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Abstract
Purpose – This paper aims to examine a research model that links knowledge sharing enablers,
processes and outcome dimensions in law enforcement in the United Arab Emirates (UAE). It attempts
to examine the impact of knowledge self-efficacy and top management support on knowledge donating
and collecting. It also attempts to examine the effect of these two aspects of knowledge sharing on firm
innovation capability.
Design/methodology/approach – This study used a quantitative approach, with data collected by
questionnaire from 685 police officers in a law enforcement agency in the UAE.
Findings – Knowledge self-efficacy and top management support have a positive impact on
knowledge donating and collecting. Only knowledge collecting, however, had a positive effect on firm
innovation capability.
Research limitations/implications – The study has significant academic and practical
implications. It supports a previous research model that links enablers, processes and outcomes of
knowledge sharing, and confirms them in the context of law enforcement in the UAE. It could also
help law enforcement agencies to promote a knowledge sharing culture to support innovation in the
UAE.
Originality/value – The research model is likely to be particularly valuable in knowledge-intensive
organizations such as the law enforcement sector. Knowledge sharing is often overlooked by
organizations in the UAE because there has to date been little research in this field.

Keywords United Arab Emirates, Knowledge sharing, Innovation capability,
Top management support, Knowledge self-efficacy

Paper type Research paper

1. Introduction
In the field of knowledge management, the role of knowledge sharing has often been
neglected by organizations in the United Arab Emirates (UAE) because of the scarcity of
relevant research (Ahmad and Daghfous, 2010). This study therefore focused on
examining knowledge sharing in the context of law enforcement in the UAE. Knowledge
sharing is considered essential for knowledge-intensive organizations such as law
enforcement institutions (Collier, 2006).
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Previous studies have emphasized the importance of knowledge sharing and
especially its influence on firm innovation capability (FIC). It is a building block for
organizational success and often considered an essential survival strategy in a
knowledge-intensive era (Witherspoon et al., 2013). Knowledge is rooted in the
intelligence of individuals and is visible in tasks, systems and customs, all of which are
very difficult to imitate (Davenport and Prusak, 1998). Davenport and Prusak (1997)
stated that knowledge sharing is hard because people fear that by sharing their
knowledge, they will lose status and power in their organizations. Gruenfeld et al. (2000)
demonstrated that knowledge sharing not only reduces the cost of production or service
provision but also contributes to the success of an organization, as it helps to develop
innovation capability.

This study developed a knowledge sharing model across three dimensions: enablers,
processes and outcomes. The study aimed to examine the effect of two enablers
[knowledge self-efficacy (KSE) and top management support (TMS)] on knowledge
donating (KD) and collecting (KC), which together make up the knowledge sharing
process (van den Hooff and de Ridder, 2004). The proposed knowledge sharing model
also attempts to examine the impact of KD and KC on FIC in the context of law
enforcement in the UAE.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. The next section reviews the
relevant literature and develops the research hypotheses. Next, the research
methodology is presented, including discussion of the measures used. This is followed
by the results and discussion section, and finally conclusions are presented which
includes the theoretical and managerial contributions made.

2. Theoretical background
2.1 Knowledge sharing
Knowledge sharing is the exchange of experience, skills and tacit and explicit
knowledge among employees as part of an organization’s social interaction culture
(Hogel et al., 2003). Organizations increasingly depend on creating and building a
knowledge sharing base as an important resource capability (Huber, 1996). Inkpen
(2000, p. 124) stated that “unless individual knowledge is shared throughout an
organization, the knowledge will have a limited impact on organizational effect”.
Knowledge sharing occurs at both individual and organizational levels (Calantone et al.,
2002). At an individual level, it is about communicating with colleagues to help them get
something done better, more rapidly and more efficiently (Calantone et al., 2002), as well
as transferring and sharing individual academic knowledge and skills to enhance
workplace learning (Prince et al., 2015). At the organizational level, it is about capturing,
organizing, sharing and reusing experience-based knowledge that is available in the
organization and making it available to others in the business (Calantone et al., 2002).

