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Abstract 

In today’s world the viability of an organization greatly depends on its ability not 

only to create knowledge but its ability to share it. The purpose of this research is to 

construct a model for investigating the effect of knowledge-sharing factors such as social 

network, goals sharing, social trust, subjective norms, individuals’ perception, knowledge of 

the situation, and attitude towards knowledge sharing on knowledge sharing in University of 

Peshawar. The proposed model has seven hypotheses. To test these hypotheses data from 

244 randomly selected respondents from the target population has been collected through a 

personally administered questionnaire. To check the reliability and validity of the 

questionnaire and the individual items in the questionnaire, confirmatory factor analysis 

through Structural Equation Modeling approach has been employed. Different goodness of 

fit indices for individual constructs has been employed. To test hypotheses of the study 

regression model has been employed. However, before running regression on the data, data 

has been tested for relevant regression assumptions. Findings indicate that all factors in the 

model are positive and significant predictors of knowledge sharing with individual’s 

perception happens to be the most influential factor within the overall model. The research 

has addressed the existing gap on scarcity of research on knowledge sharing in public sector 

universities and taken Peshawar University as a target population. Like social science 

researches, this research also has some limitations. The research findings have both 

practical as well theoretical implications. In order to foster supportive behavior the study 

recommends the creation and promotion of an organizational environment wherein faculty 

members could share their knowledge with ease and interest. Recommendations for future 

research have also been provided. 



vi 

 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

            AUTHOR’S DECLARATION………………………………………………….. ..Page   ii 

 PLAGIARISM UNDERTAKING……………………………………………...………...iii 

 CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL……………………………………………...………... iv  

ABSTRACT…………....…………....……………………………………………….........v 

 TABLE OF CONTENTS…………………………………………………………………vi 

 LIST OF TABLES………………………………………………………….…………......x 

 LIST OF FIGURES…………………….……………………………………………......xii 

 LIST OF ABBREVATIONS............................................................................................xiii 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS…..........................................................................................xiv 

 

CHAPTER 1:   BACKGROUND AND SIGNIFICANCE OF THE ISSUE ........................... 1 

1. 1 Introduction ..............................................................................................................1 

1. 2 Problem Statement of the Study ..............................................................................4 

1. 3 Justification and Rationale of the Study ..................................................................5 

1. 4 Objectives of the Study ............................................................................................6 

1. 5 Research Questions ..................................................................................................7 

1. 6 Significance of the Study .........................................................................................8 

1. 7 Scope of the Study ...................................................................................................8 

1. 8 Structure of Thesis ...................................................................................................9 

1. 9 Summary ................................................................................................................10 

 

CHAPTER 2:   LITERATURE REVIEW ............................................................................... 11 

2.1 Introduction ............................................................................................................11 

2.2 What is Knowledge? ..............................................................................................11 

2.2.1 Knowledge and theory .............................................................................. 14 

2.2.2 Knowledge from practical aspect.............................................................. 16 

2.2.3 Knowledge, context and human experiences ............................................ 17 

2.3 Types of Knowledge ..............................................................................................19 

2.4 Knowledge Management .......................................................................................28 

2.5 What is Knowledge Sharing?.................................................................................35 



vii 

 

2.6 Importance of Knowledge Sharing ........................................................................43 

2.6.1 Knowledge and knowledge sharing stages ............................................... 47 

2.7 Knowledge Sharing in Public and Private Organizations and HEIs ......................52 

2.9 Knowledge Sharing Enablers .................................................................................58 

2.9.1 Social network and knowledge sharing .................................................... 63 

2.9.2 Social trust and knowledge sharing .......................................................... 65 

2.9.3 Shared goals and knowledge sharing ........................................................ 66 

2.9.4 Individuals’ perception and knowledge sharing ....................................... 67 

2.9.5 Individuals’ knowledge of the situation and knowledge sharing .............. 69 

2.9.6 Attitude towards knowledge sharing ........................................................ 71 

2.9.7 Subjective norms and knowledge sharing................................................. 73 

2.10 Theoretical and Conceptual Background ...............................................................74 

2.10.1 Social capital ............................................................................................. 74 

2.10.2 Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA)........................................................... 75 

