomes. If this is true, the result will be a desirable reward that will satisfy an important personal need. SET is strongly grounded in the notion that organizations use their human resources, amenities, merchandise, and goods to achieve their objectives. In the organizational context, expectancy is related to employee performance. If employees are motivated and provided with the resources required to complete the given tasks, they would eventually become enthusiastic about accomplishing the tasks and would remain self-motivated. This scenario enhances organizational effectiveness and sustains competitive advantage, which would therefore be maintained for a longer period (Redmond, 2016).
Grant (1996) perceives the organization as an entity for knowledge integration and, contrary to previous literature, he views knowledge to reside within the individual and not in the organizational premises. Further, the major role of the organization is ensues for the application of knowledge and not to create knowledge. He expresses his views about SET, stating that it is important to KS because knowledge is not restricted to any single person or part of an organization. Individuals learn from different modes and tend to keep the knowledge for themselves unless they are prompted to share it and receive rewards for doing so. For this purpose, organizations tend to fulfil employee expectations, thereby retaining the talent and knowledge of their employees (Grant, 1996). 
For Emerson (1976), SET is not a theory but rather a framework through which several theories can operate to support or refute each other. It is grounded in the concept that people need to share resources and material belongings that lead to high levels of interaction. Social exchange creates synergy when infused with KS, allowing an organization to attain its organizational goals. Basically, social exchange is the economic analysis of non-economic social situations that stem from the informal interactions within groups.
It is agreed by most theorists that SET consists of a group of interdependent interactions that generate obligations that are dependent on the actions of others, and the KS exchange relationships bring about trusting, loyal, and mutual commitments over time. The literature focuses on two types of rules of exchange: reciprocity rules and negotiated rules. The exchange may take the form of reciprocity, where the parties tend to treat each other on equal terms, which may be either positive or negative, i.e., people tend to reciprocate positive behavior from others with similar behavior and return negative treatment with similar treatment. Alternatively, the exchange may be in the form of negotiated rules, i.e., people agree on mutually beneficial arrangements, and these arrangements are usually explicit (spoken or written) and often go beyond the immediate time (e.g., a job offer and negotiation about pay). In a nutshell, SET stipulates that every individual tries to benefit from the exchange opportunities given to them and explains how people view relationships with others as a function of their perceptions of how balanced a relationship is in terms of giving and receiving.

[bookmark: _Toc526711536][bookmark: _Toc526713101][bookmark: _Toc527215625][bookmark: _Toc12403284]The Resource-Based View of the Firm (RBV)
The Resource-Based View of the firm (RBV) or, alternatively, Resource-Based Theory (RBT) is another theory that stresses the role of KS in organizational success. Barney (1991) notes that the theory focuses on the impact of an organization’s knowledge on performance. As knowledge resources are valuable and rare, and difficult to copy or substitute, a company should develop and retain them to achieve a sustainable competitive advantage in the market. The theory explains the conditions under which unique or distinctive organizational resources are a primary originator of a sustained competitive advantage and are, at their core, human resources, which are not easily substitutable. Organizations should, therefore, strive to retain the knowledge they have obtained, since knowledge plays an integral role in achieving goals on time and gaining an advantage over competitors.
The knowledge-based view of the firm (KBV) is a new addition to the Resource-Based View (RBV) that furnishes a solid theoretical grounding for organization learning as well as researchers. KBV has recently gained momentum in the literature, and it considers knowledge to be the most critical strategic resource for an organization. This theory considers organizations as an accumulation of knowledge-based assets, and it involves a sort of creative destruction – demolishing old paradigms and creating new ones. It plays a key role in organizational learning, and its resources are mainly intangible and dynamic. The theory is concerned with special, non-depreciable resources (i.e., knowledge) that generate ever-growing returns (Curado & Bontis, 2006).

[bookmark: _Toc526711537][bookmark: _Toc526713102][bookmark: _Toc527215626][bookmark: _Toc12403285]The Knowledge-Based View of the Firm Theory (KBV)
Instead of addressing the role of the organization in producing knowledge, KBV focuses mainly on how the organization applies effective KS. The literature provides two conflicting views on the exchange of knowledge: One view claims that the existence of organizational hierarchies leads to avoiding knowledge transfer within the organization, whereas the other view argues that these hierarchies lead to effective knowledge transfer. To address these issues, KBV focuses on how to make organizational management arrange employees to generate knowledge. The focal goal of this model is to make managers select solutions for problems from a range of possible options by weighing the cost associated with discovering a particularly valuable problem (Nickerson & Zenger, 2004). 
Low and Ho (2015) the KBV focused organization’s attention on the importance of their strategic assets to gain competitive edge. Search for knowledge resource naturally expanded to accommodate new requirements for knowledge and innovation and for the creation of organization-specific knowledge. Thus the thrust for inter and intra-organizational knowledge exchange, transfer and sharing, and for finding means to organize such knowledge grew exponentially.
As can be seen from this review, there are various theories and frameworks and they originate from the scholars’ varying stands and viewpoints. All KS theories and frameworks focus on the core themes of sharing behaviors and intentions, the motivators that prompt KS, and the barriers that can inhibit or minimize the process of KS. Additionally, some theories stress the role of the organization in generating, preserving, and propagating knowledge, while others review the influence of the local and organizational cultures in promoting or limiting KS practices. All of them, however, emphasize the importance of knowledge and KS in advancing the organizations’ performance and, consequently, their competitive advantages.

[bookmark: _Toc526713103]Concluding remarks
Chapter 3 reviews some KS theories and frameworks in the literature and discusses five theories and frameworks for KS, namely the theory of reasoned action, the self-determination theory, social exchange theory, the resource-based view of the firm, and the knowledge-based view of the firm theory. It states some similarities between these theories and frameworks and explains how they converge on the core themes of sharing behavior and intentions and the motivators that prompt KS.
[bookmark: _Toc526711538][bookmark: _Toc526713104][bookmark: _Toc527215627][bookmark: _Toc12403286][bookmark: _Toc503355651]Chapter 4: Knowledge Sharing Models in Organizations


4.1 [bookmark: _Toc526711539][bookmark: _Toc526713105][bookmark: _Toc527215628][bookmark: _Toc12403287]Introduction  
The literature provides several KS models that have been developed and reviewed by various researchers over the years. These models share common features such as the factors and variables that promote organizational KS and the KS performance outcomes. However, they present different concepts regarding what constitutes the key factors for effective KS, the number and delineation of these factors. In this section, five of these models have been presented and discussed.  

4.2 [bookmark: _Toc526711540][bookmark: _Toc526713106][bookmark: _Toc527215629][bookmark: _Toc12403288]Knowledge Sharing Models in Organizations
[bookmark: _Toc12403289]Pee and Min (2017) Model
A simple model for online KS was proposed by Pee and Min (2017), which adopts the position that employee KS behavior is affected by the person-environment (PE) fit or misfit through its influence on the person’s affective commitment. This, in turn, is influenced by collaboration, innovativeness, and skill
set and results in a stronger tendency to share knowledge online. PE comes in two forms, namely supplementary fit and complementary fit. The first is manifested by a person’s characteristics being similar to others in the environment and thus supplanting and expanding on the characteristics of the others. Complementary fit is a reciprocal feeling between the person and the organization when an employee feels that his needs or aspirations are fulfilled by the environment through rewards or required resources or when he feels like the organization is utilizing the skill he possesses. These concepts are presented in Figure 11. 

Figure 11: Person‐Environment Fit Model of Knowledge Sharing Proposed by Pee and MinSupplementary Fit 
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Source: Pee and Min (2017)

[bookmark: _Toc12403290]Yeo and Gold (2014) Model
Another KS model proposed by Yeo and Gold (2014) proposes that KS attitude, which is shaped by the factors of openness, trust, management support, reward systems, and a collaborative climate, determines the KS behavior. Testing the model, it is found that a collaborative climate is the only factor that influenced KS behavior, which is mediated by KS attitude. Furthermore, it is found that the relationship between trust and the KS attitude is not definitive and is dominated by situational factors. These relationships presented in Figure 12.

Figure 12: A framework of Knowledge Sharing Proposed by Yeo and GoldOpenness
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Source: Yeo and Gold (2014)


[bookmark: _Toc12403291]Goh (2002) Model
Goh (2002) states that faster and effective KT within the organization is a main attribute of a learning organization; however, survey data indicates that this attribute scored the lowest among the five attributes of a learning organization. Most companies rely on using technology to facilitate KT, and this step has proven effective in large, dispersed organizations; nevertheless, numerous organizations do not find technology helpful, as practice has proven that it either fails or disappears altogether due to employees’ attitudes toward IT. Another dimension of effective KT is organization culture, embodied in cooperation and collaboration. KT also requires support systems, e.g., organization design, reward systems, and time devoted to the transfer process. The knowledge recipient’s knowledge capacity and motivation, the knowledge source abilities, the context in which the transfer occurs, and relationship proximity are yet other aspects of KT support. The nature of the knowledge also affects the transfer process, as explicit knowledge is easier to transfer than tacit knowledge that is stickier and more difficult to share. These view are replicated in the Goh model shown in Figure 13.


[bookmark: _Toc7474208]Figure 13: An Integrative Framework: Factors influencing Knowledge Transfer
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[bookmark: _Toc526711544][bookmark: _Toc526713110][bookmark: _Toc527215633][bookmark: _Toc12403292]Wang and Noe’s (2010) Model
Another broad model proposed by Wang and Noe (2010) and shown in Figure 14 discusses KS in a wider perspective, taking into account not only environmental factors and motivational factors but also individual personalities and perceptions related to KS. The proposed environmental factors are similar to those outlined by Supar et al. (2005). For example, Wang and Noe (2010) discuss the impact of the organizational context on KS, including management support, leadership styles, cultural context, and interpersonal relationships. In addition, they indicate that these environmental factors, in some mediated relationship with individual personalities, impact the motivational climate of the organization. These motivational factors are set in a dynamic relationship involving the creation of trust, the perceived benefits of the new KS environment, and moderated perceptions regarding the usefulness and benefits of the new system, thus determining people’s ultimate behavior (Wang & Noe, 2010).
These models agree that organizational factors, technology factors, and individual and cultural factors are critical to the success of KS practices. Some of them consider environmental factors, motivational factors, relationships factors, and reciprocity (exchange relationship and expected rewards) to also be critical to the positive performance of KS practices as shown in Figure 14.
[bookmark: _Toc7474209]Figure 14: Knowledge-Sharing Model Proposed by Wang and Noe (2010)

Source: Wang and Noe (2010) [image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc526711546][bookmark: _Toc526713112][bookmark: _Toc527215635][bookmark: _Toc12403293]Ipe’s (2003) Model
Ipe (2003) presents a model of KS between individuals in organizations where three independent KS factors operate and interact to support KS, with the work environment factor mediating and supporting the synergy among the three factors, as shown in Figure 15. 
[bookmark: _Toc7474210]Figure 15: A Model of Knowledge Sharing between Individuals in Organizations
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According to the model above, there are three factors that influence individual KS in an organization. The first is the nature of knowledge, which is determined by whether knowledge is tacit or explicit and by the value of the knowledge, i.e., the perceived commercial value of the knowledge, that determines the decisions about what, when, and with whom knowledge will be shared. The second factor is the motivation to share knowledge, and it is influenced by internal factors, such as the perceived power of the knowledge and the resulting reciprocity from sharing activities, by external factors, such as the relationship between the knowledge owner and the recipient, and the expected rewards for sharing (though some scholars disagree that extrinsic rewards have a strong influence in sharing intentions). Since knowledge is viewed as power, the reciprocity relationship with the recipient increases the inclination to share if the knowledge owner believes that sharing will improve his power status. The third factor is the opportunities to share, i.e., whether the sharing channels are formal or informal.
However, these three factors alone do not ensure effective KS and need to be moderated by the culture of the work environment in both the overall organization and in the divisional context. Culture influences decisions associated with the value of knowledge, the relationships and rewards that enhance KS, and the nature and type of KS opportunities.


Concluding Remarks
This chapter reviews five models of KS in organizations and the KS factors that the scholars maintain as the most influential in KS practices. The selected models are by Pee and Min (2017), Yeo and Gold (2014), Goh (2002), Wang and Noe (2010) and Ipe (2003). The constituents of each model are discussed, and their main features are highlighted.
[bookmark: _Toc526711547][bookmark: _Toc526713113][bookmark: _Toc527215636][bookmark: _Toc12403294]Chapter 5: Knowledge Sharing Success Factors


5.1 [bookmark: _Toc526711548][bookmark: _Toc526713114][bookmark: _Toc527215637][bookmark: _Toc12403295]Introduction 
As discussed in a previous chapter, the success criteria for KS have been viewed from a variety of perspectives by different scholars. In this literature search, 35 main criteria (Appendix 4) for KS success have been identified, which are further subdivided into over 146 sub-criteria in certain cases. This is because some scholars treat some factors as main criteria, whereas others consider the same factors as elements of the main criteria (i.e., as sub-criteria). Seven factors are agreed upon by most scholars and are therefore used in the present study. These comprise of organizational culture, organizational structure, technological factors, relationship factors, motivators, individual personalities, and leadership. 
Thus far, researchers have been shown to identify success factors based on their own views and their respective personal background or professional interests. The most salient factors seem to fall into the categories of organizational, personal, technological, and social and cultural factors. Organizational factors that influence KS are the organizational culture (Al-Adaileh & Al-Atawi, 2011).
Organizational trust is a factor discussed by Tan and Ramayah (2014), and leadership is reviewed by Mushtaq and Bokhari (2011), Management support, the last of the organizational factors, has also been emphasized as a critical KS success factor in the literature (Hussain et al., 2004).
The literature associates KS success with individual personalities (Jacobs & Roodt, 2011; Jolaee et al., 2014; Wang & Noe, 2010) and has identified organizational commitment as one factor of individual personalities dimension (Angle & Perry, 1981). Another factor of the individual personality dimension is job satisfaction and employee commitment, which is discussed by Almahamid, McAdams, and Kalaldeh (2010). Motivation is the fourth factor in the individual personality dimension and is presented by Wang and Noe (2010). The fifth and final factor is the relationships factor and is reviewed by Grillitsch, Müller-Stingl, and Neumann (2007).
Other factors discussed in the literature include communities of practices (Ardichvili et al., 2006; Sharratt & Usoro, 2003; Almahamid, McAdams, and Kalaldeh, 2010; Zboralski, 2009). Technology is another factor that has been given great consideration in the literature (Norizzati, Ismail, & Taherali, 2009). The impact of technology is manifested in the benefit and ease of use of technology – a factor emphasized by Alrawi and Elkhatib (2009) and Lindner and Wald (2011).
Another key factor in KS success is the efficiency of organizational knowledge sharing or transfer both across organizations (Tsai, 2001, 2002) and within work units (Lee & Ahn, 2007; Pedersen, Petersen, & Sharma, 2003; Tsai, 2001, 2002).
All the above factors interact and synergize to result in the crucial factor of organizational performance, which is the ultimate goal of KS (Al Ammary & Fung, 2008; Angle & Perry, 1981), and the tables in Appendix 4 list the set of criteria presented by the various scholars as gleaned from the literature. 

5.2 [bookmark: _Toc503355653][bookmark: _Toc526711549][bookmark: _Toc526713117][bookmark: _Toc527215638][bookmark: _Toc12403296]Factors that Impact Knowledge Sharing 
In this study, various factors that influence KS are taken into consideration.
[bookmark: _Toc503355654][bookmark: _Toc526711550][bookmark: _Toc526713118][bookmark: _Toc527215639][bookmark: _Toc12403297]Organizational Factors
Organizational factors have been mentioned by several researchers to be contributing factors to KS, but scholars’ views vary on what these factors are and on the strength of their effects. For example, Hatala and Lutta (2009) state that the free flow of information, which can be gained through effective social networks, facilitates organizations’ attainment of competitive advantages in the long term and that these social networks are a product of organizational social structures. 
Generally, organizational factors mentioned in the literature include five subsets of variables: organizational culture, organizational structure, organizational trust, leadership, and management support.
a) [bookmark: _Toc526711551][bookmark: _Toc527215640][bookmark: _Toc12403298]Organizational Culture (OC)	
The culture of an organization stems from its mission, values, and strategy as well as from the underlying beliefs, values, and assumptions held by employees at all levels of the organization and is manifested in their behavior. Organizational culture is a set of shared assumptions, values, and beliefs that are considered to be the correct way of thinking about, and acting on, the problems and opportunities faced by the organization (Al-Adaileh & Al-Atawi, 2011). 
Rhodes, et al (2008) find that many organizational factors have a remarkable positive influence on KT, with IT showing the major influence. KT of tacit knowledge is also found to impact on innovation capability positively and significantly, while the latter has the same influence on organizational performance. Despite the fact that organizational trust does not show a similar high impact on KT like that of IT, yet results support the belief that it is important for promoting KT, as has been shown in other research. Although organizational structure does not show a significant relationship with KT, a ﬂexible structure is found to enhance information ﬂow. 
A knowledge-sharing culture which stresses commonality of goals and strategies require the collaboration of three important elements: motivation to provide incentives for KT and KS, a flat structure that allows for seamless knowledge ﬂows and supportive modern technology for systems integration. KS initiatives sometimes fail when organizations try to adjust the corporate culture to match KM systems, instead of adapting the systems to match the organization culture.  Additionally, the issue of job security might impede KS as some employees perceive a risk in imparting their knowledge to other employees (Riege, 2005).
Mushtaq and Bokhari (2011) state that culture plays a powerful role in the KS process by shaping assumptions about the worth of the exchange of knowledge, defining relationships, and creating a context for social interaction. Aspects of culture work together to impact an individual’s behavior within the KS context. Norizzati, Ismail, and Taherali (2009) believe that an OC that applies successful KS practices builds them around its values, instates accountability and management engagement, and provides collaborative opportunities for its employees. It offers employees time to learn and follow best practices, provides incentives for KS, and enhances organizational awareness; therefore, OC has a strong influence on KS and KT.
The OC and technical infrastructure are most practiced in the processes of KM and KS and their dimensions, which include organizational culture, organizational infrastructure, technical infrastructure, and management support to create significant relationships that lead to improved performance (Boumarafi & Jabnoun, 2008). Some factors involved in OC, such as teamwork and customer orientation, strongly impact the employee perspective on KS (Al-Adaileh & Al-Atawi, 2011). 
Al-Alawi, Al-Marzooqi, and Mohammed (2007) find six elements of organizational culture, as presented by Gupta and Govindarajan’s framework (2000) shown in Figure 16.
[bookmark: _Toc7474211]Figure 16: Gupta and Govindarajan’s (2000) Organizational Culture Framework
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Source: Al-Alawi, Al-Marzooqi and Mohammed (2007)

b) [bookmark: _Toc526711552][bookmark: _Toc527215641][bookmark: _Toc12403299]Organizational Structure (OS)
 Organizational structure (OS) is the construction of the internal relationships of units of an organization that replicate the divisions of the organization and the arrangement of its activities to help achieve its objectives (Alawamleh & Kloub, 2013). OS includes the set of beliefs, values, visions, and acceptable behaviors that impact an organization’s policies and operations (Al-Busaidi, 2013).
OS affects KM in an organic structure that facilitates KC and KS because adopting KM brings many changes to an organizational structure that concern the technical dimension and, in particular, the relational aspects of the structure. The logic and approach of an OC – whatever theoretical model of structure is used – affect KM adoption and KC and KS practices (Gelard et al., 2013). 
OS supports knowledge-based decision-making if such the structures are slim and horizontal so as to support business processes, which should be arranged to suit the specific knowledge in the life cycle of the knowledge process and be interlinked in a cause-and-effect relation. Therefore, in order to facilitate decision-making, structures should be reorganized for efficiency around clear and concise business processes (Yoo, Suh, & Kim, 2007). Steiger, Hammou, and Galib (2014) perceive that the matrix OS enables high levels of knowledge practices, and they find that OC does not influence training for KS. All structures in their various forms impact KS, information filtering, and the overall knowledge culture.
c) [bookmark: _Toc526711553][bookmark: _Toc527215642][bookmark: _Toc12403300]Organizational Trust (OT)
Trust is one’s perception of the behavior of another party in a relationship and the belief that the other party will be trustworthy and will not attempt to take advantage of the situation. The construct of trust is reviewed by various fields in the social sciences, each looking at the construct through their own lense and applying it accordingly. For most social scientists, trust is based on expectations within specific contexts and constraints (Tan & Ramayah, 2014). 
The national culture may also affect KS in a similar manner as that of the organizational culture. For example, Asians do not trust each other and are thus unwilling to share their knowledge. Another source of this unwillingness among Asians is people’s fear of losing in some manner if they share, and some people do not share simply because they believe others will steal their hard-earner knowledge (Norizzati, Ismail, & Taherali, 2009).

d) [bookmark: _Toc526711554][bookmark: _Toc527215643][bookmark: _Toc12403301]Leadership
Leadership has been researched quite extensively in the literature as a concept (theories and models) and as a practice in its own right as well as in relation to KM and KS. Numerous auhtors discuss the role of leadership in promoting KS practices in organizations and highlight the leadership style in such practices. Mushtaq and Bokhari (2011) state that leadership is predicted to have a great impact on KS, and leadership style is among the numerous variables that positively influence KS behaviors. Transformational leadership, in contrast to transactional leadership, is more influential in this respect because this style stimulates KS behaviors among employees. 
Holsapple and Joshi (2000) devised a framework that shows leadership to be at the top of the influences on KM and KS. The leadership role involves managing, coordinating, controlling, and measuring knowledge and its uses. Leadership styles influence KS and the manner in which it is practiced. The leadership style is an important factor in KS when the appropriate cultural context and healthy interpersonal relationships exist (Wang & Noe, 2010). There are three types of leadership styles – engaging leadership, which is most suitable for transformational change and induces engagement and employee commitment, involving leadership, which applies to stable organizations, and goal leadership, which is good for stable organizations with clear objectives and stresses on outcomes (Dulewicz & Higgs, 2003).
KS is greatly influenced by transformational leadership styles, and Mushtaq and Bokhari (2011) compare transactional leadership and transformational leadership styles to conclude that the latter play a significant role in KS. Leaders are not the knowledge source, but they stimulate and support KS. Although leadership style – especially transformational leadership – is viewed as an important factor for KS; it does not receive the attention it deserves in the literature. Transformational leaders are able to create an effective system of rewards and incentives linked with KS and thus create an environment that facilitates openness and KS (Mushtaq & Bokhari, 2011).

e) [bookmark: _Toc526711555][bookmark: _Toc527215644][bookmark: _Toc12403302]Management Support 
Dyer and Nobeoka (2000) argue that KS networks are more efficient in generating, transferring, and recombining knowledge. The creation and management of network-level KS processes is successful in the Toyota Company because the company effectively creates and maintains an identity for the network and develops clear and robust coordinating principles that facilitate KT cooperation among network members. It has been found that an interconnected, strong-tie network is best suited to disseminate tacit knowledge because this type of network facilitates the locating of potentially valuable knowledge, which induces trust. However, there is the risk that diverse knowledge residing in a network might diminish over time. 
The literature sums up KS success factors in three: an individual factor that includes trust, perception, attitude, communication and cooperation, motivation; an organizational factor embodied in management support, rewards structure, organizational culture, structure, and knowledge culture; and a technology factor comprising social networks, ICT, and ICT availability (Nooshinfard & Nemati-Anarak, 2014). Accordingly, these authors argue that organization management should make available opportunities for inert-organizational KS by ensuring that the culture and technology, augmented by employee KS willingness induced by motivational incentives to support optimum KS. 
Executive management support is one major knowledge success factor and it operates with other factors to achieve organizational economic performance and company value (Hussain, Lucas & Ali 2004). Management support is one of the dimensions leading to KS and increased employee performance (Boumarafi & Jabnoun, 2008); and it is one of the organizational factors that influence KS (Nooshinfard & Nemati-Anarak, 2014). According to Jacobs and Roodt (2011), the value of IT to KS is not limited to data and information management but also includes collaboration and communication networks that accelerate KC and KT. 