In the past, the majority of studies conceptualized knowledge sharing behavior using
the theory of reasoned action (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975) or its extension, the theory of
planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991). Both are well-established theories with pre-determined
variables that influence actual behavior and behavior intentions (Tangaraja et al., 2015).
These theories were later integrated with others, such as social capital theory,
self-determination theory and social exchange theory. This showed how other factors
can affect employee attitudes to knowledge sharing behavior, subjective norms and
perceived behavioral control (Tohidinia and Mosakhani, 2010).
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2.2 Knowledge donating and knowledge collecting
Knowledge sharing behavior is generally viewed by scholars as either unidirectional or
bidirectional, depending on the point of view (Tangaraja et al., 2015). Using a
unidirectional perspective, sharing of knowledge is considered to occur in one direction,
from the provider to the recipient (Yi, 2009). The bidirectional perspective claims that
the sharing of knowledge involves both donating and collecting knowledge (van den
Hooff and de Ridder, 2004). These perspectives were first introduced by Van der Rijt
(2002) and Ardichvill et al. (2003), who discussed knowledge sharing as involving both
the supply and demand for new knowledge. This has since been supported by many
other researchers (Karkoulian et al., 2010; Lin, 2007; Tohidinia and Mosakhani, 2010).

Knowledge donation is defined as an employee’s willingness to communicate
actively with colleagues (Darroch and McNaughton, 2002). It can also mean the process
of employees communicating their personal intellectual capital to others (Jantunen,
2005). The drive behind donating knowledge is to convert it from tacit to explicit and
enable it to be owned by the entire organization (von Krogh et al., 2012). KC means
actively consulting with colleagues to learn from them (Darroch and McNaughton,
2002). It is also defined as the process of employees consulting with colleagues to
encourage them to share their intellectual capital (Jantunen, 2005). It refers to the process
of seeking out knowledge by consulting people, to improve the overall amount of
knowledge available to the organization (von Krogh et al., 2012).

The following hypothesis is therefore proposed to test the bidirectional perspective of
knowledge sharing (KC and KD):

H1. Employee willingness to collect knowledge significantly and positively
correlates with employee willingness to donate knowledge.

2.3 Knowledge sharing enablers, processes and outcomes
There are many studies that focus on the relationship between knowledge sharing
enablers and processes (Bock and Kim, 2002; Yeh et al., 2006), and between enablers and
outcomes (Syed-Ikhsan and Rowland, 2004). A study by Lin (2007) suggested a
framework that consists of three dimensions for knowledge sharing: knowledge sharing
enablers, processes and outcomes. Kumar and Rose (2012) built on this framework and
added a moderator variable between processes and outcome.

Knowledge sharing enablers are the instrument for developing individual and
organizational learning, as well as facilitating employees’ learning in teams and
organizational units. Many enablers of knowledge sharing behavior have been
identified, including employee motivation, organizational context and information
technology applications (Lin and Lee, 2006; Wasko and Faraj, 2005). Scholars generally
agree that knowledge sharing depends on the characteristics of individuals, including
experience, beliefs and values such as enjoyment in helping others and KSE (Wasko and
Faraj, 2005). Organizational enablers include an organizational climate designed to
capture efficiently the benefits of an innovation-supporting culture (Saleh and Wang,
1993). Many organizational enablers have been identified, including TMS (Connelly and
Kelloway, 2003; Lin, 2006), organizational rewards (Al-Alawi et al., 2007; Bartol and
Srivastava, 2002; Cabrera and Bonache, 1999) and reciprocity. Technological enablers
include using information and technology use (Lin, 2007) and creating databases to
share knowledge between individuals, teams and departments in an organization
(Hall-Andersen and Broberg, 2014).
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Knowledge sharing processes show how employees within an organization share
their work-related expertise, knowledge, values, experience and information with other
employees (Darroch and McNaughton, 2002). In this paper, knowledge sharing behavior
is considered bidirectional, involving both KD and KC. The outcomes dimension refers
to the effect of knowledge sharing on different positive outcomes including firm
effectiveness (Yang, 2007), innovation capability (Yesil and Dereli, 2013), competitive
advantage (Lin and Chen, 2008), productivity improvement (Noaman and Fouad, 2014),
team task performance (Cheng and Li, 2011), job satisfaction (Zumrah, 2013) and
financial performance (Wang et al., 2014). This paper focuses on two knowledge sharing
enablers, one individual and one organizational, and one outcome.