2.10.3 Fazio’s attitude-to-behavior process model .............................................. 76 

2.10.4 Theoretical integration .............................................................................. 77 

2.11 Research Hypotheses and the Conceptual Model ..................................................78 

2.12 The Research Model ..............................................................................................80 

2.13 Summary ................................................................................................................81 

 

CHAPTER 3:   RESEARCH METHODOLOGY ................................................................... 83 

3. 1 Introduction ............................................................................................................83 

3. 2 Research philosophy ..............................................................................................84 

3. 2.1 Justification for research philosophy ........................................................ 87 

3. 3 Research Approach ................................................................................................89 

3. 4 Research Methods ..................................................................................................90 

3. 5 Questionnaire Survey .............................................................................................93 

3. 6 Questionnaire Design and Measure .......................................................................95 

3. 7 Measures ................................................................................................................98 

3. 8 Individual Constructs and Model Fitness ............................................................102 

3. 9 Validity and Reliability of the Questionnaire ......................................................104 

3. 9.1 Validity ................................................................................................................104 

3. 9.2 Reliability .............................................................................................................106 



viii 

 

3.10 Pilot Test ..............................................................................................................107 

3.11 Sampling Procedures ...........................................................................................108 

3.12 Target population and Sampling Frame ...............................................................110 

3.13 Demographics of the Respondents in the Pilot Study ..........................................111 

3.14 Sample Size ..........................................................................................................112 

3.15 Statistical Software ..............................................................................................115 

3.16 Regression Analysis Assumptions .......................................................................115 

3.16.1 Normality ................................................................................................ 116 

3.16.2 Multicollinearity ..................................................................................... 116 

3.16.3 Heteroscedasticity ................................................................................... 117 

3.17 Ethical Consideration ...........................................................................................117 

3.18 Summary ..............................................................................................................118 

 

CHAPTER 4:   DATA ANALYSIS ......................................................................................... 120 

4. 1 Overview ..............................................................................................................120 

4. 2 Introduction ..........................................................................................................120 

4. 3 Sample Characteristics and Descriptive Statistics ...............................................120 

4. 4 Inferential Statistics .............................................................................................126 

4. 5 Measurement Model ............................................................................................126 

4.5.1 CFA for Social Network ......................................................................... 129 

4.5.2 CFA for Social Trust ............................................................................... 130 

4.5.3 CFA for Attitude towards KS ................................................................. 132 

4.5.4 CFA for Individual Perception towards KS ............................................ 133 

4.5.5 CFA for Individual knowledge of the situation ...................................... 135 

4.5.6 CFA for Shared Goals ............................................................................. 136 

4.5.7 CFA for Subjective Norms ..................................................................... 137 

4.5.8 CFA for Knowledge Sharing .................................................................. 139 

4. 6 Regression Analysis .............................................................................................140 

4.6.1  Normality ................................................................................................ 141 

4.6.2  Multicollinearity ..................................................................................... 142 

4.6.3 Homoscedasticity .................................................................................... 144 

4.7 Structural Equation Modeling ..............................................................................145 

4.8 Hypotheses Testing ..............................................................................................148 



ix 

 

4.9 Summary ..............................................................................................................152 

 

CHAPTER 5:  DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS ............................................. 153 

5. 1 Overview ..............................................................................................................153 

5. 2 Introduction ..........................................................................................................153 

5. 3 Discussions of the Research Findings..................................................................154 

5.3.1  The effect of social network on knowledge sharing ............................... 154 

5.3.2  The effect of social trust on knowledge sharing ..................................... 155 

5.3.3  The effect of shared goals on knowledge sharing ................................... 157 

5.3.4  The effect of individuals’ perception on knowledge sharing .................. 158 

5.3.5 The effect of organizational members’ knowledge of the situation on 

knowledge sharing .................................................................................. 159 

5.3.6 The effect of organizational members’ attitude on knowledge sharing .. 160 

5.3.7 The effect of subjective norms on knowledge sharing ........................... 161 

5. 4 Limitations ...........................................................................................................163 

5. 5 Implications of the Research ................................................................................163 

5. 6 Recommendations for Future Research ...............................................................166 

5. 7 Research Conclusions ..........................................................................................168 

 

References .................................................................................................................................. 169 