[bookmark: _Toc503355655][bookmark: _Toc526711556][bookmark: _Toc526713119][bookmark: _Toc527215645][bookmark: _Toc12403303]Individual Personalities Factor
Scholars have linked individual personalities with KS and have reflected this relationship in their models and discussions. According to Jacobs and Roodt (2011), individual factors, such as membership in hobby clubs or participation in team sports, allow employees to communicate more freely and thereby share work-related knowledge. In the same manner, Jolaee et al. (2014) state that cliques and informal groups, and certain members of formal teams, develop a strong sense of identity upon sharing knowledge within the team. However, such teams may also hinder the proliferation of their exclusive knowledge to the rest of the organization. Wang and Noe (2010) show in their model that individual personalities and motivation are related to KS and KS behaviors.
According to Chatzoglou and Vraimaki (2009), KS is increasing among individuals in managerial positions, but the idea has yet to gain sufficient popularity. More effective communication and relationships in the workplace contribute to increasing KS. However, an increased use of KS actually creates a better workplace environment and fosters better relationships in the workplace. A system of rewards, when implemented, should enhance the practice of KS. Nooshinfard and Nemati-Anarak (2014) state that three domains are essential for KS effectiveness, among which is the individual personality domain that includes awareness, altruism, and personality.

a) [bookmark: _Toc526711557][bookmark: _Toc527215646][bookmark: _Toc12403304]Organizational Commitment 
For Angle and Perry (1983), organizational commitment means the unequivocal belief in its goals and adopting them fully and exerting all possible effort to achieve them. It is a commitment to stay with the organization in the long term and, thus, it is a predictor of both employee retention and employee effort and performance. They conclude that voluntary turnover is negatively related to organizational commitment. 
Organizational commitment is an attitude, and affective commitment leads to loyalty and high job performance in the job role because it leads employees to manifest extra-role behavior. There is a strong relationship between organizational trust, organizational commitment, and knowledge-sharing behavior (Chiang, Han, & Chuang, 2011).

b) [bookmark: _Toc526711558][bookmark: _Toc527215647][bookmark: _Toc12403305]Job Satisfaction and Employee Commitment
Juana, et al (2018) find that structural KS significantly influences employee engagement and leads to both satisfaction and commitment. Engagement is defined as the sentimental and intellectual commitment to the employer, and a willingness to remain even if better job options sexist in other organizations. Engagement and commitment are thus interrelated and are manifested in jobs satisfaction and overall contentment. Jiang and Hu (2016) report that KS has significant effects on employees’ instinctive feelings of well-being while enhancing work performance and results. Mutual KS exchange institutes, maintains and boost relationships among the actors engaged in KS and improves the quality of knowledge. These positive effects are found to exist among both genders; however, at varying degrees of influence. Positive relationships among employees in KS is found to positively impact on overall satisfaction in personal lives as well as job satisfaction.
A significant relationship exists between organizational KS practices, employee learning commitments, employee adaptability, and employees’ job satisfaction. Job satisfaction can be increased by establishing KS practices and an ongoing learning process to prepare employees to think and act proactively (Almahamid, McAdams, & Kalaldeh, 2010).
According to Foss, et al (2009), job design motivates KS in many ways and consequently is an antecedent of KS behaviors. When designing jobs, the organization needs to consider aspects of job autonomy, task identity and communicating performance results because it is found that these aspects have direct influence on employee motivation and willingness for KS. The impact of these aspects is sequential, a good job design generates job characteristics that influence KS motivation, which in turn impacts on knowledge-sharing behaviors. Motivation to share is driven by three types of motivation, intrinsic (employees find joy in the task), interposed (maintaining self-esteem and pride) and extrinsic (expectations for reciprocal payoffs), and the collective outcome is a knowledge-based competitive edge for the organization.
Organizations and their members are expected to operate within an exchange relationship, where each party ensures that the expectations of the other party are satisfied and each expects something in return. Employee commitment to the organization is the unequivocal belief in its goals, embracing them, and exerting all possible effort to achieve them, and it is also a commitment to stay with the organization. Research confirms that employee commitment is a predictor of both employee retention and employee effort and performance. Voluntary turnover correlates negatively with organizational commitment. In addition, the perception of commitment among employees and managers may not be the same, but there is a strong connection between commitment, absenteeism, and reporting late to work (Angle & Perry, 1981). 

c) [bookmark: _Toc526711559][bookmark: _Toc527215648][bookmark: _Toc12403306]Employee Self-Efficacy 
In the context of knowledge-based systems, self-efficacy significantly impacts how knowledge contributors use the system. Self-efficacy is a major factor among the individual personality factors discussed in the research. 
Endres et al. (2007) state that research has shown KS to be prompted by external factors that enhance self-efficacy, such as enabling mastery, shared experience, and persuasion. Self-efficacy models help better understand the influence of context on tacit KS by explicating the motivating forces that drive individuals to share complex, tacit knowledge. 
Chang et al. (2014) argue that research has emphasized the existence of an effective relationship between self-efficacy and a person’s intentions to share knowledge, and previous surveys have indicated that KS intentions are significantly related to knowledge self-efficacy, reciprocated benefits, and joy in extending assistance to others. They also find that KS intentions are cultured-bound; for example, reputation and knowledge-sharing intentions are moderated by individualism/collectivism among Chinese, while the relationship between KS intentions and knowledge self-efficacy is moderated by uncertainty avoidance. They argue that the SET theory supports the notion that effective KS is enhanced by reciprocity, altruism, reward systems, self-efficacy, reputation, and a desire to help others. It is also noted that the KS model proposed by Wang and Noe (2010) indicates that motivation and individual personalities are related to KS intentions and KS behaviors. According to Rhodes, et al (2008) a fair incentive system enhances employees’ readiness to share knowledge willingly and reconfirms their appreciation of the organizational trust culture. Additionally, codifying and individualizing KT has immediate impact on creativity and product innovation, and hence on organizational performance.

d) [bookmark: _Toc526711560][bookmark: _Toc527215649][bookmark: _Toc12403307]Motivation
The introduction of motivation theories in chapter 4 provides the basis for understanding the concept of motivation. In the literature, trust, learning, and behavior are the intrinsic motivators for KS. Extrinsic motivators include organizational culture, incentive programs, and IT. Tan and Ramayah (2014) introduce reward systems as a motivational factor that affects KS practices, stating that the presence of reward systems motivates employees to improve performance. They propose a model for KS motivation based on the themes of commitment, altruism, reputation, organizational rewards, and extrinsic and intrinsic motivators such as motivators that shape the intention to share knowledge. Encouraging and motivating employees to share information is achieved by establishing organizational policies that provide rewards and incentives and by having leadership that fosters an environment of cooperation, teamwork, and collaboration that enhances KS in an easy and acceptable manner. 
For Ipe (2003), motivation is a major factor that induces people to share knowledge and it is influenced by internal factors which include the perceived power of the knowledge and the resulting reciprocity from sharing activities; and by external factors such as the relationship between the knowledge owner and the recipient, and the expected rewards for sharing. Gagné (2009) asserts that motivation to share is found to be based on people’s attitudes, which in turn are influenced by the collective behavioral beliefs that underscore this motivation. In the KS model of Wang and Noe (2010), it is shown that individual motivation and personalities are related to KS and KS behaviors. 


[bookmark: _Toc503355656][bookmark: _Toc526711561][bookmark: _Toc526713120][bookmark: _Toc527215650][bookmark: _Toc12403308]Relationships Factor 
Sharing knowledge in a project context depends strongly on team dynamics and relationships; although project teams focus on achieving results, interpersonal relations affect the probability of successful achievement of the task. To assign roles and to work in harmony, team members need to know each other’s strengths, potentials, affinities, interests, and weaknesses. This constitutes a social competence among team members to help them in making decisions and solving problems. Various types of relationships (e.g., between the knowledge source and the recipient, between the recipient’s ability and attitudes toward learning and the knowledge owner’s ability to communicate knowledge, and between the knowledge location and the form in which it exists and the overall KS environment) influence the KS process and its effectiveness (Grillitsch, Müller-Stingl, & Neumann, 2007).  

a) [bookmark: _Toc526711562][bookmark: _Toc527215651][bookmark: _Toc12403309]Communities of Practices (CoPs)
Perhaps the most widely recognized benefit of CoPs is their ability to allow for the generation and dissemination of tacit knowledge, i.e., knowledge that is hard to communicate because it is mostly intuitive and embedded in a specific context.
CoPs are defined by Sharratt and Usoro (2003) as groups of experienced people converging together informally for a common professional goal, and they have received significant attention in the literature. According to them, CoPs differ from functional groups or teams because they are self-organizing, and their value and duration is created by their own members. For Ardichvili et al. (2006), CoPs enable the generation and dissemination of tacit knowledge, which is difficult to imitate or copy, and sharing and internalizing tacit knowledge necessitates the active involvement of individuals. However, there are cultural barriers that may impact KS, such as modesty, the desire to save face, the generation gap, the desire by management to control information flow, the lack of participation in CoPs at executive levels, the preference for face-to-face communication, and the inclination to hoard information. Zboralski (2009) enumerates four factors for effective interactions within CoPs: trust, cohesion, communication climate, and interaction frequency. The antecedents of community interaction, he states, are participant motivation, leadership, and management support. These three factors influence interaction frequency, which in turn impacts interaction quality. CoPs are responsible for disseminating “generic” learning and KS in specific skill areas.
Graven and Lerman (2003), citing Wenger (1998), argue that CoPs are exist all around, but they are not noticeable due to their being ubiquitous and unofficial. Constituents of CoPs are the shared involvement in leading-edge learning within a common entity. The four elements of CoPs are meaning, which is the product of learning; practice, or professional affiliation; community – referring to a group with similar interests; and identity, i.e., social identification. 
Thus, the literature highlights that self-efficacy, motivation, relationships, job satisfaction, employee commitment to CoPs, employee performance in KS, and the characteristics of the individuals all exert an influence on KS.

[bookmark: _Toc503355657][bookmark: _Toc526711563][bookmark: _Toc526713121][bookmark: _Toc527215652][bookmark: _Toc12403310]Technology Factor/Information Communication Technology
Hendriks (1999) states that information and communication technology (ICT) provides the advantage of removing the time and space hurdles, thus saving valuable efforts and facilitating access to knowledge. Yet, ICT can provide maximum usefulness and enhance KS motivation when the organization appreciates the best methods and timings used to augment the quality of knowledge. Riege (2005) argues that technology provides immediate access to extensive data and bridges location gaps so that facile communication exists among business units and organizational subsidiaries.
Tohidinia and Mosakhani (2010) report that higher utilization of ICT has a significant supportive influence to knowledge accumulation and sharing. ICT enhances KS and expedites knowledge distribution and retention. ICT also assists in advancing intelligent behaviour; therefore, organisational management should support. Babu and Gopalakrishnan (2008) state that KS makes use of available local knowledge bases and- when feasible- those outside the organizations, ideally within a KM system that manages a knowledge repository database to capture, organize, and facilitate data and information search., and to facilitate the translation of tacit to explicit knowledge. Alternatively, a network of computer-assisted electronic communication medium can be used for employee communication.
Although organizations provide employees with access to an intranet to share, exchange, and access knowledge, a sharing culture determines the benefit to a great extent, if any, that the organization and its employees may enjoy from such activities (Norizzati, Ismail, & Taherali, 2009). 
The use of personal computers for KS may be complex because it requires not only personal computing skills but also the skills required to capture knowledge on personal-computing platforms. Nooshinfard and Nemati-Anarak (2014) state that ICT is one of the most influential aspects of informal networks and that information and communication technology may eliminate organizational barriers that hinder KS because it will save people’s time.

a) [bookmark: _Toc526711564][bookmark: _Toc527215653][bookmark: _Toc12403311]Benefit & Ease of Use of Technology 
Alrawi and Elkhatib (2009) state that KT and KS use different IT infrastructures to spread knowledge; in fact, they believe that knowledge transfer and sharing finds its core in the concept of information technology systems. Lindner and Wald (2011) and Chigada and Ngulube (2015) view ICT systems as important elements of KM that support KS and facilitate KT and knowledge dissemination. 
KS is made easier and stronger though effective use of technology, therefore, selection of the appropriate technology is critical to the success of KS by matching employees’ skills with organisational needs (Riege, 2005). However, if the technology does not fit and meet employees’ expectations, KS processes are limited or even constrained. Lack of training on new technology and unfamiliarity with the IT system will also drive employees away from the use of technology.
Levels of KS are directly linked to the facility and ease of use of the technological infrastructure; therefore, collaborative technology are to be carefully selected. These include intranets, extranets and repositories that allow the smooth storage of, and access to, knowledge (Ryan et al, 2010).


[bookmark: _Toc503355658][bookmark: _Toc526711565][bookmark: _Toc527215654][bookmark: _Toc12403312]Organizational Knowledge Sharing or Transfer
Reviewing the literature, Serenko, Bontis and Hardie (2007) summarize their findings about factors that influence KS within an organization, and report that these are influenced by the organization unit size. They find the four factors of extrinsic rewards, intrinsic motivators, knowledge self-efﬁcacy, and top-level management commitment allow for effective KS and better knowledge ﬂows. The following figure shows these factors and their relationships to internal knowledge flows within the business unit. Figure 17 shows the Gita’s Rule. 
[bookmark: _Toc7474212]Figure 17: Gita’s Rule – Relationship Between Organizational Unit Size and Knowledge Flows
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Source: Serenko, Bontis and Hardie  (2007:620).


a) [bookmark: _Toc526711566][bookmark: _Toc527215655][bookmark: _Toc12403313]Inter-unit KS/KT (or Cross-Functional)
Tsai (2001) believes that the positions of the inter-unit networks promote social interactions and synergize the units’ KT practices. A unit’s network position determines its ability to utilize the knowledge that lies outside of it and manifests its strength by gaining access to new knowledge. The influence on organizational performance of the network’s position and its absorptive capacity is solidly linked. Tsai (2002) states that inter-unit KS/KT benefits from collective learning, information exchange, and expertise among competing units in synergizing and applying knowledge. Coordination, which is achieved through low hierarchical constraints and higher inter-unit social interaction, is necessary for the even distribution of knowledge across organizational units.  

b) [bookmark: _Toc526711567][bookmark: _Toc527215656][bookmark: _Toc12403314]Intra-unit KS/KT
KT and KS occur within organizational units (intra-organizational) and across the organization and, sometimes, beyond the organization. Intra-organizational KS/KT seems to be influenced by formal and informal coordination processes, and it enhances the overall organizational performance. Intra-organizational competition seems to play a moderating role in organizational capability (Tsai, 2002). Earlier theories have depicted KT as ineffective, as these theories viewed intra-organizational KT as frictionless or highly context-specific. As tacit internationalization of knowledge is most probably carried out via rich communication, while explicit knowledge is communicated through written media, managers should be vigilant to ensure that the specific type of knowledge is communicated through the appropriate medium and thus mismatches are avoided (Pedersen, Petersen, & Sharma, 2003). Some research suggests that a unit’s internal learning capacity and its access to knowledge from other units, as determined by its network position, are crucial to enhancing its performance. Accessing other networks and contributing to them offers opportunities for KS/KT and information exchange; therefore, the position of the intra-organizational network influences the extent to which knowledge is gained, shared, and used. However, this may require high administrative costs and intensive coordination efforts (Tsai, 2001). 
Internal learning capacity sets the limit for the extent to which a unit can benefit from new knowledge gained from other units for its own use; in other words, the unit’s absorptive capacity for new knowledge impacts its performance and, thus, it should be addressed in the unit’s strategic approaches to knowledge use (Tsai, 2001).
According to Lee and Ahn (2007), contribution of valuable knowledge by individuals in the organization should be rewarded through individual-based reward depending on the amount and usefulness of the contributed knowledge. Contributions by the group are to be acknowledged by group-based rewards as per the same principle. However, individual contributions are easier to measure, while group contributions may be contested, since some experts may not share all that they know, and it is less efficient than individual-based rewards.
Knowledge can be embedded in various knowledge reservoirs (i.e., some form of combined networks) of which there are several types. The social network is the member-member sub-network; the sequence of tasks or routines constitutes the task-task sub-network, while the division of labor creates the member-task sub-network, and assigning members to tools creates the member-tool sub-network. When tools are used to perform specific tasks, it creates the task-tool sub-network and, by assigning members to perform tasks with specific tools, the member-task-tool sub-network is realized. Therefore, successful KT requires a fit between the sub-network and the context in which it is being used, and KT will be most difficult without fitting interactions between people, tasks, and tools and new contexts (Argote & Ingram, 2000).  
No single employee, expert group, or department in the organization is solely and exclusively charged with creating new knowledge. It is the responsibility of all employees and work units. An employee’s value in KC is determined by the significance of the information they contribute to the entire knowledge-creating system, and other employees adapt this knowledge to fit their own situations. Managers are the knowledge engineers whose role is to synthesize tacit knowledge and process it in order for it to become explicit knowledge that can be applied to new technologies and products (Nonaka, 2007). 
Argote and Ingram (2000) argue that the impact of knowledge sharing and transfer can be determined by measuring the changes in the levels of knowledge or performance in the organization. It can also be measured by assessing the recipient unit’s knowledge changes, but this approach is difficult to apply as the major part of the knowledge may be tacit and not easily observed. Knowledge resides in multiple repositories, i.e., individual employees, organizational structures and functional roles, in the standard operating procedures, and in the workplace structure. Measuring knowledge changes in all these – and other – repositories can be quite challenging.
In Japanese companies, for instance, the locus of success in creating new knowledge is their investment in producing new tacit knowledge rather than focusing on objective information. These companies capture employees’ subjective insights, intuitions, and hunches and experiment with them in the entire company, as the Japanese believe that new knowledge originates from individual employees. This approach creates commitment and an identity with the company and its mission among employees. Japanese companies embrace self-knowledge: a common understanding of the company’s mission, its direction and envisioning the world the company wants to be in, and translating that vision into a reality (Nonaka, 2007). Hendriks (1999) calls for matching the individual’s ambitions and expectations with those of the team because this is instrumental for achieving successful KS/KT.
KS attitudes are influenced by behavioral intentions that are motivated by three factors: reciprocal benefits, knowledge self-efficacy, and joy in assisting others. However, organizational incentives have the least impact on KS behavioral intentions and attitudes (Lin, 2007). Almahamid, McAdams, and Kalaldeh (2010) state that employee KS capacity, adaptability, and learning commitments are influenced by organizational KS practices.

[bookmark: _Toc503355659][bookmark: _Toc526711568][bookmark: _Toc526713122][bookmark: _Toc527215657][bookmark: _Toc12403315]Organizational Performance 
Knowledge is the foremost critical resource for any organization, so a difference in organizational performance is due to knowledge stock and the organization’s ability to develop, use, and transfer knowledge, which then translates into competitive advantage. Angle and Perry (1981) state that organizational effectiveness is not vested in a certain group of people; everyone has a duty to work towards it and to exert every effort to achieve the goals of the organization in a timely and cost-effective manner and with minimum costs to economic resources. According to Al Ammary and Fung (2008), there is a strong relationship between an aggressive knowledge strategy and a conservative knowledge strategy; thus, aligning KS and business strategy clearly influences organizational performance. 

5.3 [bookmark: _Toc503355660][bookmark: _Toc526711569][bookmark: _Toc526713123][bookmark: _Toc527215658][bookmark: _Toc12403316]Proposed Framework for Enhancing KS 

Based on the literature reviews and the developed questions and hypotheses, it is believed that KS is a dynamic process. It is also a sensitive process because of its nature, objectives, and its significance for the success of an organization. The literature review reveals clearly that successful KS in banks requires the balancing of several factors, comprising organizational factors, individual personalities, relationships, and the technology dimension, which all interact within the process of KS to enhance and expand organizational performance. 
Given this view, a theoretical framework for a KS model has been developed for this study, which comprises of these dimensions, as summarized in Figure 18.
[bookmark: _Toc7474213]Figure 18: The Proposed Research Framework for Knowledge Sharing in Banking Sector for this Dissertation
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As shown in the above proposed framework for organizational KS in banks, the organizational factors of culture, structure, trust, leadership, and management support enhance KS through a healthy, supportive, and knowledge-dynamic work environment. The personal factors of commitment to the organization, employee job satisfaction, employee belief in personal self-efficacy, and employee drive and motivation constitute the second set of factors that support KS. The third set of factors consists of the employee’s willing and continuous participation in the communities of practice to enhance self-learning and share their gained knowledge with colleagues. The final input factor is the perceived benefit of the knowledge carried by the technology, and of the technology, which facilitates knowledge i.e., the easier the technology is to use and the better the quality of the knowledge it carries, the more likely this will help KS practices.
All these four input factors synergize and are observed in their interaction in the second phase of the process, i.e., the Organizational Knowledge Sharing (or Transfer) phase, either through inter-unit (i.e., cross-functional) or intra-unit sharing. With all the organizational, personal, relationship, and technology factors operating properly, the synergies created in the organizational knowledge sharing phase, either through inter-unit or intra-unit knowledge transfer, will lead to optimum organizational KS. 