2.3.1 Knowledge self-efficacy and knowledge sharing processes. Self-efficacy is
defined as “the judgments of individuals regarding their capabilities to organize and
execute courses of action required to achieve specific levels of performance ” (Bandura,
1986, p. 391). Wasko and Faraj (2005) suggested that self-efficacy can strongly motivate
employees to share knowledge with colleagues. It has therefore been identified as an
enabler of knowledge sharing (Bandura, 1982, 1986; Igbaria and Iivari, 1995). If
knowledge sharing concerns are seen as important by individuals, and if they feel
themselves capable enough or internally motivated to address them, the link between
self-efficacy and knowledge sharing behavior (collecting and donating) becomes more
obvious (Kumar and Jaurhari, 2016).

Employees who are expected to achieve tasks are those who are highly confident in
their abilities to provide valued and useful knowledge (Constant et al., 1994). KSE is
therefore usually seen in employees who believe that their knowledge can help to solve
work-related problems and improve job efficacy (Luthans, 2003). Employees who
believe that they can contribute to the performance of their organization by sharing
knowledge will develop greater positive readiness to both donate and collect knowledge
(Luthans, 2003; Lin, 2007).

The following hypotheses are therefore proposed:

H2a. KSE significantly and positively affects employee willingness to donate
knowledge.

H2b. KSE significantly and positively affects employee willingness to collect
knowledge.

2.3.2 Top management support and knowledge sharing processes. The level of TMS
affects knowledge management practices such as knowledge sharing within
organizations. Managers can create conditions that encourage knowledge sharing,
allowing individuals to exercise their knowledge sharing skills and expanding the
organization’s pool of knowledge (Crawford, 2005; Politis, 2002). Politis (2002) suggested
that the role of leaders and top managers is increasingly changing from information and
knowledge gate-keeping to encouraging knowledge sharing among all employees. TMS
is therefore considered a key influence on knowledge sharing in organizations (Connelly
and Kelloway, 2003) and was found to be crucial in creating a supportive culture and
providing sufficient resources (Lin, 2006, 2007). A recent study by Han et al. (2016) also
found that leaders’ support had a positive influence on knowledge sharing, with
individual, teams and organizational issues playing a mediating role.

MacNeil (2004) also highlighted the importance of TMS in creating a knowledge
sharing culture in organizations. Lin and Lee (2004) observed that top management
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needs to encourage knowledge sharing intentions to develop a positive organizational
knowledge sharing climate. Lin (2007) found that TMS has a positive impact on both KD
and KC in organizations.

The following hypotheses are therefore proposed:

H3a. TMS significantly and positively affects employee willingness to donate
knowledge.

H3b. TMS positively influences employee willingness to collect knowledge.

2.3.3 Knowledge sharing processes and firm innovation capability. Many studies have
underlined the importance of knowledge sharing in enhancing innovation capability
(Liao et al., 2007; Liebowitz, 2002; Lin, 2006). Firm innovativeness refers to an openness
to new ideas as a characteristic of an organization’s culture (Hurley and Hult, 1998).
Innovation is either described as changes in what an organization offers to the world
(product/service innovation) or the approach it develops in delivering those offerings
(process innovation) (Francis and Bessant, 2005). In the current business environment, it
has been suggested that firms need innovation capabilities to survive in an
unpredictable environment (Johnson et al., 1997).

Motivation in organizations is also an important influence on both KC and KD. It
therefore leads to greater innovation capability (Jantunen, 2005). An organization that
encourages employees to contribute knowledge within groups and organizations is
likely to produce new ideas and create new business opportunities, facilitating
innovation capabilities and activities (Darroch and McNaughton, 2002). WP2 Partners
(2002) claimed that knowledge sharing speeds up the innovation process by
encouraging interaction and combination of ideas. It is therefore expected that improved
knowledge sharing processes would enhance the innovative capability of the
organization. Another interesting study by Ness and Søreide (2014) developed six
phases for creative knowledge processes that lead to innovation. These are initiation,
knowledge distribution, polyphony, imagination, idea formulation and consolidation.

The following hypotheses are therefore proposed:

H4a. Employee willingness to donate knowledge positively influences FIC.

H4b. Employee willingness to collect knowledge positively influences FIC.

3. Methodology
3.1 Hypothesized research model
Based on the literature, a research model was drawn up for empirical testing in this
study (Figure 1).