 

Appendix A:   Questionnaire ..................................................................................................... 200 

 

Annexure B:  Details of Faculties, Departments and Number of Faculty Members ................. 204 

 

Annexure C:  Names of Faculty Members in Peshawar University.......................................... 206 

 

Annexure D:   List of Public Sector Universities KP ................................................................ 215 

 

Annexure E:   Face Validity Form ............................................................................................ 216 

 

 

 



x 

 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table 1 A Review of KM Process ..................................................................................... 34 

Table 2 Definitions of Knowledge Sharing ....................................................................... 37 

Table 3 Perspectives of Knowledge ................................................................................... 51 

Table 4 Factors Affecting Knowledge Sharing.................................................................. 63 

Table 5 Philosophical Approaches along with the Research Processes and Sample Size 

Requirements ........................................................................................................ 86 

Table 6 Philosophical Assumptions, Paradigms and Research Philosophy....................... 87 

Table 7 Justification for Research Paradigm ..................................................................... 88 

Table 8  Features of Two Approaches ................................................................................ 89 

Table 9  Justification for Research Approach .................................................................... 93 

Table 10 Social Network Scale ............................................................................................ 98 

Table 11 Social Trust Scale ................................................................................................. 98 

Table 12 Shared Goal Scale ................................................................................................. 99 

Table 13 Attitude towards Knowledge Sharing Scale ......................................................... 99 

Table 14 Subjective Norms about Knowledge Sharing Scale ........................................... 100 

Table 15 Individual Perception of the Situation Scale ....................................................... 100 

Table 16 Individual’s Knowledge of the Situation Scale .................................................. 101 

Table 17 Knowledge Sharing Scale ................................................................................... 101 

Table 18 Pearson Correlation Matrix for all the Variables (N=40) ................................... 106 

Table 19 Descriptive Statistics and Reliability Estimates (Pilot Study, N=40) ................. 107 

Table 20 Gender of the Faculty Members (N=40) ............................................................. 111 

Table 21 Age of the Faculty Members (N=40) .................................................................. 112 

Table 22 Designation of the Faculty Members (N=40) ..................................................... 112 



xi 

 

Table 23 Details of Questionnaires Sent and Responses Received with Percentage ......... 114 

Table 24 Descriptive Statistics and Reliability Estimates--Main Survey (N=244) ........... 121 

Table 25 Age of the Faculty Members (N=244) ................................................................ 123 

Table 26 Gender of the Faculty Members (N=244) ........................................................... 123 

Table 27 Designation of the Faculty Members (N=244) ................................................... 124 

Table 28 Experience of the Faculty Members (N=244) .................................................... 125 

Table 29 Means and Standard Deviations for the Construct (N=244) ............................... 126 

Table 30 Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Social Network ............................................. 130 

Table 31  Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Social Trust ................................................. 131 

Table 32 Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Attitude towards KS ..................................... 132 

Table 33 Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Individual Perception towards KS ................ 134 

Table 34 Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Individual Knowledge of the Situation ........ 135 

Table 35 Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Social Trust .................................................. 137 

Table 36 Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Subjective Norms ......................................... 138 

Table 37 Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Knowledge Sharing ...................................... 140 

Table 38 Normality Test Statistics ..................................................................................... 142 

Table 39 Correlation Matrix of Independent Variables ..................................................... 143 

Table 40 Multicollinearity with the Help of VIF ............................................................... 144 

Table 41 Heteroscedasticity with the Help of Glaser Test (Coefficients) ......................... 145 

Table 42 Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Overall Structural Model .............................. 148 

Table 43 Summary of Hypotheses Testing ........................................................................ 151 

 

  



xii 

 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 1 T2T Knowledge Transfer (Y. Wang, 2007, p. 16)................................................ 25 

Figure 2 Knowledge Transfer T2E (Y. Wang, 2007, p. 16)................................................ 25 

Figure 3 E2E Knowledge Transfer (Y. Wang, 2007, p. 17)................................................ 26 

Figure 4  E2T Transfer Knowledge (Y. Wang, 2007, p. 17)............................................... 26 

Figure 5 SECI Model (Nonaka, 1994, p. 19; Nonaka, et al., 2000) .................................... 27 