[bookmark: _Toc526713124][bookmark: _Toc527215659]Concluding remarks:
[bookmark: _Toc526713125]The chapter reviews the KS success factors as presented in the literature and focuses on those factors that are most commonly agreed on by researchers. These include the organizational factors of organizational culture, organizational structure, organizational trust, leadership, and management support. They also include the individual personality factors represented by organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and employee commitment, self-efficacy, and motivation. The relationship factor is embodied in the communities of practice, and the technology factor (ICT) comprises the benefit and ease of use of technology and organizational knowledge sharing in both inter-unit and intra-unit KS. All these factors interact to produce organizational performance. 
[bookmark: _Toc524019075][bookmark: _Toc503355661][bookmark: _Toc526711570][bookmark: _Toc526713126][bookmark: _Toc527215660][bookmark: _Toc12403317][bookmark: _Toc524019076]		Chapter 6: Research Methodology


6.1 [bookmark: _Toc503355662][bookmark: _Toc526711571][bookmark: _Toc526713127][bookmark: _Toc527215661][bookmark: _Toc12403318]Introduction
This chapter reviews the concepts and features of the main research approaches. It compares various methodologies and highlights the merits and demerits of each. The chapter concludes with a statement of the case for selecting the quantitative research approach for this research. 
The main objectives of a research in any discipline is to determine the truth about said discipline (Carr, 1994). Scientiﬁc research falls into various categories with specific scientiﬁc cultures: natural sciences, social sciences, and humanities (Tobi and Kampen, 2017). Disseminating the findings of research constitutes an important aspect of the research process and informs readers and other researchers who expect the publication to conform to standards of format, cohesion, and style (Derntl, 2014). Steneck (2006) highlights that researchers are expected to conduct research ethically; however, some researchers do not conform to the expected standards. There seems to be three types of research behaviors: questionable practices (marked by deliberate misconduct), questionable practices (which do not follow all expected standards, but they are not serious enough to require action  
beyond raising concerns about them), and responsible conduct, which is the ideal behavior.
For Alghamdi (2015), research is a systematic investigation for data collection and analyzes and includes the researcher’s fundamental beliefs that inform his research. The research paradigm establishes the aims of the research as well as its paradigm, which helps in collecting valuable knowledge and assessing this knowledge in a meaningful manner. He further states that there are different types of research paradigms, but they all agree upon three aspects: defining and naming the classes, qualities, and interconnectedness of the distinct units in the discourse (ontology), the nature and theory of knowledge (epistemology), and the practices, procedures, and rules applied (methodology) (Alghamdi, 2015). 
Theoretical frameworks, as distinct from theories, are sometimes referred to as “paradigms” that influence the manner in which knowledge is collected, studied, and interpreted. Research is thus a theoretical framework (paradigm) that determines the intent of the research, its motivators, and expected outcomes (Mackenzie & Knipe, 2006). 

6.2 [bookmark: _Toc503355663][bookmark: _Toc526711572][bookmark: _Toc526713128][bookmark: _Toc527215662][bookmark: _Toc12403319]Research Design 

Research strategies comprise many methodologies and each has its explicit types of investigations; therefore, the researcher has to decide on the design that is most suitable for the overall underlying aim of his research. The justifications for selecting the specific design and the adopted methods must be clear and convincing. Also, the sampling strategy and the sample size must be systematic, logical and follow established rules. The data collection strategies should be rigorous and methodic, and data analyses must be explicit, methodic and replicable. The findings of the study should explain the description of methods clearly and discuss the findings in detail Curry; Nembhard and Bradley (2009)
According to this framework, the researcher takes a position with regard to the nature of knowledge, and this choice will influence the whole process as well as the theoretical perspective they adopt, which in turn is translated into the research questions and the selected methodology that will guide the methodology they will apply. Creswell (2003) further elaborates that there are three strategies of inquiry – a quantitative strategy, which includes experimental or non-experimental designs such as surveys, a qualitative strategy, which comprises of narratives, phenomenology, ethnographies, grounded theory, and case studies, and a mixed methods strategy, which comprises of narratives, phenomenology, ethnographies, grounded theory, and case studies; a mixed methods strategy may be sequential, concurrent, or transformative.

6.3 [bookmark: _Toc503355664][bookmark: _Toc526711573][bookmark: _Toc526713129][bookmark: _Toc527215663][bookmark: _Toc12403320]Research Methodology
Mackenzie and Knipe (2006) argue that most published literature fails to provide clear definitions for the terms “methodology” or “method,” and some even use them interchangeably or claim that they carry different meanings. They state that the literature defines research as a systematic investigation in which data is gathered, analyzed, and synthesized in order to understand and act on the phenomenon; however, the specific definition is determined by the adopted theoretical framework (i.e., paradigm), which is distinct from a theory. The selection of the theoretical framework, the first step in research, influences the consequent steps. They further state that recent social science views have come to embrace the use of combined qualitative and quantitative designs (mixed methods) to employ the strength of each approach. They define methodology as the science of methods and the frame of reference and theoretical perspective (paradigm) for research development and suggest that it is concerned with the research paradigm (i.e., the theoretical framework). Deciding on a paradigm is the first step for a researcher, upon which the methodology, methods, and research design are developed (Mackenzie & Knipe, 2006). 
This study uses a quantitative approach to collect and analyze data using the SPSS system. This methodology was decided upon during the research design stage and was preferred over a qualitative or a mixed method approach due to the fact that a quantitative methodology is based on the measurement of quantity or amount, and it is thus numerical in nature (Rajasekar et al., 2013). According to Antwi and Hamza (2015), the selection of the methodology is guided by the paradigm and underlying philosophical assumptions which decide the appropriate methodology for the research, and Kumar (2011) considers it the path to finding answers to research questions

6.4 [bookmark: _Toc503355665][bookmark: _Toc526711574][bookmark: _Toc526713130][bookmark: _Toc527215664][bookmark: _Toc12403321]Research Methods and Approaches
[bookmark: _Toc503355666][bookmark: _Toc526711575][bookmark: _Toc526713131][bookmark: _Toc527215665][bookmark: _Toc12403322]Research Methods
Yilmaz (2013) adopts Lincoln and Guba’s (1985) terminology to judge the quality of quantitative research vs. qualitative research. According to the terminology, quantitative research has internal validity, is generalizable, reliable, and objective. Qualitative research, on the other hand, is credible, transparent, dependable, and confirmable. The comparison in Table 5 shows these distinctions. 
[bookmark: _Toc503355499][bookmark: _Toc7474218]Table 5: Criteria for Judging the Quality of a Research Study: Quantitative vs. Qualitative Terms

	Aspect
	Quantitative terms
	Qualitative terms

	Truth value
	Internal validity
	Credibility

	Applicability
	External validity or generalizability
	Transferability

	Consistency
	Reliability
	Dependability

	Neutrality
	Objectivity
	Confirmability



Source: Yilmaz (2013)
[bookmark: _Toc503355667][bookmark: _Toc526711576][bookmark: _Toc526713132][bookmark: _Toc527215666][bookmark: _Toc12403323]Research Approaches
The three main research approaches or methodologies that appear in the literature quite frequently are quantitative, qualitative, and mixed methods approaches. 

a) [bookmark: _Toc526711577][bookmark: _Toc527215667][bookmark: _Toc12403324]Quantitative Research 
Quantitative research methods aim to measure countable elements utilizing pre-set classes that can be dealt with in the either interval or ordinal forms and measured statistically. Unavoidably, they apply predetermined classifications designed by the researcher, which may lend themselves to bias, assuming that these classifications includes that factor they want to measure (Kiessling & Harvey, 2005). The methods attempt to proof or disproof a theory or concept through deductive reasoning, measuring the research data and the results are usually testable. However, some critics point out that this method As the predominantly Western as it relies on theories and concepts that emerged in the Western hemisphere; accordingly, the authors recommend the use of a mixed-methods approach in order to capture truth in a natural setting. 
Quantitative research that explores social phenomena and describes them in a numerical form which is statistically calculated. It requires the development of standardized instruments prepared in advance or pre-designed response classifications into to collect the different views and experiences of the respondents. Most often the methods seek to involve large population samples randomly selected. Quantitative methods has the benefit of evaluating responses a large sample of respondents using only a limited set of, usually, closed-ended question items. Researchers using quantitative research methods are neutral in the process of data collection and their results are usually generalizable; however, this method does not provide for respondents the opportunity to state their feelings or perspectives about the phenomena under study outside the confines of the pre-set questions (Yilmaz, 2013).
 
b) [bookmark: _Toc526711578][bookmark: _Toc527215668][bookmark: _Toc12403325]Qualitative Research 
Curry et al (2009) recommend to use a qualitative approach in any of five cases, when the phenomena is too complex to investigate in quantitative terms; to accumulate as much data as possible to facilitate understanding of the issue, to obtain new perceptions about probable causes, to generate a flawless quantitative measurement, or to analyze a unique population. These ideas are expanded in details in Table 6.


[bookmark: _Toc7474219]		Table 6: When to Consider Using Qualitative Methods

	Research Aim
	Examples of Contributions of Qualitative Methods

	Investigate complex phenomena that are difficult to measure quantitatively
	Characterize organizational processes, dynamics, and change over time; describe social interactions; elicit individual attitudes and preferences

	Generate data necessary for a comprehensive understanding of a problem
	Provide detailed descriptions of individual perceptions and experiences; enhance quantitative measures of phenomena

	Gain insights into potential causal mechanisms
	Generate hypotheses about why a given intervention has a specific impact, how the impact occurs, and in what organizational context it occurs

	Develop sound quantitative measurement processes or instruments
	Identify patient-centered measures of health-related constructs; assess cross-cultural equivalency of existing tools

	Study special populations (those traditionally underrepresented in research, those with low literacy)
	Improve methods for recruitment, retention, and measurement


Source: Curry et. al ( 2009:1443)

Qualitative data displays positive features, such as providing natural contextualized information that allows for an enhanced understanding of specific situations and phenomena, since it often focuses on people’s life experiences. Such data also contains some built-in richness and comprehensiveness that provides a platform for revealing complexity. Furthermore, they allow for longitudinal analyses because they are usually collected over a long period of time; therefore, qualitative data analysis is a systematic search for meaning (Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2007). 
Researchers have distinguished between quantitative research which follows a structured approach to enquiry and quantitative research that applies an unstructured approach. 

c) [bookmark: _Toc526711579][bookmark: _Toc527215669][bookmark: _Toc12403326]Mixed Methods Research
As an outcome of the arguments regarding quantitative and qualitative approaches, mixed methods research has come to be the third major research paradigm beside qualitative and quantitative research methods. Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, and Turner (2007) believe that researchers argue that mixed methods research can be either bottom-up, i.e., the research questions guide the method, or can be top-down, where the researcher is more interested in the realities of people’s lives and experiences. Mixed methods research, they believe, is located somewhere within the continuum of these two viewpoints. Jick (1979) argues that most authors emphasize the benefits of using a mixed methods approach (i.e., triangulation) to avoid the weakness of using a single method and believes that this approach can be appropriate for all purposes of research. 
Creswell (2009) compares the three approaches that are discussed so far (quantitative, qualitative, and mixed methods) and highlights the differences in their philosophical assumptions, their strategies, methods, and practices. According to him, qualitative research seeks to explore the meaning held by a social problem for individuals or groups and employs questions and procedures that emerge in the course of the process; data is gathered within the participants’ context and analyzed and interpreted inductively. Quantitative research investigates the relationships among variables to examine previously confirmed theories, and this examination is carried out by specific instruments in order to produce data that can be analyzed statistically. In mixed methods research, a combination of both qualitative and quantitative methods is deployed to complement the strengths of both approaches. These views are summarized in Table 7. 
[bookmark: _Toc7474220]Table 7: Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed Methods Approaches
	Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed Methods Approaches

	Tend to or Typically
	Qualitative
Approaches
	Quantitative Approaches
	Mixed Methods Approaches

	Use these philosophical assumptions
	Constructivist/advocacy/ participatory knowledge claims
	Post-positivist knowledge claims
	Pragmatic knowledge claims

	Employ these strategies of inquiry
	Phenomenology, grounded theory, ethnography, case study, and narrative
	Surveys and experiments
	Sequential, concurrent, and transformative

	Employ these methods
	Open-ended questions, emerging approaches, text or image data
	Closed-ended questions, predetermined approaches, numerical data
	Both open- and closed-ended questions, both emerging and predetermined approaches, and both quantitative and qualitative data and analysis


	Use these practices of research as the researcher
	• Positions him- or herself
• Collects participant meanings
• Focuses on a single concept or phenomenon
• Brings personal values into the study
• Studies the context or setting of participants
• Validates the accuracy of findings
• Makes interpretations of the data
• Creates an agenda for change or reform
• Collaborates with the participants

	• Tests or verifies theories or explanations
• Identifies variables to study
• Relates variables in questions or hypotheses
• Uses standards of validity and reliability
• Observes and measures information numerically
• Uses unbiased approaches
• Employs statistical procedures
	• Collects both quantitative and qualitative data
• Develops a rationale for mixing
• Integrates the data at different stages of inquiry
• Presents visual pictures of the procedures in the study
• Employs the practices of both qualitative and quantitative research



Source: Creswell (2009:17)

[bookmark: _Toc526711580][bookmark: _Toc526713133]Sandelowski (2000) states that combining the quantitative and qualitative approaches may occur at the level of paradigms that reflect different views of the world and of the knowledge, the relationships with the unknowns in the methodologies, and in what the researchers deem as valuable. It is worth mentioning here that “mixed methods” does not imply the use of mixed paradigms, but rather that the paradigms are reflected in the combined techniques selected by the researcher, his methods, and his reasons behind choosing this combination. The decision to combine qualitative approaches with quantitative ones may be taken at the time of determining the method to apply in order to expand the scope of a research by observing and recording the dimensions associated with the particular method. Furthermore, and more frequently, combination occurs at the technique level and is referred to as mixed methods. It is represented by using sampling techniques, data collection methods, and data analysis processes. Here, three purposes are sought: data triangulation, data complementation, and data development (Sandelowski, 2000).

[bookmark: _Toc527215670][bookmark: _Toc12403327]Why a quantitative approach has been used in this research
The review so far has indicated that several researchers have supported and used quantitative approaches in their studies on knowledge management, sharing, and transfer. Accordingly, based on the above review, and since the present study is intended to investigate KS practices in UAE banks, gathering data in the numerical form and describing it using statistical analysis, it can safely be stated that this research meets the criteria for a quantitative research. In support of this statement, it is found that the elements of the study are designed before data is collected, a structured questionnaire tool is used, and the results of data are explained using a descriptive method. Moreover, a descriptive survey research method is adopted, and the researcher is neutral as far as data input is concerned. All these characteristics are descriptive of quantitative research. 



6.5 [bookmark: _Toc526711581][bookmark: _Toc526713134][bookmark: _Toc527215671][bookmark: _Toc12403328]Population, Sampling, and Sampling Method

[bookmark: _Toc526711582][bookmark: _Toc526713135][bookmark: _Toc527215672][bookmark: _Toc12403329]Population
Goldstein et al. (2015) categorize a population into three types depending on the approach the researcher applies. A “real population” refers to a specific group that exists within a specific environment at any given time period, as exemplified in the population in a census. A “sub-population” is when the researcher separates the population sample into two or more groups for the purpose of the study, e.g., for comparison purposes where there is a control groups vs. an experimental group. A “super-population” refers to the group that provides almost identical members every time a sample is drawn from it. 

[bookmark: _Toc12403330][bookmark: _Toc526711583][bookmark: _Toc526713136][bookmark: _Toc527215673]Sampling 
Any research is based on data that helps comprehend the research framework; therefore, it is crucial to select the best approach for data collection to subsequently ensure proper analysis of the data. There are many different sampling methods in the literature and over 20 sampling types and subtypes are reviewed and discussed. For example Suri (2011) states that enlightened decisions when considering sampling are crucial for the credibility and quality of research. Reviewing Patton’s work (1978-1990-1991-2002) and critically assessing the proposals in these works, he lists a large number of sampling types, their definitions, uses, and results. Purposeful sampling is a recognised and commended type for qualitative research and it is based on finding key informants in the discipline who can point out rich data about the phenomena. Convenience sampling, a well-known and frequently used sampling type, targets easily accessible informants. Although it is of low cost, it is the least desirable as it is deemed neither purposeful nor important. Purposeful random sampling is considered by many researchers as a sample type that provide credible results, even though the sample size may not be large. Stratified purposeful sampling is when the researcher selects samples from within the samples, creating partial samples or strata. The purpose is to locate main differences within the samples, although eventually they data may converge to a common main idea. Snowball sampling asks key informants for advice about others who are sources of information, and this goes on in a chain-like process. In a maximum variation sample the researcher determines key elements of variations and looks for cases that greatly differ from one another. Other types of sampling include homogenous sampling, opportunistic, emergent sampling, critical case sampling, theory‐based sampling, and many others (Suri, 2011)
Palinkas et al. (2015) state that qualitative research widely employs purposeful sampling in identifying and choosing respondents for information and that this technique is quite effective, especially when resources are limited. They enumerate as many as 15 purposeful sampling strategies in implementation research. 
In probability sampling, the population from which the sample is drawn is known to the researcher, and each element in the population (or sampling frame) has an equal chance of being included in the selection; the selected element cannot appear twice in the sample. Probability sampling is of different types: random sampling (simple and stratified), cluster sampling, systematic sampling, and other types of sampling techniques. The probability sampling method includes some form of random choice of the elements (Marshall, 1996). 
Other sampling techniques (subdivisions of probability and non-probability sampling) include convenience sampling, which comprises a number of subjects selected for their availability. However, there is no method of generalizing from it. It is largely used in qualitative research to identify subjects with rich information about the topic and requires that the available subjects be both willing and able to communicate their views and experiences about the issue being studied (Palinkas et al., 2015). It is the least rigorous and least costly technique (in terms of time and money) and is based on selecting the most accessible subjects. However, it may result in poor-quality data and may lack intellectual credibility (Marshall, 1996).
Another subdivision is purposeful sampling (also called selective or judgment sampling), where the researcher selects the sample that has the highest probability of answering the research questions. It can involve using the researcher’s practical knowledge of the area of study, learnings from literature, and evidence from the study itself to develop a framework of the variables that may impact the contribution of the study subjects. Judgment sampling is when subjects are selected according to the discretion of the researcher due to familiarity with the pertinent characteristics of the population (Marshall, 1996). It is a practical necessity created by issues such as the time availability, the research model, the researcher’s interest, and other imposed restrictions on his observations (Coyne, 1997). Snowball sampling, also known as chain sampling, is a type of purposive sampling in which the researcher uses inputs from some of the study subjects to gain access to other prospective participants who can help provide more information regarding the objectives of the study (Marshall, 1996). In qualitative study designs, samples are more or less driven by the theory that is gleaned from the emerging data and, subsequently, more samples are selected to test and further explore the theory (Marshall, 1996). 
According to Marshall (1996), the size of the sample is dictated by the optimum number required for valid conclusions to be reached about the population. A larger sample size would minimize the chance of a random sampling error occurring. An appropriate sample size for a qualitative study is one that adequately answers the research question. Coyne (1997) argues that in qualitative research, when the randomly selected sample is small, the representativeness of the sample is compromised, and the appropriateness of the informants is weak because the selected sample may not include good informants. 

[bookmark: _Toc526711589][bookmark: _Toc526713142]Concluding Remarks
The decision to include the total population in the UAE banking sector as the target population was taken during the conceptual phase of the project with the purpose of collecting data from as many respondents (bank employees) as possible. This is deemed a probability purposeful sampling, as the population is predetermined by both the location (UAE) and the type of industry (banking) and each employee in the UAE banking sector has an equal chance of being included in the sample. No fixed number of respondents was predetermined, as there is no control over the expected number of respondents or their demographics (geographical locations, gender, or country of origin, etc.). Such data would be obtained from the information provided by respondents and presented in the findings and discussion of the research. However, it was predicted that 200–300 bank employees would respond. This was considered a good representative sample, especially if the data was to reveal a reasonable representation of the demographics. 

6.6 [bookmark: _Toc503355669][bookmark: _Toc526711590][bookmark: _Toc526713143][bookmark: _Toc527215679][bookmark: _Toc12403331]Surveys
According to Skinner and Wakefield (2017) sample surveys, in combination with experiments, have been important instruments for data collection. Survey design may seem interesting; however, it can prove to be complex especially when the issue of nonresponse arises, which is a common occurrence in social science human participants. Thompson, (2015) advises that when designing a survey, both the research questions and the scheme for data analyses should be determined at the beginning of the design process. If the survey of a longitudinal nature, a single sample will not provide reliable estimates of the different characteristics of the population. Analyzing the data from such studies is achieved by using either a design-based model or a model-based with substantive variables.
Fricker Jr. and Schonlau (2002) report that surveys conducted through E-mail and Internet have been both overstated and criticized. Admirers of these modes of delivery of surveys claim that they are not expensive, they are fast, and they produce better response rate than traditional paper and pencil modes. Scrutinizing published literature about research that used a combination of both modes of delivery has shown without doubt that the above-stated claims are untrue. This conclusion is based on reviews that considered four factors: response rate, timeliness, data quality, and cost. These reviews indicate that Internet-based surveys involve the researcher technically deeper than mail or phone surveys; the idea that Internet-based surveys are less expensive does not have any supporting data;  response rates for these surveys (if used alone) are found to get moderate or poor responses; and while the argument regarding the time requirements is true when considering the time to dispatch the survey, there is not support for the claim when the time to receive responses is in question.
Surveys have several merits: They can be self-administered, they are cost-effective and cover wide geographical areas, they provide anonymity and allow respondents time to think about their responses, and the researcher cannot influence the responses. Their disadvantages are their limited length and complexity (brevity and clarity of questions), possible low response rates, and problems with identifying non-response bias (Bird, 2009). 