Figure 1.
Hypothesized
research model
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3.2 Design of the study
This was a quantitative study, with data collected from a law enforcement agency in the
UAE using standard research instruments. The questionnaire was distributed to 1,200
employees across different levels and functions. In total, 716 completed questionnaires
were received, of which 685 were usable, and 29 were incomplete. Responses were
analyzed from 616 male and 69 female employees of the law enforcement agency under
investigation. The respondents were mainly middle managers, including 22 department
managers, 92 section heads, 291 branch managers and 280 officers with police ranks
including 25 colonels, 22 lieutenant colonels, 120 majors, 203 captains, 174 first
lieutenants, 112 lieutenants and 20 citizens. Respondents came from seven different
directorates, each with different functions and objectives. Linear step-
wise multi-regression analysis is used to test the hypothesized research model.

3.3 Measures
The study used four items from Riggs et al. (1994) to measure KSE on a five-point
Likert-type scale. The items in this scale included “I have confidence in my ability to
share knowledge with my colleagues” and “I have the skills needed to provide valuable
knowledge to my colleagues”. Cronbach’s alpha for this construct was 0.811.

TMS was assessed using four items from Lee and Wong (2015). This scale used a
five-point Likert-type scale and included items such as “My colleagues are happy with
the amount of support given by the top management to knowledge management
initiatives in the organization” and “My colleagues are satisfied with the commitment of
the top management to knowledge management initiatives in my organization”.
Cronbach’s alpha for this construct was 0.852.

The KD and KC scales consisted of four and five items from Lawson (2003), each
using a five-point Likert-type scale. Items included “I provide my knowledge to my
colleagues face-to-face or through the intranet and it is available to everyone who needs
it in my organization” and “I send out timely reports with valuable/important
information to my colleagues” for KD and “I can receive knowledge easily from my
colleagues face-to-face or through the intranet in my organization” and “I receive timely
reports with valuable/important information from my colleagues” for KC. Cronbach’s
alpha was 0.728 for KD and 0.813 for KC.

Finally, four items from Zheng (2009) were used to measure FIC on a five-point
Likert-type scale. These items included “My organization waits for a while before
providing any new services, compared to its key competitors” and “Compared to key
competitors, my organization implements creative ideas into the services offered very
late”. Cronbach’s alpha for FIC was 0.732.

4. Results and discussion
The study was designed to examine the linkages between enablers (KSE and TMS),
processes (KD and KC) and outcome (FIC) variables. Based on the literature review, the
researcher proposed seven hypotheses. This section sets out and discusses the results
for all seven hypotheses.

A two-tailed Pearson correlation test between KD and KC suggested a strong positive
relationship between these variables (0.591), significant at the 0.01 level. This finding
supports the bidirectional perspective of knowledge sharing behavior (Ardichvill et al.,
2003; van den Hooff and de Ridder, 2004; Van der Rijt, 2002).
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Table I shows the relative impact of KSE and TMS on the KD behavior of employees
in the organization. KSE and TMS together explain 27.7 per cent of the KD behaviors of
employees. The remaining 72.3 per cent of KD behaviors are yet to be explained. Of the
27.7 per cent explained variance in KD behaviors, employees’ belief in their own
knowledge abilities contributes 18.6 per cent, while the support of the top management
contributes only 9.1 per cent.

These findings are similar to those of Wasko and Faraj (2005) and Constant et al.
(1994). The findings of this study, however, suggest the need for further studies to
explain the remaining variance in KD behaviors among employees. The result may be
because KD is a voluntary behavior (Darroch and McNaughton, 2002), which might
therefore be influenced more by personal enablers (such as KSE) than organizational
enablers (such as TMS).

Table II shows the relative effect of KSE and TMS on KC behavior. KSE and TMS
together explain 39.9 per cent of the KC behaviors of employees, leaving 60.1 per cent
unexplained. The support of top management contributes 34.4 per cent, with employees’
belief in their own knowledge abilities contributing only 5.5 per cent.

Again, this is consistent with previous studies by MacNeil (2004) and Lin and Lee
(2004). However, these findings also suggest that further studies are needed to explain
the remaining variance in KC behaviors. The result may be because KC is considered a
necessity for a knowledge-intensive organization such as the law enforcement agency
under study (Collier, 2006). KC is part of the organization’s core business, for example,
investigations, which makes it more likely to be influenced by organizational enablers
(such as TMS) than individual enablers (such as KSE).

Table III shows the relative impact of KD and KC behaviors of employees on the
innovation capability of the organization. Together, KD and knowledge collection
explain 13.8 per cent of the FIC, leaving 86.2 per cent of the variation unexplained. KC
behaviors contribute 13.3 per cent of this explained variance, and KD behaviors just 0.5
per cent.