6.7 [bookmark: _Toc503355670][bookmark: _Toc526711591][bookmark: _Toc526713145][bookmark: _Toc527215680][bookmark: _Toc12403332]The Instrument – “Questionnaire”
A quantitative, statistical survey instrument is used in this study by means of a self-administered questionnaire. The questions were designed to elicit responses regarding organizational factors contributing, or limiting, access to knowledge transfer practices. Organizational culture, organizational structure, leadership practices, and management support were deemed to influence knowledge transfer. It was anticipated that with an adequate number of responses, the study would glean information about factors of interest in talent-transfer practices in UAE banks. This quantitative survey was conducted among employees working in UAE banks to learn more about their attitudes toward KS, the perceptions about the same in banks, and how they impact their performance. A self-administered questionnaire for the study was developed, which covers variables related to organizational factors (culture, structure, trust, leadership, and management support), personal factors (commitment, self-efficacy, and motivation), relationship factors (Communities of Practice), and technological factors.
[bookmark: _Toc526711592][bookmark: _Toc526713146][bookmark: _Toc527215681][bookmark: _Toc12403333]Definition, Purpose, and Design of a Questionnaire
According to Harris and Brown (2010), questionnaires are perceived to be a good vehicle for providing objective and generalizable outcomes due to their involvement of large elements of the populations. They have different, though complementary, features and merits and demerits. Questionnaires are deemed to be objective and have universal applicability. However, there may be problematic when such problems like poor design, errors in sampling, question phrasing, etc. creep in the process. Another criticism to questionnaires is over-dependence on the data collection tool which takes them away from real life situations. Chang and Krosnick (2010) report that research indicates that data from Internet surveys show better concurrent and predictive validity than those received from telephone interviews, and at the same time there are fewer measurement errors. Also, the absence of the interviewer from the scene seems to encourage respondents to provide more candid responses than when the interviewer is present personally or over the phone.
McColl, et al (2001) concludes that the literature finds no generalizable recommendations about the most proper questionnaire design or survey administration; therefore, they recommend that a researcher considers the objectives of his research, the population he samples from, and the resources at hand. They also suggest using both a quantitative method (e.g., questionnaire) and a qualitative method (e.g., interviews) in the research 
The instrument for this dissertation is designed to measure the influence of specific variables assumed to influence knowledge sharing. The four independent variables are organizational, individual, relational, and technology factors. The questionnaire comprises of 14 themes (factors) and 76 questions related to the four factors and another two dependent variables are considered, namely organizational knowledge sharing (or transfer) and organizational performance. The variable organizational knowledge can be expected as mediator factor between the independent factors and the dependent factor performance. These variables were selected from an extensive literature review. A Likert scale was used to collect and analyze the data. All questions offer five response options, and the respondents have to select one response per question.
In this dissertation, the instrument (questionnaire) was developed using the online SurveyMonkey tool (www.surveymonkey.com) and was distributed in hard copy and also via email. The approval of the Abu Dhabi University IRB was secured in order to publish the questionnaire (Appendix 1). The university also prepared a letter to the Emirates Institute for Banking & Financial Studies (EIBFS), asking for permission to send the questionnaire to all training centers in banks and also to the trainees in the EIBFS (Appendix 2). Copies were also sent to acquaintances of the researcher who work in banks.

[bookmark: _Toc526711597][bookmark: _Toc526713151][bookmark: _Toc527215686][bookmark: _Toc12403334]Research Questions
In questionnaires, questions are of two types – closed questions (multiple choice) and open questions (free response). Closed questions are easy to administer and analyze, are quantifiable, and have a high probability of generating fully completed questionnaires and excluding irrelevant responses. It is not mandatory that the number of questions necessarily coincides with the number of variables in a questionnaire. Sometimes more than one question may be required to address a variable in order to acquire more information about the same. There are several response formats for closed questions, as there are various types of questions. Questions may seek classification, behaviors, knowledge, perceptions, or feelings (Bird, 2009).
Farrugia et al (2010) advise that the research question(s) constitutes the most critical element of research and it is defined through an extensive search of prior knowledge in the subject to determine knowledge gaps the research needs to address. The research question is determined by the hypotheses, and thus it is developed prior to initiating work on the research. The objectives of the study outline the aims the study attempts to achieve, and they are mentioned in the research introduction, together with the hypotheses.  
Precise and straightforward questions will result in reliable and valid information. The more complex the questions, the more complex qualitative data is generated, and a high response rate is achieved. A rule of thumb is that the questionnaire should include as many questions as required but as few as possible (Bird, 2009).  
Gibson (2014) and Mathers et al. (2009) recommend investigating the literature and making use of existing questionnaires, if possible and available. With this advice in mind, and to avoid possible problems with reliability and validity, this research opted to work with tested questions. Therefore, the questions for all the variables in this research have been adapted from previous studies that were conducted by various researchers. Appendix 5 presents a table with the details of the questions selected for each of the study variables. 

[bookmark: _Toc527215688][bookmark: _Toc12403335]Piloting the Questionnaire 
In order to ensure the items in the survey questionnaire are clear, focused, and easily understood by respondents, it was decided to administer a pilot test of the questionnaire to a limited number from the intended population, as advised by various scholars. Kelly et al. (2013) also advise that the questionnaire be piloted on a sample of the target population to validate the questions/responses and, subsequently, be revised as necessary, which is an important step.
a) [bookmark: _Toc527215690][bookmark: _Toc12403336]The Pilot Sample
Twelve employees working in the same bank as the researcher were approached and informed about the purpose of the questionnaire pre-test exercise, and they all agreed to participate in it. They were requested to complete the survey within one week to meet the project time-line, to which they concurred.
b) [bookmark: _Toc527215691][bookmark: _Toc12403337]Methodology
A copy of the questionnaire was emailed to each respondent, with written guidelines to help them further understand the purpose and process. Respondents were asked to provide open-ended remarks about the items they think require clarifications or meet to discuss these remarks. 
c) [bookmark: _Toc527215692][bookmark: _Toc12403338]Results 
Generally, the items worked well, and only four were found to need further elaboration or modification. These items and the related remarks are summarized in Table 8.
[bookmark: _Toc7474221]Table 8: Pilot Study Item Feedback
	No.
	Item/Question
	Remarks
	Respondents #

	1. 
	Our structure facilitates Knowledge Creation
	Terminology unclear
	7

	2. 
	Do you share your feelings and perceptions with your colleagues?
	This is a (Yes/No) question
	4

	3. 
	Do you believe that co-workers should share personal information with their colleagues?
	This is a (Yes/No) question
	4

	4. 
	My organization technology allows for inter-organization sharing of knowledge
	Terminology unclear
	9


d) [bookmark: _Toc527215693][bookmark: _Toc12403339]Analysis
The feedback was extremely useful in that it assured the effectiveness of the items in the questionnaire (except the four mentioned above) and, simultaneously, highlighted the problems with those items that were not well-designed or were not clearly understood. 
e) [bookmark: _Toc527215694][bookmark: _Toc12403340]Action
The problematic items were altered to read as follows:
1. Our structure facilitates the development of new ideas/processes/products (i.e., Knowledge Creation)
2. I feel comfortable sharing my feelings and perceptions with my colleagues.
3. I believe that co-workers should share personal information with their colleagues.
4. My organization uses technology that allows employees to share knowledge with other people outside the organization.

f) [bookmark: _Toc527215695][bookmark: _Toc12403341]Pilot Study Conclusions
The results of the pilot study indicated that the survey questionnaire was adequate and acceptable and was further confirmed by the main administration of the survey, as there were no further issues after the four problematic items were rectified. 

[bookmark: _Toc526711599][bookmark: _Toc526713153][bookmark: _Toc527215696][bookmark: _Toc12403342]Responses and Scales
This study uses a Likert rating scale where respondents are presented with 5 options in each question. The survey takes approximately 15–20 minutes to complete, and the data collected was for the sole purpose of the research. The questions were designed to elicit responses regarding the organizational, personal, technological, and relationship factors that are assumed to contribute to, or limit, the success of KS practices. All variables in the questionnaire were deemed to influence KS, and it was anticipated that, with an adequate number of responses, the study would glean information about the factors of interest in the KS practices in UAE banks.  

6.8 [bookmark: _Toc503355673][bookmark: _Toc526711600][bookmark: _Toc526713154][bookmark: _Toc527215697][bookmark: _Toc12403343]Data Collection 
This research used a quantitative data collection instrument (questionnaire) that was applied mainly through an online survey and also through hard copies that were distributed to some other respondents whose email addresses were unavailable. The data sources (informants) are bank employees at all levels, from executive and senior management to intermediate and entry-level employees, nationals and expatriates, male and female. Respondents may have no professional experience or may have several years of experience (up to three decades). The respondents’ level of education was taken into consideration when designing the questionnaire, and their ability to read and respond to the questions in the questionnaire was a factor in the design and wording. For this purpose, the questionnaire was developed in both English and Arabic.
To ensure responses were received from the maximum possible number of employees, it was decided to send the survey to all training centers in banks in order for them to be distributed to their employees. It was also sent to the trainees in the Emirates Institute for Banking & Financial Studies (EIBFS). Copies were also sent to acquaintances of the researcher who are employed in banks. All managers, learning and development specialists, knowledge managers, and technology managers were invited to participate in this study. No personal information was asked from the participants, and it was guaranteed that all information would be kept anonymous. Participation in the survey was completely voluntary, and those invited were free to not participate. They were also allowed to withdraw at any time. 
The questionnaire collected data about respondents’ personal experiences regarding KS practices in their banks to determine any relationships that may exist between the various variables and KS practice and assess the impact of each variable on KS. The collected data was compiled into a database and coded according to the rating scales in the questionnaire.

6.9 [bookmark: _Toc503355674][bookmark: _Toc526711601][bookmark: _Toc526713155][bookmark: _Toc527215698][bookmark: _Toc12403344]Data Analysis Methods 
The study uses two types of measurement scales, nominal and ordinal. Nominal scales are labels for the variables; in the research questionnaire, a question such as “What is your nationality?” requires a choice between two options, while a question such as “What is your position?” requires selecting one out of five options. Further, the answers are labels of the responses, i.e., they do not have any quantitative value in themselves. Ordinal scales rank-order the variables; for example, in the questionnaire, questions about a respondent’s position are ranked from the highest position (executive) to the lowest (entry-level).
[bookmark: _Toc524019077]
Concluding Remarks
This chapter is a discussion of the research methodology and a presentation of the conceptual theoretical frameworks and structures the research has designed in the literature. It reviews the types of research methods and approaches and explains which approach is selected for this study and the reasoning behind it. The chapter reviews best practice methods for identifying research populations, the concepts of sampling and sampling method, and how they apply to this research. It also explains the nature, advantages and disadvantages of surveys and questionnaire, and justifies the selection of this approach for the study. The chapter elaborates on how the research questions, responses, and scales were selected and concludes with a review of the data collection and analysis methods. 
[bookmark: _Toc524019078][bookmark: _Toc503355676][bookmark: _Toc526711602][bookmark: _Toc526713156][bookmark: _Toc527215699][bookmark: _Toc12403345][bookmark: _Toc524019079]Chapter 7: Data Analysis and Results
[bookmark: _Toc526711603][bookmark: _Toc526713157][bookmark: _Toc527215700][bookmark: _Toc503355677]


[bookmark: _Toc12403346]7.1	Introduction

Chapter 7 deals with the data analysis and results and describes how data is treated, how missing values are treated, and how the various data elements are analyzed. It provides tables for the demographic analysis and tables that exhibit the analyses of the research variables and explains the research hypotheses testing. The chapter also discusses the data reliability statistics, the demographic analysis, hypothesis testing, and exhibits the outcomes of the analyses of all the KS factors included in the study. The chapter also demonstrates how the data answers each research question.

[bookmark: _Toc526711604][bookmark: _Toc526713158][bookmark: _Toc527215701][bookmark: _Toc12403347]7.2	Data Treatment
[bookmark: _Toc503355678][bookmark: _Toc526711605][bookmark: _Toc526713159][bookmark: _Toc527215702][bookmark: _Toc12403348]Treatment of Missing Values
Bennett (2001) explains the definition and types of missing data, stating that when the data is independent of values of variables, existing or potential, it is called Missing Completely at Random (MCAR). Missing data on a variable (Y) is said to 
be Missing at Random (MAR) if its probability is not related to the value of Y when other variables are controlled. If the probability of missing data on Y is unrelated to the value of Y, after controlling for other variables in the analysis, then the data is said to be Missing Not at Random (MNAR) (Bennett, 2001). 
According to Schlomer, Bauman, and Card (2010), missing data occurs in most behavioral sciences research and, despite the importance to the result interpretation of reporting and treating missing data, this step seems to be ignored in most research, probably because researchers are not cognizant of its criticality. Likewise, Bennett (2001) argues that ignoring the effects of missing data would lead to biased results and erroneous estimations of data variability. 
Two methods of data collection were used in order to maximize the rate of the participants’ responses to the survey. An electronic copy of the survey was sent to participants as an online survey, with a cover letter explaining the purpose of the research and providing guidelines for completing the survey. The second method was to send hard-copies of the questionnaire, also with the cover letter, to other participants, especially those who were attending trainings at the Emirates Institute for Banking & Financial Studies (EIBFS), as they were a captive audience with whom the researcher interacted in person (see Appendix 3 for a copy of the questionnaire). The survey was sent to more than 400 employees at all levels throughout the EIBFS and in banks, and a total of 214 questionnaires were returned. Fifteen of the returned questionnaires were either only partially completed or contained errors (e.g., multiple responses were provided for single-response questions). Therefore, a total of 199 usable responses were accepted for inclusion in the study.

[bookmark: _Toc503355679][bookmark: _Toc526711606][bookmark: _Toc526713160][bookmark: _Toc527215703][bookmark: _Toc12403349]Treatment for Outliers
Orr, Sackett, and Dubois (1991) state that observations or measures that are furthest from the mean of the data are called outliers and examining these exceptional values is critical for assessing their effect on the total data. The main problem with treatments of outliers arises from the fact that the research has not yet agreed upon a theoretical framework for how to treat them. However, researchers in this field have formulated varying approaches to resolve this issue. In general, the techniques generated are of two classes – those that deal with univariate data and those that deal with multivariate data. While they state that the research is not in consensus regarding the deletion of outliers, they find that it indicates a greater use of visual data examination than numeric diagnostics for detecting outliers.  
To ensure that the relations were not attributable to one or a few outliers, scatterplots and boxplots were used to examine the presence of any outliers and check for normality. Table 9 illustrates the treatment of outliers. Outliers were replaced with series means.

[bookmark: _Toc7474222]Table 9: Treatment for Outliers at Construct Level
	Construct
	Abbreviation
	Outlier (Response No)
	Treatment (Replaced with Mean Value)

	Organizational Culture
	Org_Cul
	40
	Replaced with Mean value 

	Organizational Structure
	Org_STR
	40, 49, 51, 53
	Replaced with Mean value

	Organizational Trust
	Org_TRUST
	40, 53
	Replaced with Mean value

	Leadership
	LER
	15, 32, 51
	Replaced with Mean value 

	Management Support
	MGT_SUP
	51
	Replaced with Mean value

	Organizational Commitment
	Org_COM
	NA
	

	Job Satisfaction & Commitment
	JS_COM
	NA
	

	Self-efficacy
	Self_Effic
	15, 21, 22, 26, 35, 38, 49, 51 
	Replaced with Mean value 

	Motivation
	MOT
	17, 21, 35, 49, 55
	Replaced with Mean value

	Communities of Practice (CoP)
	COP
	18, 30, 32, 35, 38, 51
	Replaced with Mean value 

	Benefits & Ease of Use of Technology
	Ease_Tech
	15, 18, 30, 32, 48 
	Replaced with Mean value 

	Organizational KS
	Org_KS
	32, 48, 51, 54
	Replaced with Mean value

	Inter-unit KS/Cross-functional
	OrgKS_CrossFun
	18, 49, 51, 54
	Replaced with Mean value 

	Intra-Unit KS
	OrgKS_IntraUnit
	15, 32, 51, 55
	Replaced with Mean value

	Organizational Performance
	Org_Perform
	35, 51
	Replaced with Mean value


[bookmark: _Toc503355680][bookmark: _Toc526711607][bookmark: _Toc526713161][bookmark: _Toc527215704]

[bookmark: _Toc12403350]Examination for Normality
Ho and Yu (2014) argue that statistical analyses generally use assumptions that state that the data usually includes continuous and normal distributions. Assuming normality is helpful in various modelling frameworks, the most commonly used and convenient indicators of normality are skewness and kurtosis. NCSS Statistical Software (n.d.) maintains that parametric statistics based on assumptions of normality may be applied if the variable is normally distributed; however, when a variable fails a normality test, scrutinizing the histogram and the normal probability plot is critical for determining whether some outliers have contributed to the lack of normality.
Normal Q-Q plots were used to check for normality. The preliminary analysis revealed that the data was normally distributed. All the constructs form a normal distribution, with mostly negatively skewed, and cases fall more or less in a straight line. A Q-Q plot is a representation of the quantiles of the first data set compared to those of the second data set, i.e., it is a graphical representation that helps determine whether two data sets relate to populations with a common distribution.

[bookmark: _Toc12403351]Common Method Bias
One of the main sources for measurement error is common method bias which may threaten the validity of the conclusion about the relationships between measures (cf. Bagozzi & Yi, 1991; Nunnally, 1978; Spector, 1987). However, the degree of the bias from these method factors varies across the research context (cf. Cote & Buckley, 1987; Crampton & Wagner, 1994). Cote and Buckley (1987) found that, on average, method variance was lowest in the field of business such as marketing (15.8%). Moreover, researchers have found that computer administrated questionnaire or paper-and-pencil questionnaire have less common method variance in compared with face-to-face interviews (cf. Bouchard, 1976; Collins, 1970; Shapiro, 1970, cf. Martin & Nagao, 1989; Richman, Kiesler, Weisband, & Drasgow, 1999). Furthermore, researchers have suggested that self-reports are clearly appropriate for job satisfaction, job characteristics, or job performance (Chan 2009; Skinner 1957). Spector (2006) provided indirect evidence against inflation, observing that correlations among self-report variables are at least sometimes near zero and that sometimes different-method correlations are higher than same-method correlations. Lance et al (in press) have also found that common method bias serves to inflate common method correlations as compared to their true-score counterparts is substantially a myth. Researchers have concluded that it is not possible to eliminate common method variance entirely, but the researcher should take certain steps to reduce the likelihood of common method bias (Conway, J. M., & Lance, C. E., 2010). 
One of the common sources for method bias is item complexity or ambiguity (cf. Peterson, 2000; Spector, 1992). Item complexity or ambiguity exists in the questionnaire may result in from the use of double-barreled questions (cf. Hinkin, 1995), words with multiple meanings (Peterson, 2000), technical jargon or colloquialisms (Spector, 1992), or unfamiliar or infrequently used words (Peterson, 2000). Another common source for common method bias is to use to measure different constructs with similar scale formats(e.g., Likert scales, semantic differential scales, “faces” scales), using similar scale anchors or values (“extremely” vs. “somewhat,” “always” vs. “never,” and “strongly agree” vs. “strongly disagree”) (Podsakoff et al, 2003). Negatively worded items may also cause potential common method bias. The context-induce mood may also cause common method bias which is referred to as item context effects by Wainer and Keily (1987). For example, it is possible that the wording of the first set of items on a questionnaire induces a mood on the part of respondents that influences the manner in which they respond to the remaining items on the questionnaire (Podsakoff et al, 2003). Researchers have suggested to intermix items from different constructs on the same questionnaire to reduce common method variance (Kline et al., 2000). 
The primary way to control for method biases is the design of the study’s procedures (Podsakoff et al, 2003). The items in the questionnaire used for this study were developed as clear, concise, and specific as possible to measure the construct without common method variance (cf. Peterson, 2000; Spector, 1992). Researchers have suggested reducing the potential effects of response pattern biases by incorporating negatively worded or reverse-coded items on their questionnaires (cf. Hinkin, 1995; Idaszak & Drasgow, 1987). The researchers have attempted to intermix items from different constructs on the same questionnaire to reduce common method variance (Kline et al., 2000). This study also adopted several additional procedures in order to reduce common method variance as suggested by (Podsakoff et al, 2003). One of them is to allow respondents answers to be anonymous. Another one is to assure respondents that there are no right or wrong answers and respondents were encouraged to respond honestly in the cover letter. This study also followed the suggestion of Tourangeau et al. (2000), where they  noted that one of the most common problems in the comprehension stage of the response process is item ambiguity and cautioned researchers to (a) define ambiguous or unfamiliar terms; (b) avoid vague concepts and provide examples when such concepts must be used; (c) keep questions simple, specific, and concise; (d) avoid double-barreled questions; (e) decompose questions relating to more than one possibility into simpler, more focused questions; and (f) avoid complicated syntax. In addition, the Arabic version of the questionnaire was made available where required. Another procedural remedy followed in this study was a separation of the predictor and criterion variables psychologically (Podsakoff et al, 2003). Moreover, construct validity of measurement used is often used to rule out substantial effects of method variance (Conway, J. M., & Lance, C. E., 2010).  

[bookmark: _Toc12403352]Non-response bias
Non-response biases are two types (Fisher, 1996). One kind is item non-response where a sample unit fill-outs the survey with some incomplete information (Fisher, 1996). For item non-response, if considerable information is available in the questionnaire, mean estimation for the missing data imputation procedure is often recommended (Kalton and Kish 1981; Platek and Gray 1983). In this study, only 15 responses had item non-response which is 7% of the total number of survey responses. Therefore, the effects (if any) of an item of non-response is negligible.
The other type of non-response biases is Unit non-response. Unit non-response occurs when a questionnaire is not returned because the person of the sampled unit, refuses to participate, cannot be contacted, or is unable to respond to the survey (Fisher, 1996). This study used a random-response model which is based on the more realistic assumption that each sampled unit in the population has a positive, but unknown, probability of response (Oh and Scheuren 1983; Little 1986; Sarndal and Swensson 1987). Researchers have suggested that the non-response mechanism is ignorable for sampling based and likelihood-based inferences if data are missing completely at random (Rubin, 1976, Little and Rubin, 1987). Hence, the respondent mean of a variable is equal to the no respondent mean, and non-adjustments are necessary (Fisher, 1996).

[bookmark: _Toc12403353]The goodness of the fit statistics
Since the sample size is must smaller than n=2000, the Shapiro-Wilk test was used to check the goodness of the fit statistics. Table 10 shows that the sample data fit the population. In order to avoid the limitation associated with the Shapiro-Wilk test, the normal Q-Q plot was used in combination.

[bookmark: _Toc7474223]Table 10: Tests of Normality (Goodness of fit Test)
	
	Kolmogorov-Smirnova
	Shapiro-Wilk

	
	Statistic
	Df
	Sig.
	Statistic
	Df
	Sig.

	Org_Cul
	0.118
	199
	0.000
	0.946
	199
	0.000

	Org_STR
	0.120
	199
	0.000
	0.965
	199
	0.000

	Org_TRUST
	0.105
	199
	0.000
	0.971
	199
	0.000

	LER
	0.159
	199
	0.000
	0.957
	199
	0.000

	MGT_SUP
	0.105
	199
	0.000
	0.964
	199
	0.000

	Org_COM
	0.119
	199
	0.000
	0.941
	199
	0.000

	JS_COM
	0.152
	199
	0.000
	0.949
	199
	0.000

	Self_Effic
	0.138
	199
	0.000
	0.921
	199
	0.000

	MOT
	0.151
	199
	0.000
	0.912
	199
	0.000

	COP
	0.183
	199
	0.000
	0.898
	199
	0.000

	Ease_Tech
	0.121
	199
	0.000
	0.971
	199
	0.000

	Org_KS
	0.128
	199
	0.000
	0.946
	199
	0.000

	OrgKS_CrossFun
	0.159
	199
	0.000
	0.945
	199
	0.000

	OrgKS_IntraUnit
	0.131
	199
	0.000
	0.952
	199
	0.000

	Org_Perform
	0.124
	199
	0.000
	0.947
	199
	0.000




[bookmark: _Toc12403354]The convergent and Divergent Validity
The convergent and Divergent Validity present how unique or distinct a measure is (Zikmund et al, 2013). The convergent validity tests the constructs assumed to be related are significantly related (p<.05) (Corral-Verdugo, & Figueredo, 1999). Significant positive correlations were used to measure convergent validity and all the scales were significantly and positively correlated. Therefore, the convergent validities were satisfactory. Moreover, divergent validity requires that two constructs being tested should not be correlated too highly if the two concepts are truly different. For divergent validity, two scales are checked for correlation score below 0.75 which are an acceptable level (Zikmund et al, 2013). As it shows in table 11, all the measurement scales achieved below 0.75 correlation score in this study. Exceptions were for OrgKS_CrossFun and Org_Perform scale where the correlation was 0.782**.  And Org_Perform and OrgKS_IntraUnit were 0.797**. However, the score was marginally above the acceptable score and thereby ignored.
[bookmark: _Toc7474224]Table 11: Scale Correlation
	Scale
	Pearson Correlation
	Sig. (2-tailed)

	Org_KS with Org_Cul
	0.568**
	0.000

	Org_KS with Org_STR
	0.521**
	0.000

	Org_KS with Org_TRUST
	0.450**
	0.000

	Org_KS with LER
	0.594**
	0.000

	Org_KS with MGT_SUP
	0.631**
	0.000

	Org_KS with Org_COM
	0.624**
	0.000

	Org_KS with JS_COM
	0.641**
	0.000

	Org_KS with Self_Effic
	0.638**
	0.000

	Org_KS with MOT
	0.720**
	0.000

	Org_KS with COP
	0.700**
	0.000

	Org_KS with Ease_Tech
	0.655**
	0.000

	Org_KS with Org_Perform
	0.661**
	0.000

	OrgKS_CrossFun with Org_Perform
	0.782**
	0.000

	Org_Perform with OrgKS_IntraUnit
	[bookmark: _Hlk7257136]0.797**
	0.000

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



[bookmark: _Toc503355681][bookmark: _Toc526711608][bookmark: _Toc526713164][bookmark: _Toc527215705][bookmark: _Toc12403355]7.3	Data Analysis – Reliability Statistics

Reliability studies are concerned with measuring the probability of failure when using the same instrument over time. Kanyongo et al. (2007) maintain that measurements in social sciences can hardly be perfect; accordingly, researchers are required to work toward minimizing the effects of measurement errors. Improving reliability will increase the power of statistics and increase the credibility of studies. Kanyongo, et al (2007) define reliability as “the proportion of raw score variance explained by true score variance”.
As shown in Table 12, Cronbach’s Alpha was used to test the reliability of statistics. All scales achieved alpha values of more than 0.7. The alpha level, also called the “significance level,” is a preliminary step that indicates the probability of rejecting the null hypothesis when the latter is true. The higher the alpha value, the more reliable the generated scale will be. 
[bookmark: _Toc7474225]Table 12: Descriptive and Reliability Statistics
	Construct
	No. of Items
	N
	Mean
	SD
	Cronbach’s Alpha

	Org_Cul
	5
	199
	2.40
	0.940
	0.906

	Org_STR
	5
	199
	2.44
	0.820
	0.873

	Org_TRUST
	5
	199
	2.52
	0.775
	0.747

	LER
	5
	199
	2.49
	0.810
	0.850

	MGT_SUP
	4
	199
	2.48
	0.842
	0.882

	Org_COM
	5
	199
	2.44
	0.066
	0.898

	JS_COM
	5
	199
	2.36
	0.879
	0.879

	Self_Effic
	5
	199
	2.37
	0.943
	0.919

	MOT
	5
	199
	2.32
	0.906
	0.886

	COP
	5
	199
	2.31
	1.030
	0.937

	Ease_Tech
	7
	199
	2.57
	0.819
	0.899

	Org_KS
	5
	199
	2.49
	0.968
	0.919

	Inter-unit KS/Cross-functional
	5
	199
	2.45
	0.872
	0.898

	Intra-unit KS
	5
	199
	2.44
	0.834
	0.879

	Organizational Performance
	5
	199
	2.48
	0.902
	0.900




According to Panayides (2013), an alpha value of 0.7 is an acceptable reliability coefficient. The above data indicates that the 15 variables have obtained a minimum reliability coefficient of 0.747 and a maximum reliability coefficient of 0.937, i.e., they all fall within the acceptable range of reliability. 

[bookmark: _Toc503355682][bookmark: _Toc526711609][bookmark: _Toc526713165][bookmark: _Toc527215706][bookmark: _Toc12403356]Demographic Analysis 
Bijak et al. (2014) argue that demography as a social science is distinctive from other empirical research domains. Demographic paradigms in research range from longitudinal to cross-sectional approaches, to multilevel perspective and event-history views. 
The survey was distributed using a non-probability (convenience) sampling method. All respondents were working in the UAE banking industry. The survey was distributed electronically; additionally, the researcher personally administered the survey by visiting the EIBFS to ensure that participants completed the survey, did not discuss its contents with each other, and were not biased through the influence of the employees of other banks. A total of 400 questionnaires were distributed, and 214 questionnaires were returned. A response rate of 53.5% was thus achieved. The response rates for online surveys are somewhat lower than the hard-copy surveys (Anderson & Gansneder, 1995; Kittleson, 1995). For instance, Schuldt and Totten (1994) reported a 19% electronic response rate compared to a 57% mail response. Therefore, an overall response rate of 53.5% for the surveys can be considered acceptable.

a) [bookmark: _Toc526711610][bookmark: _Toc527215707][bookmark: _Toc12403357]Age
Out of 199 respondents (as shown in Table 11), 14.6% (n = 29) were aged between 18 and 25 years old, 62.3% (n = 124) were aged between 26 and 40 years, 22.6% (n = 45) were aged between 41 and 60 years, and 0.5% (n = 1) were older than 60 years. 
[bookmark: _Toc7474226]Table 13: Age
	Age Range
	N
	Percentage

	18–25
	29
	14.60

	26–40
	124
	62.30

	41–60
	45
	22.60

	Over 60
	1
	0.50

	Total
	199
	100.00




As shown in Table 13, the majority of the 199 respondents were aged between 26 and 40 years old. In the Table 13 sample, “n” refers to the sample size, reflecting the frequency/number of responses. The rate of responses was highest among the age group 26–40, which can be attributed to the high percentage of employees from this age group working in the banks and to their keenness to participate in an effort that they believe will be beneficial. A little less than a quarter of the respondents (22.6%) were from the age group of 41–60. Feedback from this experienced group of employees enriches the study due to their long and substantial experience. 

b) [bookmark: _Toc526711611][bookmark: _Toc527215708][bookmark: _Toc12403358]Gender
Male employees constituted 60.3% of the respondents, which is a fair reflection of the demography of bank employees, while female respondents constituted 39.7%. Therefore, the majority of respondents were males. All 199 respondents (as shown in Table 12) responded to this question. It is worth observing here that the gender percentages of respondents align with statistics of the UN Estimate (2018) shown on Table 14, which report that the actual UAE population as of 01 July 2018 was 72.06% males and 27.94% females.
[bookmark: _Toc7474227]Table 14: Gender
	Type
	N
	Percentage

	Male
	120
	60.30

	Female
	79
	39.70

	Total
	199
	100.00




c) [bookmark: _Toc526711612][bookmark: _Toc527215709][bookmark: _Toc12403359]Job Level
Out of 199 respondents who answered this question (as shown in Table 15), about 2% (n = 4) held executive-level positions, about 28.1% (n = 56) held a senior management position, 31.2% (n = 62) held middle-management positions, 26.1% (n = 52) held an intermediate management position, and 12.6% (n = 25) held an entry-level position. Therefore, the majority of respondents held a middle-level management position. This rate of responses is interesting for two reasons: First, the ratio of responses from executive and senior management positions accounted for 30.1% of the total responses. This is relatively high given the busy schedules of employees at these levels. Second, the total response data provides a normal distribution of the respondents, almost forming a slightly slanting bell curve.
[bookmark: _Toc7474228]Table 15: Job Level
	Level
	N
	Percentage

	Executive
	4
	2.00

	Senior Management
	56
	28.10

	Middle Management
	62
	31.20

	Intermediate
	52
	26.10

	Entry Level
	25
	12.60

	Total
	199
	100.00




d) [bookmark: _Toc526711613][bookmark: _Toc527215710][bookmark: _Toc12403360]Nationality
Out of 199 respondents who answered this question (as shown in Table 16), 35.2% (n = 70) were local Emirate citizens and 64.8% (n = 129) were expatriate respondents. Therefore, the majority of respondents were expatriates. Again, the ratio of responses might be viewed as a fair representation of the demographics of bank employees. 

[bookmark: _Toc7474229]Table 16: Nationality
	Type
	N
	Percentage

	Emirati
	70
	35.20

	Non-Emirati
	129
	64.80

	Total
	199
	100.00



e) [bookmark: _Toc526711614][bookmark: _Toc527215711][bookmark: _Toc12403361]Total Work Experience
Out of 199 respondents (as shown in Table 17), 12.6% (n = 25) had less than 3 years of work experience, 22.1% (n = 44) had between 4 and 8 years’ of work experience, 40.2% (n = 80) had between 9 and 15 years’ work experience, 17.6% (n = 35) had between 16 and 21 years’ work experience, and 7.5% (n = 15) had over 21 years of work experience. Therefore, the majority of respondents had a work experience of between 9 and 15 years. With feedback from over 65% of the 199 respondents who have 9 years or more of work experience, it is reassuring that such feedback reveals the thinking derived from extensive experience in various environments, which enriches the data with comparative insights (i.e., banking and non-banking experience). Again, it can be observed that the total responses provide data that reflects a normal distribution of responses, which can be represented by a slightly slanting bell curve shape.


[bookmark: _Toc7474230]Table 17: Total Work Experience
	Years
	N
	Percentage

	0–3
	25
	12.60

	4–8
	44
	22.10

	9–15
	80
	40.20

	16–21
	35
	17.60

	More than 21
	15
	7.50

	Total
	199
	100.00




f) [bookmark: _Toc526711615][bookmark: _Toc527215712][bookmark: _Toc12403362]Work Experience in Current Organization
Out of 199 respondents (as shown in Table 18), 45.2% (n = 90) had less than 3 years’ work experience in the current organization, 40.7% (n = 81) had a work experience of between 4 and 8 years in the current organization, 11.6% (n = 23) had a work experience of between 9 and 15 years in the current organization, and 2.5% (n = 5) had a work experience of between 16 and 21 years in the current organization. Therefore, the majority of respondents had been working for less than 3 years in their current organization. Over 86% of the 199 respondents have 0–8 years of banking experience, which is at variance with the data associated with total work experience. This indicates that the majority of respondents have had previous work experience, either in another bank or in another industry. 


[bookmark: _Toc7474231]Table 18: Work Experience in Current Organization
	Years
	N
	Percentage

	0–3
	90
	45.20

	4–8
	81
	40.70

	9–15
	23
	11.60

	16–21
	5
	2.50

	Total
	199
	100.00




g) [bookmark: _Toc526711616][bookmark: _Toc527215713][bookmark: _Toc12403363]Department
Table 19 shows the distribution of people from different departments covered in this survey. Its shows that 20.1% (n = 40) worked in central operations, 12.1% (n = 24) were in the finance department, 16.1% (n = 32) came from the corporate department, 9.0% (n = 18) were in the IT department, 14.6% (n = 29) worked in the retail department, 5.5% (n = 11) were in the treasury, and 22.6% (n = 45) were from miscellaneous departments. This data reveals that most of the major banking operations are represented in the data, with 77.4% of responses coming from the five major business divisions. The remaining 22.6% reported under “Others” represent business units that contributed smaller percentages, such as risk management, debt collections, loan services, etc.


[bookmark: _Toc7474232]Table 19: Department
	Dept.
	N
	Percentage

	Central Operations
	40
	20.10

	Finance
	24
	12.10

	Corporate
	32
	16.10

	IT
	18
	9.00

	Retail
	29
	14.60

	Treasury
	11
	5.50

	Others
	45
	22.60

	Total
	199
	100.00


[bookmark: _Toc526711617]

h) [bookmark: _Toc527215714][bookmark: _Toc12403364]Educational Level
Out of 199 respondents (as shown in Table 20), 17.1% (n = 34) were high-school graduates, 25.6% (n = 51) held a diploma degree, 43.7% (n = 87) were bachelor’s degree holders, and 13.6% (n = 27) held a post-graduate qualification. Therefore, the majority of respondents had a bachelor’s degree level of education. The data reveals that 82.9% of the respondents hold diploma degrees or higher, with 57.3% of them having a bachelor’s degree or higher. Only 17.1% are high school graduates, and none of the participants had a lower qualification. The data assures that respondents had adequate or a high level of thinking to read, comprehend, and respond to the survey questions. 
[bookmark: _Toc7474233]Table 20: Educational Level
	Level
	N
	Percentage

	High School
	34
	17.10

	Diploma Degree
	51
	25.60

	Bachelor’s Degree
	87
	43.70

	Master’s Degree
	27
	13.60

	Total
	199
	100.00


[bookmark: _Toc503355683][bookmark: _Toc526711618][bookmark: _Toc526713166][bookmark: _Toc527215715][bookmark: _Toc12403365]7.4	Hypothesis Testing

Williams (2007) maintains that the main objective of hypothesis testing is to choose between two contesting hypotheses in terms of the value of a population criterion. The hypothesis to be investigated is called the null hypothesis and is usually assigned the symbol H0. The alternative hypothesis is commonly represented by the symbol HA or H1; however, both types of hypothesis should be stated before starting the analysis of the data.
Levine et al. (2008) explain that null hypothesis signiﬁcance testing is by far the most widely applied and accepted method in quantitative research. However, it has been met with some criticism, such as susceptibility of sample size, inadmissible rates of Type II error, and potential abuse. Greenland et al. (2016), however, argue that statistical tests have been criticized in the literature for numerous years because of their potential exploitation; even some scientiﬁc journals do not encourage using statistical signiﬁcance.
The outcome of a correlation analysis is a correlation coefficient with values ranging from -1 to +1, where the former indicates that the two variables have a perfect positive linear relationship, while the latter indicates a perfect negative linear relationship. A correlation coefficient of zero signifies the absence of a linear relationship between the variables (Gogtay, 2017).

[bookmark: _Toc503355684][bookmark: _Toc526711619][bookmark: _Toc526713167]Organizational Culture
The purpose of this study was to examine the extent to which organizational culture influences knowledge sharing. The dependent variable was knowledge sharing, whereas the independent variable was organizational culture. Pearson’s correlations were performed to test the relationship. 
A statistically significant positive correlation was found between organizational culture and knowledge sharing, where the correlation coefficient is “r” (r = 0.568; p = 0.000). This means that a supporting organizational culture is likely to increase KS, as shown in Table 21. This finding agrees with Lindner and Wald’s (2010) finding that informal organizational aspects, including organizational culture, affect KS. 
H1: There is a significant relationship between organizational culture and KS in banking sector.
	  
	Hypothesis (Organizational Culture) 
	Supported

	H1a
	There is a significant relationship between an organization’s culture and knowledge sharing among employees in the banking sector.
	Yes



[bookmark: _Toc7474234]Table 21: Organizational Culture and Knowledge Sharing
	
	Org_KS
	Org_Cul

	Org_KS
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	0.568**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	0.000

	
	N
	199
	199

	Org_Cul
	Pearson Correlation
	0.568**
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.000
	

	
	N
	199
	199

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



[bookmark: _Toc526711620][bookmark: _Toc526713168]Organizational Structure
The purpose of this study was to examine the extent to which organizational structure influences KS. The dependent variable is knowledge sharing, whereas the independent variable is organizational structure. Pearson’s correlations were performed to test this relationship. A statistically significant, positive correlation was found between organizational structure and KS (r = 0.521; p = 0.000), as illustrated in Table 22. This means that supporting organizational structure is likely to enhance KS. 
Organizational structures have been found to have a significant impact on KS by Wahba, Laila, and El Sagheer (2013), Hatala and Lutta (2009), Al-Busaidi (2013), and Nooshinfard and Nemati-Anarak (2014).
H 2: There is a significant relationship between organizational structure and KS in the banking sector
	   
	Hypothesis (Organizational Structure) 
	Supported

	H2a
	There is a significant relationship between organizational structure and knowledge sharing among employees in the banking sector.
	Yes


[bookmark: _Toc503355514]
[bookmark: _Toc7474235]Table 22: Organizational Structure and Knowledge Sharing
	
	Org_KS
	Org_STR

	Org_KS
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	0.521**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	0.000

	
	N
	199
	199

	Org_STR
	Pearson Correlation
	0.521**
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.000
	

	
	N
	199
	199

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


[bookmark: _Toc526711621][bookmark: _Toc526713169]Organizational Trust
The purpose of this study was to examine the extent to which organizational trust influences KS. The dependent variable is knowledge sharing, whereas the independent variable is organizational trust. Pearson’s correlations were performed to test the relationship. A statistically significant, positive correlation was found to exist between organizational trust and KS (r = 0.450; p = 0.000) as shown in Table 23. This means that positive organizational trust is likely to increase KS. 
The relationship between KS and trust appears quite frequently in the literature, with trust being the most-cited effective motivator of KS. Tan and Ramayah (2014), Norizzati, Ismail, and Taherali (2009) agree that trust plays a significant role in KS. In addition to the positive and meaningful statistical correlation, many cited authors have agreed that organizational trust enhances socialization and collaboration and encourages honest behavior among co-workers. Trust exists when the parties in the knowledge transaction care about each other’s welfare. It is also based on reciprocal expectations and constitutes a prerequisite for KS, i.e., the greater the trust between individuals, the more productive the KS behavior is.

H3: There is a significant relationship between trust and KS in the banking sector.
	
	Hypothesis (Organizational Trust) 
	Supported

	H3a
	There is a significant relationship between trust and knowledge sharing in the banking sector.
	Yes



[bookmark: _Toc7474236]Table 23: Organizational Trust and Knowledge Sharing
	
	Org_KS
	Org_TRUST

	Org_KS
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	0.450**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	0.000

	
	N
	199
	199

	Org_TRUST
	Pearson Correlation
	0.450**
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.000
	

	
	N
	199
	199

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



[bookmark: _Toc526711622][bookmark: _Toc526713170]
Leadership
The purpose of this study was to examine the extent to which leadership influences KS. The dependent variable is knowledge sharing, whereas the independent variable is leadership. Pearson’s correlations were performed to test the relationship. A statistically significant positive correlation was found between leadership and KS (r = 0.594; p = 0.000), as shown in Table 24. This means that positive leadership is likely to improve KS. 
This finding confirms that of Mushtaq and Bokhari (2011), who stated that leadership has a great impact on KS; and Holsapple and Joshi (2000) demonstrate in their framework that leadership is the top factor that influences KM and KS. 
While correlation statistics support the concept that leadership influences KS, numerous studies emphasize the role of leadership in the promotion of KS practices in organizations and highlight the role of the leadership style in such practices. Leadership as a factor in supporting KS is confirmed by many scholars who find that leadership and organizational culture are among organizational factor that influences KS (e.g., Al-Adaileh & Al-Atawi, 2011).
The literature also suggests that good leadership results in more support for KS initiatives and activities, and thus provides employees with better opportunities to share knowledge. Additionally, leadership plays a moderating role between KS and learning.
H4: There is a significant relationship between leadership and KS in the banking sector.
	   