These findings are consistent with studies by Johnson et al. (1997) and Darroch and
McNaughton (2002). They also suggest the need for future studies to explain the
remaining variance. These findings point to a clear conclusion that KC affects FIC.
However, there is no evidence that KD influences FIC in law enforcement agencies. A
previous study by Lin (2007) showed that the effect of KD on FIC was less than that of

Table I.
The impact of
knowledge self-
efficacy (KSE) and
top management
support (TMS) on
knowledge donating
(KD) behaviors

Construct R R2 D � p

KSE 0.431 0.186 0.0 0.380 0.000
TMS 0.527 0.277 0.091 0.307 0.000

Table II.
The impact of
knowledge self-
efficacy (KSE) and
top management
support (TMS) on
knowledge collecting
(KD) behaviors

Construct R R2 D � p

TMS 0.587 0.344 0.0 0.547 0.000
KSE 0.631 0.399 0.055 0.236 0.000
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KC, but still significant. The finding may be explained by Yi’s (2009) suggestion that
knowledge sharing is unidirectional, and consists only of data collection.

Table IV shows that five of the six study hypotheses were accepted. The study
confirmed previous findings that knowledge sharing enablers (KSE and TMS) have a
positive impact on both KC and KD in the context of a law enforcement agency in the
UAE. It also found that KC has a positive effect on FIC while KD does not, especially in
the law enforcement agency studied.

5. Conclusions
This study suggests that only KC behavior of employees significantly influences the
innovation capability of the law enforcement agency under study. Both KD and KC
behaviors are predicted significantly by employees’ beliefs in their KSE and support
from top management. The study confirms the bidirectional view of knowledge sharing
(donating and collecting) in the context of the law enforcement agency in the UAE.

This study used a research model linking three dimensions of knowledge sharing,
enablers, processes and outcomes. This model was introduced in previous studies such
as Lin (2007) and Kumar and Rose (2012). The results of this study not only mostly agree
with previous findings but also showed a unique set of results about the impact of
knowledge sharing processes and outcomes in the context of law enforcement agencies
in the UAE. This opens the door for researchers to improve the framework and develop
refinements based on the same three-dimensional structure. This research paper is one
of the first of which we are aware to study knowledge sharing in the UAE. Very few
previous studies have examined knowledge sharing processes and outcomes in
organizations in the UAE, particularly using research models.

Table III.
The impact of

knowledge donating
(KD) and knowledge

collecting (KC)
behaviors of

employees on firm
innovation capability

(FIC)

Construct R R2 D � p

KC 0.364 0.133 0.0 0.310 0.000
KD 0.372 0.138 0.005 0.093 0.034

Table IV.
Hypothesis testing

results

Hypothesis Result

H1. Employee willingness to collect knowledge significantly and
positively correlates with employee willingness to donate knowledge

Accept

H2a. Knowledge self-efficacy positively influences employee willingness to
donate knowledge

Accept

H2b. Knowledge self-efficacy positively influences employee willingness to
collect knowledge

Accept

H3a. Top management support positively influences employee willingness
to donate knowledge

Accept

H3a. Top management support positively influences employee willingness
to collect knowledge

Accept

H4a. Employee willingness to donate knowledge positively influences firm
innovation capability

Reject

H4b. Employee willingness to collect knowledge positively influences firm
innovation capability

Accept
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In terms of managerial implications, the relationship between knowledge sharing
enablers and processes may help managers to determine how knowledge-intensive
organizations in the UAE can promote a knowledge sharing culture to support
innovation. The study may therefore help managers to create a successful knowledge
sharing strategy (Lin, 2007). For example, it showed that both individual and
organizational enablers such as KSE and TMS have a significant effect on KD and
collection. It is therefore essential to emphasize the importance of knowledge sharing
through top management as well as building an individual knowledge sharing culture
among employees. The findings also showed that only KC affects FIC. KC, as part of a
knowledge sharing process, must therefore be emphasized in creating a culture
encouraging innovation diffusion projects and initiatives in law enforcement agencies.

No scientific study is limitation-free, including this one. Future studies in this domain
should include a number of additional organizational variables, such as organizational
culture, structure and rewards, trust or job security, to explain more about the KC and
donating behaviors of employees. The study used linear stepwise multi-variable
regression. Future studies might analyze the whole model in one-step using structural
equation modeling, for example.
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