	Hypothesis (Leadership) 
	Supported

	H4a
	There is a significant relationship between leadership and knowledge sharing among employees in the banking sector.
	Yes
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	Org_KS
	Leader

	Org_KS
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	0.594**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	0.000

	
	N
	199
	199

	Leader
	Pearson Correlation
	0.594**
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.000
	

	
	N
	199
	199

	**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Management Support
The purpose of this study was to examine the extent to which management support influences KS. The dependent variable is knowledge sharing, whereas the independent variable is management support. Pearson’s correlations were performed to test the relationship. A statistically significant positive, correlation was found between management support and KS (r = 0.631; p = 0.000), as shown in Table 25. This means that positive management support is likely to enhance KS. Zboralski (2009), Boumarafi and Jabnoun (2008), and others have pointed out the importance of management support for KS.
With a significant positive correlation, the relationship between management support and KS is statistically proven. Additionally, research suggests that management support is a major knowledge success factor and operates with other factors to achieve organizational economic performance and company value. Research also suggests that management support is one of the dimensions that leads to KS and increased employee performance and is among the numerous variables that enable KS and produce a significant impact on KS capability, in addition to facilitating trust and opening avenues for training and development. 
H5: There is a significant relationship between management support and KS in the banking sector. 

	   
	Hypothesis (Management Support) 
	Supported

	H5a
	There is a significant relationship between an organization’s management support and knowledge sharing among employees in the banking sector.
	Yes
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	Org_KS
	MGT_SUP

	Org_KS
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	0.631**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	0.000

	
	N
	199
	199

	MGT_SUP
	Pearson Correlation
	0.631**
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.000
	

	
	N
	199
	199

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



[bookmark: _Toc526711624][bookmark: _Toc526713172]

Organizational Commitment
The purpose of this study was to examine the extent to which organizational commitment influences KS. The dependent variable is knowledge sharing, whereas the independent variable is organizational commitment. Pearson’s correlations were performed to test the relationship. A statistically significant, positive correlation was found between organizational commitment and knowledge sharing (r = 0.624; p = 0.000), as shown in Table 26. This means that positive organizational commitment is likely to improve KS. 
The literature confirms that organizational commitment is a significant factor that shapes attitudes toward the job and the organization, which in turn positively influences KS. This view is shared by Angle and Perry (1981).
Research has confirmed organizational commitment as a factor of the individual personality dimension. It is also identified as a significant factor that shapes the attitudes toward the job and the organization. When employees are satisfied with the level and quality of organizational communication, they become more committed. Therefore, communication has a positive influence on organizational commitment, which in turn positively influences KS and impacts commitment to the group and trust in co-workers. Commitment promotes the work of the group and the perceived quality and amount of KS. High organizational commitment is, therefore, important for ensuring the continuance of KS and greater employee effort to perform tasks and enhance their willingness to share knowledge. The statistically significant positive correlation found between organizational commitment and KS in the data analysis supports these views. It is noted that this variable was one of two that had a tendency to be accepted by all respondents (no outlier responses). 
H6: There is a significant relationship between organizational commitment and KS in the banking sector.
	   
	Hypothesis (Organizational Commitment) 
	Supported

	H6a
	There is a significant relationship between organizational commitment and KS in the banking sector.
	Yes
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Table 26: Organizational Commitment and Knowledge Sharing
	
	Org_KS
	Org_COM

	Org_KS
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	0.624**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	0.000

	
	N
	199
	199

	Org_COM
	Pearson Correlation
	0.624**
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.000
	

	
	N
	199
	199

	**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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The purpose of this study was to examine the extent to which job satisfaction and commitment influence KS. The dependent variable is knowledge sharing, whereas the independent variable is job satisfaction and commitment. Pearson’s correlations were performed to test the relationship. A statistically significant, positive correlation was found between job satisfaction and commitment and KS (r = 0.641; p = 0.000), as shown in Table 27. This means that positive job satisfaction and commitment is likely to enhance KS. 
Almahamid, McAdams, and Kalaldeh, (2010) argue that there is a significant relationship between organizational KS practices and employees’ job satisfaction. However, while the literature suggests that job satisfaction improves KS attitudes, Almahamid, McAdams, and Kalaldeh (2010) state that KS practices and an ongoing learning process aimed to prepare employees to think and act proactively will lead to increased job satisfaction, i.e., the relationship is reciprocal. This variable has one of the highest statistically significant positive correlations and has no outlier responses, which signifies general satisfaction with the concept among respondents.
Juana, et al (2018) find that KS significantly influences employee satisfaction and commitment. Jiang and Hu (2016) report that KS has significant effects on employees’ instinctive feelings of well-being while enhancing work performance and improving results. According to Foss, et al (2009), job design motivates KS in many ways and consequently is an antecedent of employee knowledge-sharing behaviors that result in employee satisfaction.
H7: There is a significant relationship between job satisfaction and employee commitment and KS in the banking sector. 

	   
	Hypothesis (Job Satisfaction and Employee Commitment) 
	Supported

	H7a
	There is a significant relationship between job satisfaction and commitment and KS.
	Yes
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	Org_KS
	JS_COM

	Org_KS
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	0.641**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	0.000

	
	N
	199
	199

	JS_COM
	Pearson Correlation
	0.641**
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.000
	

	
	N
	199
	199

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



[bookmark: _Toc526711626][bookmark: _Toc526713174]Self-efficacy
The purpose of this study was to examine the extent to which self-efficacy influences KS. The dependent variable is knowledge sharing, whereas the independent variable is self-efficacy. Pearson’s correlations were performed to test the relationship. A statistically significant, positive correlation was found between self-efficacy and KS (r = 0.638; p = 0.000), as shown in Table 28. This means that positive self-efficacy is likely to improve KS. Chang et al (2014) argue that research has emphasized the existence of an effective relationship between self-efficacy and a person’s intentions to share knowledge. Endres, et al (2007) argue that self-efficacy models help to better understand the influence of context on tacit KS by explicating the motivating forces that drives individuals to share complex, tacit knowledge. 
This variable received appositive correlation between self-efficacy and KS at r = 0.638; p = 0.000, which is significant. The literature confirms that self-efficacy significantly impacts the manner in which knowledge contributors use the system and is a major factor among the individual personality factors discussed in the research. It is defined as people’s perception of their own capabilities to attain the desired outcomes; such beliefs in self-efficacy strongly influence how knowledge and skill are acquired and shared. Self-efficacy beliefs also influence a person’s thought patterns and emotional reactions.
H8: There is a significant relationship between self-efficacy and KS in the banking sector. 
	   
	Hypothesis (Self-efficacy) 
	Supported

	H8a
	There is a significant relationship between self-efficacy and KS between employees in the banking sector.
	Yes
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	Org_KS
	Self_effic

	Org_KS
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	0.638**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	0.000

	
	N
	199
	199

	Self_Effic
	Pearson Correlation
	0.638**
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.000
	

	
	N
	199
	199

	**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Motivation
The purpose of this study was to examine the extent to which motivation influences KS. The dependent variable is knowledge sharing, whereas the independent variable is motivation. Pearson’s correlations were performed to test the relationship. A statistically significant, positive correlation was found between motivation and KS (r = 0.720; p = 0.000), as shown in Table 29. This means that positive motivation is likely to increase KS. In the KS model of Wang and Noe (2010), it is shown that motivation and individual personalities are related to KS and KS behaviors.
Research has shown that individual motivation and personalities are related to KS and KS behavior, e.g. Wang and Noe (2010). Whether the motivation source is intrinsic or extrinsic, there will be an increase in the KS behavior; however, research reveals (Tan & Ramayah, 2014) that the duration and intensity of the behavior may decrease over time in the case of extrinsic motivation. This variable received one of the highest positive correlation (r = 0.720; p = 0.000), which confirms the relationship between the independent and the dependent variable.
H9: There is a significant relationship between motivation and KS in the banking sector.
	   
	Hypothesis (Motivation) 
	Supported

	H9a
	There is a significant relationship between motivation and KS between employees in the banking sector.
	Yes
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Table 29: Motivation and Knowledge Sharing
	
	Org_KS
	Motivation

	Org_KS
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	0.720**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	0.000

	
	N
	199
	199

	Motivation
	Pearson Correlation
	0.720**
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.000
	

	
	N
	199
	199

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



[bookmark: _Toc526711628][bookmark: _Toc526713176]Communities of Practice
The purpose of this study was to examine the extent to which communities of practice influence KS. The dependent variable is knowledge sharing, whereas the independent variable is communities of practice. Pearson’s correlations were performed to test the relationship. A statistically significant, positive correlation was found between communities of practice and KS (r = 0.700; p = 0.000), as shown in Table 30. This means that positive communities of practice are likely to improve KS. 
Communities of practice (CoP) facilitate KS, and, according to Ardichvili et al. (2006), enable the generation and dissemination of tacit knowledge. CoPs are responsible for disseminating “generic” learning and KS in specific skill areas (Zboralski, 2009). 
H 10: There is a significant relationship between CoPs and KS in the banking sector.
	   
	Hypothesis (Communities of Practice) 
	Supported

	H10a
	There is a significant relationship between CoPs and KS among employees in the banking sector.
	Yes
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Table 30: Communities of Practice and Knowledge Sharing
	

	Org_KS
	COP

	Org_KS
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	0.700**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	0.000

	
	N
	199
	199

	COP
	Pearson Correlation
	0.700**
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.000
	

	
	N
	199
	199

	**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Benefit and Ease of Use of Technology
The purpose of this study was to examine the extent to which the benefit and ease of use of technology influences KS. The dependent variable is knowledge sharing while the independent variable is benefit and ease of use of technology. Pearson’s correlations were performed to test the relationship. A statistically significant, positive correlation was found between benefit and ease of use of technology and KS (r = 0.655; p = 0.000), as shown in Table 31. This means that positive benefit and ease of use of technology is likely to increase KS. 
In the literature, there is much support for the notion that the ease of use of technology facilitates the effective use of information technology (e.g., Alrawi & Elkhatib, 2009; Lindner & Wald, 2010). 
H 11: There is a significant relationship between benefit and ease of use of technology and KS in the banking sector.
	   
	Hypothesis (Benefit & Ease of Use of Technology) 
	Supported

	H11a
	There will be a significant relationship between the benefit and ease of use of technology and knowledge-sharing in the banking sector.
	Yes
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Table 31: Benefit and Ease of Use of Technology and Knowledge Sharing
	
	Org_KS
	Ease_Tech

	Org_KS
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	0.655**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	0.000

	
	N
	199
	199

	Ease_Tech
	Pearson Correlation
	0.655**
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.000
	

	
	N
	199
	199

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




[bookmark: _Toc526711630][bookmark: _Toc526713178]Inter-Unit (Cross-functional) KS
The purpose of this study was to examine the extent to which cross-functional influences mutual performance. The dependent variable is mutual performance, while the independent variable is cross-functional. Pearson’s correlations were performed to test the relationship. A statistically significant, positive correlation was found between cross-functional and organizational performance (r = 0.782; p = 0.000), as shown in Table 32. This means that positive cross-functional KS is likely to increase mutual performance. 
Inter-unit KS influences employee performance by making it possible to exchange knowledge and information. Tsai (2002) states that inter-unit KS/KT benefits collective learning, information exchange, and expertise among units in synergizing and applying knowledge.
H12: There is a significant relationship between inter-unit knowledge transfer and KS.
	   
	Hypothesis (Cross-functional) 
	Supported

	H12a
	Exchange of information and experiences and cooperation inter-units increases mutual performance
	Yes



[bookmark: _Toc7474245]Table 32: Cross-functional (Inter-unit) and Organizational Performance
	
	OrgKS_CrossFun
	Org_Perform

	OrgKS_CrossFun
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	0.782**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	0.000

	
	N
	199
	199

	Org_Perform
	Pearson Correlation
	0.782**
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.000
	

	
	N
	199
	199

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


[bookmark: _Toc526711631][bookmark: _Toc526713179]Intra-unit Knowledge Sharing 
The purpose of this study was to examine the extent to which intra-unit knowledge influences mutual performance. The dependent variable is mutual performance, whereas the independent variable is intra-unit knowledge. Pearson’s correlations were performed to test the relationship. A statistically significant, positive correlation was found between intra-unit knowledge and organizational performance (r = 0.797; p = 0.000), as shown in Table 33. This entails that positive intra-unit knowledge is likely to enhance mutual performance. 
Research suggests that a unit’s internal learning capacity (intra-organizational) – and its access to knowledge from other units – is crucial for enhancing its performance. Tsai (2002) argues that KS and KT occur within organizational units and across the organization – and sometimes beyond the organization – and enhance the overall organizational performance. 
The internal learning capacity determines the unit’s absorptive capacity for new knowledge and impacts its performance (Tsai, 2001). Argote and Ingram (2000) argue that the impact of knowledge sharing and transfer can be determined by measuring the changes in the levels of knowledge or performance in the organization.  
H13: There is a significant relationship between intra-unit knowledge transfer and KS.
	   
	Hypothesis (Intra-Unit Knowledge) 
	Supported

	H12b
	Intra-unit knowledge sharing enhances mutual performance.
	Yes
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	Org_Perform
	OrgKS_Intra-Unit

	Org_Perform
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	0.797**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	0.000

	
	N
	199
	199

	OrgKS_IntraUnit
	Pearson Correlation
	0.797**
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.000
	

	
	N
	199
	199

	**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Knowledge Sharing & Organizational Performance
The purpose of this study was to examine the extent to which knowledge sharing influences organizational performance. The dependent variable is organizational performance, whereas an independent variable is knowledge sharing. Pearson’s correlations were performed to test the relationship. A statistically significant, positive correlation was found between knowledge sharing and organizational performance (r = 0.661; p = 0.000), as shown in Table 34. This means that positive KS is likely to improve organizational performance. 
Research indicates that knowledge is the foremost critical resource of an organization and influences organizational performance. According to Al Ammary and Fung (2008), there is a significant relationship between an aggressive knowledge strategy and a conservative knowledge strategy and that creating an association between KS and business strategy will impact organizational performance. 
A statistically significant positive correlation was found between KS and organizational performance. The literature stresses knowledge as the foremost critical resource of any organization, which is translated into competitive advantage. KS power, enhanced by the effective use of technology, sharpens employees’ skills and attitudes and motivates them to significantly enhance organizational performance. Linking rewards and KS significantly contributes to translating organizational KS into effective organizational performance; thus, aligning KS and business strategy clearly influences organizational performance. Hence, a fit between KS and business strategy essentially promotes organizational performance and leads to the success of KS, which in turn translates into successful organizational performance.
H 14. There is a significant relationship between KS organizational performance in the banking sector.
	   
	Hypothesis (Knowledge Sharing) 
	Supported

	H12b
	Intra-unit knowledge sharing enhances mutual performance
	Yes
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Table 34: Knowledge Sharing and Organizational Performance
	
	Org_KS
	Org_Perform

	Org_KS
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	0.661**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	0.000

	
	N
	199
	199

	Org_Perform
	Pearson Correlation
	0.661**
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.000
	

	
	N
	199
	199

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



The hypothesis testing has thus revealed the existence of positive and significant data between the two variables in each hypothesis that support all the research hypotheses. In the following chapter, the conclusions of the research, a summary of the study, including an overview of the previous chapters, the research findings, its implications, limitations, and recommendations for future research will be discussed.

Concluding Remarks
This chapter is concerned with data treatment, analysis, and reliability statistics. It reviews the demographic analysis of the study survey participants and discusses the hypotheses testing of the 14 hypotheses. The statistical data has revealed that all 14 hypotheses established for the study are confirmed. In the following chapter, these findings are discussed and conclusions about them are provided. 
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8.1 [bookmark: _Toc524019082][bookmark: _Toc526711635][bookmark: _Toc526713183][bookmark: _Toc527215717][bookmark: _Toc12403367]Introduction
The overall research aim was to identify the factors that influence KS in UAE banks and determine the extent to which each factor contributes to, or inhibits, successful KS practices in the banking sector. The objectives are summarized as follows:
1. To explore the extent to which organizational factors influence KS
2. To identify personal attributes that enhance or limit KS practices
3. To assess the role of technology in KS
4. To assess the value of inter- and intra-unit transfers to KS
5. To determine the extent to which KS impacts organizational performance

To achieve these aims, a list of questions was devised, the answers to which will achieve the specific research objectives.
8.2 [bookmark: _Toc503355689][bookmark: _Toc526711636][bookmark: _Toc526713184][bookmark: _Toc527215718][bookmark: _Toc12403368]Research Questions

The research aims to find answers to the following five questions in order to help clarify the factors that contribute to effective KS among banking employees and between banking institutions. 
1. How do organizational factors impact on KS among banking employees?
2. What role do personal factors play in KS? 
3. How does technology impact KS?
4. Do inter- and intra-unit transfers facilitate KS?
5. How does KS impact performance? 

[bookmark: _Toc526711637][bookmark: _Toc526713185][bookmark: _Toc12403369]Answers to research questions:
The data provided good evidence that helps answer the five research questions. Following are the responses to the research questions:
· RQ1: How do organizational factors impact KS among banking employees? 
The data reveals the following: 
1. Organizational culture has a Pearson correlation with KS at 0.568 and Cronbach’s Alpha (which is a good indicator of the internal consistency of the factor ) of 0.906
2.  Organizational structure has a Pearson correlation with KS at 0.521 and Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.873
3. Organizational trust correlates with KS at 0.450 and has Cronbach’s Alpha of 747.
4. Leadership has a Pearson correlation with KS at 0.594 and Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.850
5.  Management support correlates with KS at 0.631 and has Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.882
All these are good indicators of the significant relationships between these organizational factors and KS. Hypotheses H1, H2, H3, H4, and H5 are proven to be correct. Therefore, it is affirmed that all these organizational factors have a relationship KS.

· RQ2: What role do personal factors play in KS? 
The data reveals the following:
1. Organizational commitment has a Pearson correlation with KS at 0.624 and Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.898
2. Job satisfaction and employee commitment correlate with KS at 0.641 and has Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.879
3. Employee self-efficacy correlates with KS at 0.638 and Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.919
4. Employee motivation correlates with KS at 0.720
5.  Employees’ interactions through communities of practice correlates with KS at 0.700 and Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.937
Thus, the data demonstrates that there is a significant relationship between these four personal factors and KS. All five hypotheses regarding these factors (H6, H7, H8, H9, and H10) were proven valid. Therefore, it is confirmed that personal factors influence KS.

· RQ3: How does technology impact KS?
Data shows that the benefit and ease of use of technology has a Pearson correlation of 0.655 and Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.899 with KS. Accordingly, a significant relationship between technology and KS exists. Hypothesis H11 has been proven to be reasonable; therefore, it is affirmed that the benefit and ease of use of technology is related to KS.
According to Ekuobase and Olutayo (2016), ICT can help service industries (in this case, banks) to reap numerous benefits relative to their level of ICT adoption and dissemination. Further, the more mature the state of ITC utilization in the industry is, the more value the industry will generate. However, this is not an easy endeavor and remains a challenge for most industries to unravel. In their suggested framework, Omonar, Lubega, and van der Weide (2012) indicate that good ICT programs include knowledge portals, e-document frameworks, database management, data warehouse and mining, CoPs, and groupware as key elements that are necessary for success.

· RQ4: Do inter- and intra-unit transfers facilitate KS?
Data shows that inter-unit knowledge transfer has a Pearson correlation of 0.782 and Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.898 and a Pearson correlation of 0.797 and Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.879 for intra-unit knowledge transfer with KS, which is a good indicator of the internal consistency of the factor. This data indicates the existence of a significant relationship between both inter-unit and intra-unit knowledge transfer and KS. Hypotheses H12 and H13 were deemed to be reasonable. Therefore, it is affirmed that inter-unit knowledge transfer and intra-unit knowledge transfer are related to KS.

· RQ5: How does KS impact performance?
Data shows that organizational performance has a Pearson correlation of 0.797 and a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.900 with KS, which is a good indicator of the factor’s internal consistency. This data indicates the existence of a significant relationship between organizational performance and KS. The data also confirmed hypothesis H14 to be valid. Accordingly, it is concluded that KS impacts organizational performance. Thus, all research questions are found to support the aims of the thesis. 
Chapter 7 deals with the data analysis and results and explains data treatment and analyses and how they are analyzed. It explains the research hypotheses testing process and outcomes and provides tables for the demographics analysis and tables. The chapter also explains the outcomes of the analyses of all the KS factors included in the study and relates the data to the research questions.
A statistically significant positive correlation was found between organizational commitment and knowledge sharing (r = 0.624; p = 0.000). The literature confirms that organizational commitment is a significant factor that shapes attitudes toward the job and the organization, which in turn positively influences KS in that communication of information (i.e., KS) enhances the sense of belonging and promotes organizational commitment to the work group and the perceived quality and amount of KS.
These questions are linked to the 14 hypotheses and the data has demonstrated that all the hypotheses are also supported. The answers to these questions and how they support the hypotheses are discussed in detail in Chapter 7, where the discussion provides a better understanding of the variables that interact in order to promote effective KS practices in banks and consequently contribute to designing a usable model for KS.


8.3 [bookmark: _Toc524019083][bookmark: _Toc526711638][bookmark: _Toc526713186][bookmark: _Toc527215719][bookmark: _Toc12403370]Results
[bookmark: _Toc526711639][bookmark: _Toc526713187][bookmark: _Toc527215720][bookmark: _Toc12403371]Results of the Findings on Research Factors
The data for the 14 variables addressed by the respondents (n = 199) was analyzed using Cronbach’s Alpha to test the reliability of statistics. All scales achieved an alpha value of more than 0.7. The higher the alpha value, the more reliable the generated scale will be. Cronbach’s alpha data show 0.747 as the lowest score in the scale for organizational trust and an alpha score of 937 as the highest for communities of practice; all other scales fall between these two ranges. According to Panayides (2013), an alpha value of 0.7 is an acceptable reliability coefficient. It is, therefore, accepted that all the variables reflect the reliability of the data. 
Descriptive and reliability statistics also show a mean (central tendency) of 2.32 for motivation and 2.57 for benefits and ease of use of technology, with all other scales falling between these two ranges. The lowest SD (variability) was 0.775 for organizational trust, and the highest was 1.030 for communities of practice; all other scales fall between these two ranges.
The study raised five questions that generated and posed 14 hypotheses, all of which attempt to investigate the relationships between the study variables and knowledge sharing in UAE banks. The analysis of the study results provided the following answers to these questions and the associated hypotheses.
RQ1: How do organizational factors impact KS among banking employees?
a) H1: There is a significant relationship between organizational culture and KS in the banking sector.
This hypothesis attempts to explore the extent to which organizational culture influences KS. The dependent variable is KS, whereas the independent variable is organizational culture. Pearson’s correlations were performed to test the relationship. 
A statistically significant positive correlation is found between organizational culture and KS where the correlation coefficient is “r” (r = 0.568; p= 0.000). This means that a supportive organizational culture is likely to increase KS.
Bencsik, et al (2014) state that acquisition, sharing and preservation of knowledge are contingent upon setting up effective KM systems
 Riege (2005) stipulates that a knowledge-sharing culture which stresses commonality of goals and strategies require the collaboration of three important elements: motivation to provide incentives for KT and KS, a flat structure that allows for seamless knowledge ﬂows and supportive modern technology for systems integration. Rhodes, et al (2008) find that many organizational factors have a remarkable positive influence on KT and KS. Gholami et al. (2013) hold that KS is a process by which personal and organizational knowledge are exchanged and adapted to align with organizational culture, thereby inducing KS.
Ipe (2003) argues that organizational culture is a factor critical to KS. Chatzoglou and Vraimaki (2009) opine that knowledge flow is strong within and between banks when KS is supported by leadership and organizational culture. Several other scholars find organizational culture to be an organizational factor that influences KS (e.g., Al-Adaileh & Al-Atawi.
Accordingly, it is accepted that H1—“There is a significant relationship between organizational culture and KS in the banking sector”—is supported by the study findings.
b) H2: There is a significant relationship between organizational structure and KS among employees in the banking sector 
The purpose of this study is to examine to the extent to which organizational structure influences KS. The dependent variable is KS, whereas the independent variable is organizational structure. Pearson’s correlations were performed to test the relationship. A statistically significant positive correlation is found between organizational structure and KS (r = 0.521; p = 0.000). This means that a supportive organizational structure is likely to increase KS. 
According to Hatala and Lutta (2009), organizational structure is a factor that may prompt employees to share knowledge and it may also inhibit their KS attitudes. Serenko, Bontis and Hardie (2007) report that their findings indicate organization structure and unit size. Are among the foremost factors that influence KS within an organization. Yoo, Suh & Kim (2007) conclude that organization structures supports knowledge-based decision-making if such structures are slim and horizontal so as to support business processes, which should be arranged to suit specific knowledge in the life cycle of the knowledge process and be interlinked in a cause-and-effect relation. Therefore, to facilitate decision-making, structures should be reorganized for efficiency around clear and concise business processes.
Accordingly, it is accepted that H2—“There is a significant relationship between organizational structure and KS in the banking sector”—is supported by the study findings.
c) H3: There is a significant relationship between trust and KS in the banking sector.
The purpose of this study is to examine the extent to which organizational trust influences KS. The dependent variable is KS, whereas the independent variable is organizational trust. Pearson’s correlations were performed to test the relationship. A statistically significant positive correlation is found between organizational trust and KS (r = 0.450; p = 0.000). This means that positive organizational trust is likely to increase KS. 
The impact of organizational trust as an influential factor in KS has been discussed by Tan & Ramayah (2014), and leadership has been reviewed by Mushtaq and Bokhari (2011). Management support, the last of organizational factors, is also emphasized as a critical KS success factor in the literature (Hussain et al., 2004).
Accordingly, it is accepted that H3—“There is a significant relationship between trust and KS in the banking sector”—is supported by the study findings.
d) H4: There is a significant relationship between leadership and KS in the banking sector. 
A purpose of this study is to examine the extent to which leadership influences KS. The dependent variable is KS, whereas the independent variable is leadership. Pearson’s correlations were performed to test the relationship. A statistically significant positive correlation is found between leadership and KS (r = 0.594; p = 0.000). This means that positive leadership is likely to increase KS. Tan and Ramayah (2014) argue that a leadership style that fosters an environment of cooperation, team work, and collaboration enhances KS in an easy and acceptable manner. 
The study findings confirm Mushtaq and Bokhari’s (2011) statement that leadership has a significant impact on KS, a view shared by Holsapple and Joshi (2000) who maintain that leadership is the top factor that influences KM and KS. The role of leadership style in promoting KS practices in organizations is supported by many writers, such as Mushtaq and Bokhari (2011.
Accordingly, it is accepted that H4—“There is a significant relationship between leadership and KS in the banking sector”—is supported by the study findings.
e) H 5: There is a significant relationship between management support and KS in banking sector.
The purpose of this study is to examine the extent to which management support influences KS. The dependent variable is KS, whereas the independent variable is management support. Pearson’s correlations were performed to test the relationship. A statistically significant positive correlation is found between management support and KS (r = 0.631; p = 0.000). This means that positive management support is likely to increase KS. 
Management support is one of the factors that leads to KS and increased employee performance (Boumarafi & Jabnoun, 2008), and it is one of the organizational factors that influence KS (Nooshinfard & Nemati-Anarak, 2014). KS is enhanced by effective interactions within CoPs, and two of the main influencers are leadership and management support (Zboralski, 2009; Boumarafi & Jabnoun, 2008).
Executive management support is a major knowledge success factor, and it operates with other factors to achieve organizational economic performance and company value (Hussain et al., 2004). Other scholars who consider management commitment and support critical to KS success include Zboralski (2009) and Boumarafi and Jabnoun (2008). 
Accordingly, it is accepted that H5—“There is a significant relationship between management support and KS in banking sector”—is supported by the study findings.

RQ2: What role do personal factors play in KS? 
H6: There is a significant relationship between organizational commitment and KS in the banking sector.
The purpose of this study is to examine the extent to which organizational commitment influences KS. The dependent variable is KS, whereas the independent variable is organizational commitment. Pearson’s correlations were performed to test the relationship. A statistically significant positive correlation is found between organizational commitment and KS (r = 0.624; p = .000). This means that positive organizational commitment is likely to increase KS. 
Li et al. (2015) explain that affective organizational commitment is positively related to both common KS and critical KS and the former is also positively related to the latter. For Chiang, Han, & Chuang, (2011) there is a strong relationship between organizational trust, organizational commitment, and knowledge-sharing behavior. 
Accordingly, it is accepted that H6—“There is a significant relationship between organizational commitment and KS in banking sector”—is supported by the study findings.
b) H7: There is a significant relationship between job satisfaction and employee commitment and KS in the banking sector. 
The purpose of this study is to examine the extent to which job satisfaction and commitment influence KS. The dependent variable is KS, whereas the independent variable is job satisfaction and employee commitment. Pearson’s correlations were performed to test the relationship. A statistically significant positive correlation is found between job satisfaction and employee commitment and KS (r = 0.641; p = .000). This means that positive job satisfaction and employee commitment are likely to increase KS. 
The literature shows positive and significant relationships between job satisfaction and employee commitment with KS, as reported by Almahamid et al. (2010) who argue that a significant relationship exists between organizational KS practices and employees’ job satisfaction. Juana, et al (2018) find that KS significantly influences employee satisfaction and commitment. Jiang and Hu (2016) report that KS has significant effects on employees’ instinctive feelings of well-being while enhancing work performance and improving results. According to Foss, et al (2009), job design motivates KS in many ways and consequently is an antecedent of employee knowledge-sharing behaviors that result in employee satisfaction.
It is worth noting that this variable has been found to have one of the highest statistically significant positive correlations in the study and has no outlier responses, which signifies general satisfaction with the concept among respondents.
Accordingly, it is accepted that H7—“There is a significant relationship between job satisfaction and employee commitment and KS in the banking sector”—is supported by the study findings.
c) H8: There is a significant relationship between self-efficacy and KS in the banking sector. 
The purpose of this study is to examine the extent to which self-efficacy influences KS. The dependent variable is KS, whereas the independent variable is self-efficacy. Pearson’s correlations were performed to test the relationship. A statistically significant positive correlation is found between self-efficacy and KS (r = 0.638; p = .000). This means that positive self-efficacy is likely to increase KS. 
Chang et al (2014) state that an effective relationship exists between self-efficacy and a person’s intentions to share knowledge. Endres et al. (2007) confirm that KS is enhanced by external factors that promote self-efficacy, such as enabling mastery, shared experience, and persuasion. Self-efficacy models help to better understand the influence of context on tacit KS by explicating the motivating forces that drive individuals to share complex, tacit knowledge. 
Accordingly, it is accepted that H8—“There is a significant relationship between self-efficacy and KS in banking sector”— is supported by the study findings.

d) H9: There is a significant relationship between motivation and KS in the banking sector.
The purpose of this study is to examine the extent to which motivation influences KS. The dependent variable is KS, whereas the independent variable is motivation. Pearson’s correlations were performed to test the relationship. A statistically significant positive correlation is found between motivation and KS (r = 0.720; p = 0.000). This means that positive motivation is likely to increase KS. 
For Ipe (2003), motivation is a major factor that induces people to share knowledge and it is influenced by internal factors that include the perceived power of the knowledge and the resulting reciprocity from the sharing activities and by external factors such as the relationship between the knowledge owner and the recipient and the expected rewards for sharing. Gholami et al. (2013) hold that KS is a process by which personal and organizational knowledge are shared, and extrinsic motivation will persuade people to share knowledge. 
Wang and Noe (2010) also contend that individual personalities and motivation levels are related to KS and KM behavior. Tan and Ramayah (2014) propose that KS motivation is based on the themes of commitment, organizational rewards, and extrinsic and intrinsic motivators, such as motivators that shape the intention to share knowledge. Kasim (2015) states that the motivation of CoP community members is achieved mostly through extrinsic motivators.
Accordingly, it is accepted that H9—“There is a significant relationship between motivation and KS in banking sector”—is supported by the study findings.
e) H10: There is a significant relationship between CoPs and KS in banking sector.
The purpose of this study is to examine the extent to which communities of practice influence KS. The dependent variable is KS, whereas the independent variable is communities of practice. Pearson’s correlations were performed to test the relationship. A statistically significant positive correlation is found between communities of practice and KS (r = 0.700; p = 0.000). This means that positive communities of practice are likely to increase KS. 
Kimble and Hildreth (2005) argue that CoPs assist members in learning and sharing knowledge with others by creating and applying knowledge, thereby creating a link between knowledge collection and knowledge participation. CoPs are built around a shared concern, the desire to learn and share both explicit and implicit knowledge, and the motivation to interact and keenness to sustain the group. Ardichvili (2008) proposes that supportive corporate culture is an enabler of KS together with other motivational factors. Virtual communities of practice (VCoP) are supported by organizational culture, personal knowledge-based trust, and access to reliable tools. The barriers to contributing to VCoP vary significantly across cultures.
For Hinton (2003), CoPs are networks that are collaborative and interactive in nature and they provide a common, shared purpose for members to facilitate knowledge creation, idea sharing, and information exchange. They embody an effective method for capturing and sharing knowledge that improves efficiencies, enriches the knowledge base, and helps serve customers more effectively. 
Accordingly, it is accepted that H10—“There is a significant relationship between CoPs and KS in the banking sector”—is supported by the study findings.The citations above and the findings of the study confirm the validity of H10.

RQ3: How does technology impact KS?
a) H11. There is a significant relationship between the benefit and ease of use of technology and KS in the banking sector.
The purpose of this study is to examine the extent to which the benefit and ease of use of technology influence KS. The dependent variable is KS, while the independent variable is the benefit and ease of use of technology. Pearson’s correlations were performed to test the relationship. A statistically significant positive correlation is found between the benefit and ease of use of technology and KS (r = 0.655; p = 0.000). This means that positive benefit and ease of use of technology are likely to increase KS. 
Borghoff and Pareschi (1997) state that to make technology accessible and attractive to employees, organizations should help employees learn in three areas: process management to facilitate sharing tacit knowledge, designing corporate memories to house organizational cumulative knowledge, and the skills of information filtering to be able to retrieve useful knowledge. 
The literature shows much support for the notion that the ease of use of technology facilitates the effective use of information technology (e.g., Alrawi et al., 2009; Lindner & Wald, 2010). Additionally, the impact of technology is manifested in the benefit and ease of use of technology, a factor emphasized by Alrawi and Elkhatib (2009) and Lindner and Wald (2011). 
Accordingly, it is accepted that H11—“There is a significant relationship between the benefit and ease of use of technology and KS in the banking sector”—is supported by the study findings.

RQ4: Do inter- and intra-unit transfers facilitate KS?
a) H12: Inter-unit transfer helps KS
The purpose of this study is to examine the extent to which cross-functional activities influence organizational performance. The dependent variable is organizational performance, while the independent variable is cross-functional activities. Pearson’s correlations were performed to test the relationship. A statistically significant positive correlation is found between cross-functional activities and organizational performance (r = 0.782; p = 0.000). This means that positive cross-functional KS is likely to increase organizational performance. 
Inter-unit KS influences employee performance by making the exchange of knowledge and information possible. Martinkenaite (2011) finds that inter-organizational KT results in higher growth rates, enhanced profitability, better employee productivity, higher product quality, and improved client satisfaction and overall organizational efficiency.
In the opinion of Dobrai et al. (2012), the geographical distance between the units, the dissimilarity of national cultures and centres, language varieties, fluctuations in the number of expatriates, and the relevance to the organization of the knowledge can significantly impact the significant and positive results of knowledge processes. On the other hand, people’s attitudes and motivation for KT affect the objectives of KS. 
Inter-organizational KT often takes place between a parent company and an affiliate or a subsidiary, and the effects of the reverse process of KT (from subsidiary to parent) have been reviewed in the literature. 
Driffield, Love, and Yang (2016) find that the performance and productivity of subsidiaries improve parent productivity, a finding that supports reverse KT from subsidiaries to parents. Additionally, the physical and strategic locations of both significantly impact the subsidiary–parent relationship and the positive influence of the subsidiary’s performance on the parent company is minimized by the geographical distance. 
Schleimer and Riege (2009), in exploring the inter-unit KT between identical but geographically separated units, find that the success of KT is mostly dependent on the knowledge context precision, social and relational-speciﬁc components, and types of relationships. The influencers of KT are found to be absorptive capacity, learning receptiveness, and communication conduits, in addition to the formality of the network ties.
Accordingly, it is accepted that H12—“There is a significant relationship between inter-unit KT and KS”—is supported by the study findings.

b) H13: Intra-unit transfer helps KS in banks
The purpose of this study is to examine the extent to which intra-unit knowledge influences organizational performance. The dependent variable is organizational performance, whereas the independent variable is intra-unit knowledge. Pearson’s correlations were performed to test the relationship. A statistically significant positive correlation is found between intra-unit knowledge and organizational performance (r = 0.797; p = 0.000). This means that positive intra-unit knowledge is likely to increase organizational performance. 
Tsai (2002) asserts that the transfer and sharing of knowledge occur within organizational units (intra-organizational) and across an organization and sometimes beyond the organization. Pedersen et al. (2003) view intra-organizational KT to be frictionless or highly context-specific as well as important for the sharing of tacit knowledge. Tsai (2001) suggests that a unit’s internal learning capacity and its access to knowledge from other units facilitate the opportunities for KS/KT and information exchange and are crucial to enhance its performance. 
Accordingly, it is accepted that H13—“Intra-unit transfer helps KS in banks”—is supported by the study findings.

RQ5: How does KS impact performance?
a) H14: There is a significant relationship between KS and organizational performance in the banking sector.
The purpose of this study is to examine the extent to which KS influences organizational performance. The dependent variable is organizational performance, whereas the independent variable is KS. Pearson’s correlations were performed to test the relationship. A statistically significant positive correlation is found between KS and organizational performance (r = 0.661; p = 0.000). This means that positive KS is likely to increase organizational performance. Research findings indicate that knowledge is the foremost critical resource of an organization and makes a difference in organizational performance. 
Research indicates that knowledge is the foremost critical resource of an organization and makes a difference in organizational performance. Darroch (2005) holds that a company with KM-coordinating processes utilizes its resources more competently and increases innovation and performance. A company that has access to a large pool of knowledge will probably reap better knowledge dissemination and higher levels of responsiveness in KS behavior and practices. Slavković and Babić (2013) state that generally KM directly and significantly influences organizational performance and KM positively relates to the organizational dimensions of innovation.
A statistically significant positive correlation is found between KS and organizational performance. The literature stresses knowledge as the foremost critical resource of any organization, which is translated into competitive advantage. Thus, a fit between KS and business strategy essentially promotes organizational performance and leads to the success of KS, which in turn translates into successful organizational performance.
Accordingly, it is accepted that H14—“There is a significant relationship between KS organizational performance in banking sector”—is supported by the study findings.

[bookmark: _Toc527215721][bookmark: _Toc12403372]Answers to research questions from empirical data.
The empirical study data and the supporting hypotheses provide robust evidence that helps to answer the five research questions. The following are the responses to the research questions.

RQ1: How do organizational factors impact KS among banking employees? 
The data reveals the following: Organizational culture has a Pearson correlation with KS at 0.568 and a Cronbach’s Alpha (which is a good indicator of the internal consistency of the factor ) of 0.906; organizational structure has a Pearson correlation with KS at 0.521 and a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.873; organizational trust correlates with KS at 0.450 and has a Cronbach’s Alpha of 747; leadership has a Pearson correlation with KS at 0.594 and a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.850; management support correlates with KS at 0.631 and has a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.882; organizational commitment has a Pearson correlation with KS at 0.624 and a Cronbach’s Alpha of .898. All these are good indicators of significant relationships between these organizational factors and KS. Hypotheses H1, H2, H3, H4, and H5 are proven to be correct. Therefore, it is affirmed that all these organizational factors have a relationship with KS.

RQ2: What role do personal factors play in KS? 
The data reveals that organizational commitment has a Pearson correlation with KS at 0.624 and a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.898; job satisfaction and employee commitment correlate with KS at 0.641 and has a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.879; employee self-efficacy correlates with KS at 0.638 and a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.919; employee motivation correlates with KS at 0.720; employees’ interactions through communities of practice correlate with KS at 0.700 and a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.937. Thus, the data shows that a significant relationship exists between these four personal factors and KS. All the five hypotheses regarding these factors (H6, H7, H8, H9, and H10) are proven to be valid. Therefore, it is confirmed that personal factors influence KS.
RQ3: How does technology impact KS?
The data shows that the benefit and ease of use of technology has a Pearson correlation of 0.655 and a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.899 with KS. Accordingly, a significant relationship between technology and KS exists. Hypothesis H11 has been proven to be reasonable; therefore, it is affirmed that the benefit and ease of use of technology is related to KS. 
According to Ekuobase and Olutayo (2016), ICT can help service industries (in this case, banks) to reap many benefits, relative to their level of ICT adoption and dissemination, and the more mature the state of ITC utilization in the industry is, the more value the industry will generate. However, this is not an easy endeavor and remains a challenge for most industries to unravel. In their suggested framework, Omonar et al. (2012) indicate that good ICT programs include knowledge portals, e-document frameworks, database management, data warehouse and mining, CoPs, and groupware as the key elements necessary for success.

RQ4: Do inter- and intra-unit transfers facilitate KS?
The data shows that inter-unit KT has a Pearson correlation of 0.782 and a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.898; a Pearson correlation of 0.797 and Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.879 for intra-unit KT with KS exist, which are good indicators of the internal consistency of the factor. These data indicate a significant relationship between both inter-unit and intra-unit KT and KS. Hypotheses H12 and H13 are deemed to be reasonable. Therefore, it is affirmed that inter-unit KT and intra-unit KT are related to KS.

RQ5: How does KS impact organizational performance?
The data shows that organizational performance has a Pearson correlation of 0.797 and a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.900 with KS, which are good indicators of the factor’s internal consistency. These data indicate a significant relationship between organizational performance and KS. The data also confirmed hypothesis H14 to be valid. Accordingly, it is concluded that KS impacts organizational performance. Thus, all research questions are found to support the aims of the research study. 
All the correlations in the data are significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed), and all the 14 hypotheses (H1–H12) reveal positive and significant relationships between the two variables in each hypothesis and are thus supported by the data. 


8.4 [bookmark: _Toc503355695][bookmark: _Toc524019084][bookmark: _Toc526711640][bookmark: _Toc526713188][bookmark: _Toc527215722][bookmark: _Toc12403373]Implications of the Study
This research study has identified a gap in the KS practices in UAE banks and has attempted to address the gap, guided by previous research and the researcher’s insights. The research study also establishes practical implications for creating a good model for developing a robust KS model in banks, especially in emerging economies such as the UAE. Furthermore, the components of the proposed research model provide unique hypotheses for further investigating the KS practices in UAE banks to further enhance and develop the current situation. 
This research study outlines and summarizes the variables and factors that influence effective KS concepts and practices. It reviews the factors that facilitate or inhibit KS intentions and behaviors that guide practitioners in designing and monitoring KS in their organizations, particularly in the banking industry in the UAE. It has both theoretical implications represented by the research questions, which can be used to guide future research, and practical implications embodied in the proposed research model, to assist in designing processes for knowledge acquisition/creation, knowledge retention, use, sharing and transfer, and, ultimately, effective KS.


8.5 [bookmark: _Toc526711641][bookmark: _Toc526713189][bookmark: _Toc12403374][bookmark: _Toc527215723][bookmark: _Toc503355696][bookmark: _Toc524019085]Research Contributions 
This study is the first of its kind to study the factors that influence knowledge sharing in UAE banking sector by proposing a framework for the most effective variable that enhance knowledge sharing.

(a) Theoretical contribution
This research study has focused on the findings of previous research that are most relevant to the research at hand and is adequately comprehensive. It has identified the knowledge gaps and the controversies, deficiencies, and limitations concerning KS in previous research and has reached conclusions resulting in a KS model usable by academic researchers. 
The conceptual study of Wang and Noe (2010) and the model proposed in their study discusses KS in a wider perspective that organizational factors, technology factors, individual and cultural factors are critical to the success of KS practices as it mentioned in chapter 4. In this dissertation it has been approved that the mentioned factors are positively influence KS. The researcher encourages other researcher to study the remaining elements from Wang and Noe (2010) model which is not included in this study. 
  
(b) Practical contribution
The proposed framework used for this research can be used as research model for future researchers in different sectors and contexts. Thus, it adds to and enriches the body of literature in an area where a large gap has been identified.
The framework proposed in this research, as a result of a dedicated and methodical search, provides a roadmap for practitioners in the subject of KS practices in banks in general and in the UAE in particular. The study informs practitioners on organizing and sharing knowledge and enhancing productivity and generating a spirit of cooperation. The findings of this study will encourage various banks to take towards step to design and establish an efficient KM system.Effective KS has the potential to accelerate KS processes as well as broaden the scope of KT. When this happens, it prompts intrinsic and extrinsic motivations. However, organizations need to develop policies that facilitate KT and KS.  
Employees are mostly unaware of the benefits they can reap from KS; therefore, practitioners need to bring about more awareness about KS and how it can be enhanced so that KM culture, particularly tacit knowledge identification, as well as capturing opportunities and use are realized. Moreover, the benefits of informal and indirect KS are to be highlighted and promoted by encouraging the creation of CoPs and motivating employees to participate positively through contributing and accessing knowledge and taking responsibility for continually enriching the knowledge base. Furthermore, they are to study the environment culture to determine what KS barriers might exist, their underpinning reasons, and how they can be eliminated. 
By emulating the framework and applying it in their own contexts, practitioners benefit from its insights, components, and processes as well as the devising of better ways to improve the KS practices in banks to further enhance the current applications in this sector, which is in dire need of knowledge and competencies. 


8.6 [bookmark: _Toc526711642][bookmark: _Toc526713190][bookmark: _Toc524019087][bookmark: _Toc527215725][bookmark: _Toc12403375]Recommendations for Future Research
As a starting point, researchers can help advance research by further refining the meanings and operations of the terms “knowledge transfer” (KT), “knowledge sharing” (KS), and “knowledge exchange” (KE) as evident from the many cases in the literature that use them interchangeably. Such definitions help practitioners and researchers alike in assimilating research intentions and translating their understanding to enable better and improved comprehension of the concepts by others.
Second, researchers may further delve into the issue of the varying effects and influences of the constituents of both organizational factors (e.g., organizational culture, organizational structure, organizational trust, leadership, management support, etc.) and individual personalities factors (e.g., organizational commitment, job satisfaction and employee commitment, self-efficacy, motivation, among others) to determine the level of impact each has on succession planning (SP). Most literature, with a few exceptions, asserts that these factors—or some of them—impact or mediate SP but does not identify which of them have the most impact or if some of them have limited impact.
Third, previous research has provided an exponential number of frameworks and models of SP, but a need exists to filter these frameworks and models and critically highlight their limitations, as many reserachers accept and discuss these frameworks and models as proposed by their originators. The critical reviews of these frameworks and models help to guide and advance future research.
Fourth, the issue of the relationship between intrinsic motivation and organizational culture needs further refinement, as the interaction between these two factors seems to be confined to psychological factors, such as rewards, self-interest, and the influence of non-selfish motives. The literature seems to lack studies on the impact of technical factors on the relationship between intrinsic motivation and organizational culture, an area of exploration which is most needed on this topic.
As this research has been motivated by the limited research on the state of KS in UAE banks, researchers are encouraged to further investigate the KS practices in the UAE in general and the UAE banking industry in particular, to further contribute insights into what makes the KS in the banking sector more supportive of banks’ business performance and organizational objectives. Such investigation may take several approaches: 
a) Researchers may carefully study the proposed model to identify its strengths and limitations; they may then help to implement stronger elements and rectify shortcomings. 
b) They may also consider being updated with new research in this subject and find out if the proposed model can further be improved. 
c) They may use this study’s insights to build upon in order to enhance the knowledge and practices in this relatively new field in the UAE.


8.7 [bookmark: _Toc526711643][bookmark: _Toc526713191][bookmark: _Toc527215726][bookmark: _Toc12403376]Limitations of the Study 
This research was limited by the lack of access to banks in the UAE where most banks are not open to research passed by external parties. Therefore there is lack of knowledge sharing studies in the banking sector in UAE, whose exploration is the aim of this research study. The researcher was limited in getting approval from many banks to meet top senior management banks for qualitative research, which is need to get more accurate data in the best practices of knowledge sharing in UAE banking sector. 
The main limitation of this research is the use of a quantitative methodology. It was deemed that a qualitative methodology would require the use of open-ended questions, which might have discouraged respondents who may not be willing to invest considerable time on them or who fear that such questions may require disclosing information about themselves they were unwilling to reveal. For the same reasons, it was not possible to apply a mixed method approach in this research.
Also, the researcher faced difficulties in getting approval from EIBFS to have one to one interview with the participants in the survey. Besides that, EIBFS requested to not ask any personal information or bank name or make any comparison between banks. Therefore, this study failed to compare between the knowledge sharing practices in local banks and international bank.
Although collecting data from EIBFS trainees was helpful to ensure all participate from banking sector, but there was some time lag as EIBFS not providing any training courses for banks employees in July and the holy month of Muslims “Ramadan” which delay collecting data.
There were no accurate number of total employees in banking sector as many banks are announcing only the number of their insource employees and not including the outsource employees. Beside that international banks announced their total employees worldwide including UAE.
As a way of advancing this research, the researcher suggest that more in-depth studies be done to explore the differences between knowledge sharing practices between local banks and international banks in UAE by employing  mixed methods. Despite these limitations, the research study has been successful in addressing the research questions and justifying all the research hypotheses, thus narrowing the knowledge gap.

8.8 [bookmark: _Toc524019088][bookmark: _Toc526711644][bookmark: _Toc526713192][bookmark: _Toc527215727][bookmark: _Toc12403377]General Conclusions
[bookmark: _Toc526713193]This research study addresses the problems associated with he KS practices in the UAE banking industry. It is motivated by a clear gap—as has been demonstrated—in the literature on this subject. The research identified a total of 14 factors that are judged by the research to have an impact on KS, which were grouped into 6 categories. The first category included five organizational factors (organizational culture, organizational structure, organizational trust, and leadership); the second group comprised five personal factors (organizational commitment, job satisfaction and employee commitment, self-efficacy, and motivation). The relationship factor embodied in the interactions within the communities of practice constituted the third category, and the fourth category included the factor of technology, represented in the benefit and ease of use of technology. The fifth category related to organizational KS (inter- and intra- organizational KS, which all lead to the final factor of organizational performance).
This research study included a review of several hundred previous studies on the factors selected for research and, accordingly, developed 5 questions for the research study to answer, generating from these 14 hypotheses for testing. The outcomes of this work were represented in a KS model intended to improve KS processes. 
The results of the data analyses confirm the proposed research model, which assumes that 13 factors (variables) work together to enhance overall organizational performance. Thus, it is confirmed that the study data supports the proposed KS model.

[bookmark: _Toc12403378]8.10     Concluding Remarks
This chapter has summarized the research results and has drawn conclusions. It has discussed the research implications and has highlighted the limitations of the research study. Additionally, it has provided some recommendations and has presented the contributions of the research study to the literature. Moreover, it has highlighted how the contributions may benefit both researchers and practitioners who want to further investigate the practices of KS in UAE banks. It concludes with the general conclusions of the research study.
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Appendix 4

List of main criteria and sub criteria that impact knowledge sharing.
	
	Main Criteria
	Sub Criteria
	Citation

	1
	Organizational 
	1- Organizational Culture
2- Organizational Structure
3- Reward System
4- Technology
1- Management support
2- Organization structure
3- Incentives policy
5- Technology competence
1- Promotion evaluations based on
2- Knowledge sharing
3- Manager expectations about knowledge sharing
4- Explicit emphasis on knowledge sharing
5- Managers as examples of knowledge sharing
6- Information technology
7- Competition between work groups and individuals
1- Management support
2- Reward structures
3- Organizational culture
4- Organizational structure
5- Culture
	* Marouf, L. (2005)
* Huang, H. (2005)


* Al-Busaidi, K. (2013)




* Azarbayjani, M. (2007)







* Nooshinfard et al (2014)

	2
	Actors
	1- Motivation
2- Absorptive Capacity
	* Marouf, L. (2005)


	3
	Leadership
	
	* Mannie et al. (2013) 

	4
	Organizational culture
	1- Trust
2- Collaboration
3- Care (individual experience)

1. Vision and goals
2. Social network

1. Conflict resolution
2. Culture management
3. Customer orientation
4. Disposition towards change
5. Employee participation
6. Goal clarity
7. Human resource orientation
8. Identification with the organisation
9. Locus of authority
10. Management style
11. Organisational focus
12. Organisational integration
13. Performance orientation
14. Reward orientation
15. Task structure.
	* Mannie et al. (2013)
* Marouf, L. (2005)
 

* Kim, S., & Lee, H. (2006)


* Jacobs et al (2011)


	5
	Information Communication Technology factor

	1- Social networks
2- ICT
3- Availability of ICT


1- IT application usage
2- End-user focus
	* Mannie et al. (2013) 
* Vera-Muñoz et al. (2006)
* Nooshinfard et al (2014)


* Kim, S., & Lee, H. (2006)

	6
	Learning Organization
	1- ICT know-how and skills
2- Job training
3- Job rotation
4- Learning opportunities
5- Feedback on performance evaluation and incentives
6- Information sourcing opportunities
	* Mannie et al. (2013) 
* Salleh et al. (2013) 

	7
	Communities of practice
	
	* Mannie et al. (2013) 

	8
	Policy and Legislation
	
	* Mannie et al. (2013) 

	9
	Trust
	
	* Mannie et al. (2013)
* Zborková, J. (2012)
* Jolaee, et al (2014) 

	10
	Organizational Climate
	1- Open Leadership Climate
2- Learning from failure
	* Taylor et al (2004)


	11
	Infrastructure and process
	1- Information Quality
2- Performance Orientation
	* Taylor et al (2004)

	12
	Strategy Implementation 
	1- Satisfaction with change process
2- A vision for change
	* Taylor et al (2004)

	13
	Motivators


Individual Motivation
	1. Community related considerations
2. Normative considerations
3. Personal benefits
1- Organizational Rewards
2- Reciprocity
3- Enjoyment

	* Angela, T. A. (2013)
 


* Hau et al (2013) 


	14
	Enablers
	1. Trust
2. Social capital 
· Social interaction
· Reciprocity
3. Organization culture 
· Reward 
· Support
	* Angela, T. A. (2013)


	15
	Barrier

	1. Organization climate 
· Courage 
· Empathy
2. Organization structure
· Centralization
· Formalization

1- Lack of knowledge self-efficacy
2- Lack of ICT
3- Lack of Organizational Reward

1- Organisational 
2- Individual 
3- Technological

	* Angela, T. A. (2013)







* Zawawi (2011)



* Sandhu et al (2011)
* Jackson et al (2012)

	16
	Attitude
	1- Perceived Organizational Incentives
2- Perceived Reciprocal Benefits
3- Perceived Reputation Enhancement
4- Perceived Loss of Knowledge Power
 5- Perceived Enjoyment in Helping Others
1- Trust
2- Formalization
3- Knowledge technology
4- Empowering leadership
5- Effective reward system
6- Motivation
1- Self Efficacy
2- Social Networks Perceived
3- Extrinsic Rewards
	* Zborková, J. (2012)
* Chennamaneni, A. (2006)
* Wu, Y., & Zhu, W. (2012)


* Eze et al (2013)





* Jolaee, et al (2014)
* Aktharsha et al (2012)


	17
	Subjective Norms

	1- Perceived Organizational Climate



1- Organizational Support
	* Zborková, J. (2012)
* Chennamaneni, A. (2006)
* Wu, Y., & Zhu, W. (2012)

* Jolaee, et al (2014)
* Aktharsha et al (2012)


	18
	Perceived Behavioural Control
	1- Tools and Technology
	* Zborková, J. (2012)
* Chennamaneni, A. (2006)
* Aktharsha et al (2012)
* Wu, Y., & Zhu, W. (2012)

	19
	Intention to share Knowledge
	
	* Zborková, J. (2012)

	20
	Affective Commitment
	
	* Zborková, J. (2012)

	21
	Formal and informal interactions among auditors
	1- Organization culture
2- Procedural justice and trust
3- Role conflict and role ambiguity
4- Supervision and feedback
5- Individual characteristics
	* Vera-Muñoz et al. (2006)

	22
	Reward system
	
	* Vera-Muñoz et al. (2006)

	23
	Characteristics of Knowledge
	
	* Marouf, L. (2005)


	24
	Social Relationship
	
	* Marouf, L. (2005)


	25
	Organizational Structure
	1- Centralization
2- Formalization
3- Performance-based reward system
	* Kim, S., & Lee, H. (2006)


	26
	Individual or unit factors
	1- Organizational commitment
2- Connective efficacy belief
3- Absorptive capacity
4- Identification (team, unit, or professional)
5- Unit culture or functional culture
1- computer self-efficacy
2- personal innovativeness
3- image
4- Knowledge self-efficacy
5- Knowledge ownership perception
6- Perceived benefits/costs
7- Self Efficacy
8- Social Networks Perceived
9- Extrinsic Rewards
1- Trust
2- Perception
3- Attitude
4- Communication and cooperation
5- Motivation

	Huang, H. (2005)




* Al-Busaidi, K. (2013)





* Jolaee, et al (2014)




* Nooshinfard et al (2014)

	27
	Individual characteristics
	1- Interests/hobbies/sports/clubs
2- Clique / friend group / workplace longevity
	* Azarbayjani, M. (2007)

	28
	National culture
	3- Individualism/Collectivism
4- Power distance
	* Huang, H. (2005)


	29
	Relationship factors
	1- Network tie
2- Dyadic relationship
	* Huang, H. (2005)


	30
	Pears Factors
	1- Attitude
2- Trust Worthiness
3- Interactivity Level
	* Al-Busaidi, K. (2013)

	31
	Perceived System Factors
	1- Perceived Ease Of Use
2- Perceived Usefulness
3- Perceived Compatibility
4- Perceived Security
	* Al-Busaidi, K. (2013)


	32
	Sector Factor
	1- Support
2- Regulations
3- Competitive Pressure
4- Standardization Level
5- Homogeneity Of Organizational is platforms
	* Al-Busaidi, K. (2013)


	33
	Social cultural factors
	1- Trust
2- Shared Goals/Visions
3- Shared Language/National Culture
4- Collaboration
	* Annadatha, J. V. (2012)


	34
	Social Capital Dimension 
	1- Social tie
2- Social trust
3- Social goals
	* Hau et al (2013) 


	35
	Turnover intentions
	
	* Jacobs et al (2011)




Appendix 5

Questions selected for each study variable
	
	Part 1: variables effecting Organisational Knowledge Sharing 

	No. 
	Var
	Sub Var
	Type
	Study/ Ref
	Alpha
	Method
	Questions 

	1.1
	Organizational Factor
	Organisational Culture
	   Independent
	
Harper (2000) cited in Heejun, Vincent, Williams (2004)
(Organisational Culture Profile - OCP)
	

0.83
	


5 point Likert Scale
	1. The culture in our organization supports free sharing of knowledge 
2. Our organisation has well defined rules 
3. Our organization encourages team working and working closely with others.
4. Our organisation culture is very supportive of employees
5. Our organisation culture recognizes good performance


	1.2
	Organizational Factor
	Organisational Structure
	Independent
	


Alawi, Al Marzooqi, Mohammed (2007)
	-
	


5 point Likert Scales

	
1. Employees actively participate in the process of decision-making      
2. There is free flow of information throughout the organization regardless of employee roles or other boundaries 
3. Our organisational structure is adaptive and facilitates formation of teams with members from different departments in order to accomplish goals

	
	
	
	
	Behnke (2010)
	0.70

	7 Point Likert Scale
	4.  The structure of our organisation stifles interaction and knowledge sharing
5. Our structure facilitates the development of new ideas/processes/ products. (i.e., Knowledge Creation)

	1.3
	Organizational Factor
	Organisational Trust
	Independent
	
Alawi et al (2007)
	
-
	
5 point Likert Scale

	1. Do you share your feelings and perceptions with your colleagues
2. Do you believe that co-workers should share personal information with their colleagues 
3. Do you think that others will not hesitate to take advantage of your knowledge for their personal gains
4. Were you in any way harmed by your colleagues as a result of sharing your knowledge
5. Even with your past good /bad experiences are you willing to share knowledge with your colleagues in the interest of the organization

	1.4
	Organizational Factor
	Leadership

	Independent
	

Avolio & Bass (2004)

Multifactor Leadership Rater Questionnaire
	


0.78
	
5 point
Likert Scale 
	
1. Managers in our company articulate a compelling vision of the future
2. Managers in our company seek different perspectives when solving problems 			
3. Managers spends time teaching and coaching their subordinates 						
4. Managers in our company clear state what one can expect when performance goals are achieved.  
5. Helps me to develop my strengths and effectively work as part of a team

	1.5
	Organizational Factor
	Management Support
	Independent
	

Lin (2007) cited in Kanaan, Mas’adeh, Gharibeh, 2013
	

0.80
	

7 point Likert Scale
	1. Top managers think that encouraging knowledge sharing with colleagues is beneficial.
2. Top managers always support and encourage employees to share their knowledge with colleagues.
3. Top managers provide most of the necessary help and resources to enable employees to share knowledge.
4. Top managers are keen to see that the employees are happy to share their knowledge with colleagues

	2.1
	Individual Factors
	Organisational Commitment
	Independent
	
Rhoades et al (2001) cited in Saks (2006)
	
0.90
	
7 point Likert scale
	1. I feel personally attached to my work organization.
2. I really feel that problems faced by my organization are also my problems.
3. I am proud to tell others I work at my organization.
4. I feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization.
5. I would be happy to work at my organization until I retire.

	2.2
	Individual Factors
	Job Satisfaction & Commitment
	Independent
	
Saks (2006)
	
0.82
	
5 point likert scale
	
1. I am satisfied with my job
2. I really “throw” myself into my job.
3. Sometimes I am so into my job that I lose track of time. 
4. This job is all consuming; I am totally into it.
5. I am highly engaged in this job.

	2.3
	Individual Factors
	      Self-Efficacy 

	Independent
	

Adopted from  Bock et al., 2005; Lin, 2007;   cited in Ozlati (2012)
	

0.92
	

7 point Likert Scales

	
1. I am confident in my ability to provide knowledge that members of my organization consider valuable.  
2. I have the expertise required to provide valuable knowledge for my organization.
3. I believe that my knowledge sharing would increase the productivity in the organization.
4. I believe that the knowledge I share with members of my organization would be useful to them. 
5. I am confident that my knowledge sharing would improve work processes in the organization.

	2.3
	Individual Factors
	Motivation
	Independent
	

Adopted from  Deci and Ryan (2008) cited in Ozlati (2012)
	

    
     0.90
	

7 point Likert Scales

	
1. Knowledge sharing is part of our organisations way of life
2. I will get a recognition, rewards, and growth opportunities if I share my knowledge.
3. My colleagues would think I’m a selfish person if I did not share my knowledge.
4. I enjoy helping others by sharing my knowledge. 
5. I feel good when my knowledge sharing helps in problem solving


	3
	Relationship Factors

	Communities of Practice (COP)
	Independent
	




    Boralski, 2009
	

-
	



7 point Likert Scale
	
I participate in the community of practice :
1. To learn new things 
2. To improve my contact with my colleagues
3. To share my own knowledge 
4. To make progress with certain projects 
5. because it makes my work easier

	4
	Technology
	Benefits &  Ease of use

	Independent
	


Venkatesh & Davis, 2000 cited in Ozlati (2012)




	


0.93








	


7 point Likert Scale







	
1. Our Organisation provides the tools and technology required to share knowledge. 
2. Tools and technology to share knowledge in my workplace are easy to use. 
3. At my workplace, tools and technology to share knowledge are useful. 
4. Tools and technology in my workplace are effective for sharing knowledge.
5. It is easy to learn new tools and technology for knowledge sharing


	
	
	
	
	
Lin (2007) cited in Kanaan, Mas’adeh,
Gharibeh, 2013

	

0.75
	
7 point Likert Scale
	
6. My company uses technology that allows employees to share knowledge with other persons inside the organization. 
7. My company uses technology that allows employees to share knowledge with other persons outside the organization. 

	6.1
	Organisational Knowledge-sharing (or transfer)
	
	
	

Behnke (2010)
	

0.86
	

7 Point Likert Scale
	1. When I need certain knowledge, I ask my colleagues about it. 
2. I regularly inform my colleagues of what I am working on. 
3. When I have learned something new, I make sure my colleagues learn about it too. 
4. I share information that 1 acquired with my colleagues. 
5. When a colleague is good at something, I ask him/her to teach me.






	6.2
	Organisational Knowledge-sharing (or transfer) 

	Inter-unit (or cross-functional)
	Dependent
	

Huang, 2005
	

0.76
	

5 point 
Likert scale
	
1. Our team is part of a large and proud family
2. We share information with other team  members
3. We valuable others team members goodwill
4. We verbalise plans
5. We brief the entire team of the plans made

	6.3
	Organisational Knowledge-sharing (or transfer) 

	intra-Unit
	Dependent 
	



Willem & Buelens, 2009
	



0.71
	


10 point likert scale
	1. We exchange of information and experiences during cooperation between other units
2. Sometimes specific information that was not shared or revealed  causes delay or lowers performance
3. There was sufficient sharing of experiences and ideas during the cooperation.
4. Intra unit knowledge sharing enhanced mutual performance
5. We spend considerable time in oral and written communication to share knowledge and experiences with the other units?

	
	Part 2: KS effecting organizational performance 

	No. 
	Var
	Sub Var
	Type
	Study/ Ref
	Alpha
	Method
	Questions 

	
	Organisational Knowledge-sharing   (or transfer) 


	
	Independent

	
	
	
	


Same Average Values of
Organisational Knowledge Sharing (Intra and Inter Unit)
Defined in the previous section will be used as Independent Variables 


	7
	Organisational Performance

	
	Dependent

	

Du, Ai Abott, Zheng, 2011
	

0.81
	

5 point Likert scale
	1. We meet client deadlines on time, 
2. deliver projects to the client’s satisfaction, 
3. staff being more skilled in the client’s technology platforms, 
4. staff being more skilled in the client’s business domain, and 
5. little or no turnover of staff on client projects

	
	
	
	
	
Marsick & Watkins, 2003

Dimensions of Learning Organisation - DLOQ 
	-
	

Yes / No
	1. In my organization, average productivity per employee is greater than last year.
2. In my organization, customer satisfaction is greater than last year.
3. In my organization the number of suggestions implemented is greater than last year.
4. In my organization the number of new products or services is greater than last year.
5. In my organization, the percentage of total spending devoted to technology and information processing is greater than last year.
6. In my organization the number of individuals learning new skills is greater than last year.
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Fig. 1. A framework of knowledge sharing research.
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