Figure 6 Knowledge Management Process Abilities (Zahra & George, 2002, p. 191) ...... 32 

Figure 7 Difference between KS and Knowledge Transfer (Boyd, et al., 2007, p. 140) .... 36 

Figure 8 Knowledge Sharing Factors (Wang, Noe, 2010) .................................................. 47 

Figure 9 Stages of Knowledge ............................................................................................ 49 

Figure 10 Hierarchy of Knowledge (Ackoff, 1989) .............................................................. 50 

Figure 11 KS Enablers (Bautista & Bayang, 2015) .............................................................. 61 

Figure 12  Individual Situation Awareness model(Salas, et al., 1995, p. 126) ..................... 70 

Figure 13 Conceptual Model for the Current Study .............................................................. 80 

Figure 14 Measuring Model for Social Network ................................................................ 129 

Figure 15 Measuring Model for Social Trust ...................................................................... 131 

Figure 16 Measuring Model for Attitude towards KS ........................................................ 132 

Figure 17 Measuring Model for individual perception towards KS ................................... 134 

Figure 18 Measuring Model for Individual Knowledge of the Situation ............................ 135 

Figure 19 Measuring Model for Shared Goals .................................................................... 136 

Figure 20 Measuring Model for Subjective Norms............................................................. 138 

Figure 21 Measuring Model for Knowledge Sharing ......................................................... 139 

Figure 22 Histogram Showing Normality of the Data ........................................................ 141 

Figure 23 Structural Equation Model .................................................................................. 147  



xiii 

 

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

Att. Attitude of employees 

AMOS   Analysis of Moment Structures 

CDs Compact Disk 

CFI Comparative Fit Index  

Cop Community of Practice 

GFI Goodness-of-fit Index  

HEIs Higher Education Institutions

IK Individuals’ Knowledge of situation  

IP Individuals’ perception of the situation 

IT Information Technology 

KBV Knowledge-based view  

KM Knowledge management 

KP Khyber Pakhtunkhwa  

KS Knowledge sharing 

PBUH Peace be upon Him 

RBT Resource-based theory  

RMR Root Mean Square Residual  

RMSEA Root Mean Square Error of Approximation  

SEM Structure Equation Modeling  

SG Shared goals 

SN Social network 

SNO Subject norms 

SPSS Statistical Package for Social Sciences 

ST Social trust 

TPB Theory of planned behavior  

TRA Theory of reasoned action  

VIF Variance Inflation Factor  

 

  



xiv 

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

To reach at this point after long and difficult efforts was impossible without the help of 

many persons. Therefore, it would be injustice to take whole credit and not to include the names 

of those researchers and supporters. Though the acknowledgement to the researchers who helped 

to complete this study by their research work is made by providing their full references in the 

bibliography, let me acknowledge those who supported me in different ways throughout this 

journey. 

For that, I would like to express my deep gratitude to my supervisor, Dr. Wali Rahman, 

Associate Professor, Faculty of Management Sciences, Sarhad University of Science & 

Information Technology, Peshawar, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, for their value-added critique, patient 

guidance, and passionate inspiration of this research work. He has always been very supportive 

and generous to me. His command over the topic and research methodology, continuous 

motivation, encouragement and consistent guidance has made my research experience wonderful 

and dynamic. 

May gratitude goes to my family, especially to my mother-in-law who equally took the 

pains throughout the completion of this research and this thorough support has strengthened my 

mental muscles in bearing all the pains of this endeavor and which I have enjoyed a lot. They are 

the ones without whom I was unable to first start this journey and then be consistent till its 

completion. I must boldly and generously thank them for wishing and praying for me day and 

night. 

I would never forget the tireless, sincere and committed efforts of Arshad Khattak in the 

questionnaire distribution and collection of data of the survey. His contribution is simply 

remarkable and cannot be winked at! Similarly, Mr. Waas Khan, MS student at Sarhad 

University, also contributed and helped me in finalizing my study population and sample frame. 

Let me not forget Ms. Sana Tariq, my university fellow, who helped me openhandedly and gave 

me some very useful pieces of advices throughout my research work. Her help in understanding 

critical review of literature and smart ways of using online resources has definitely contributed in 

my research. 



xv 

 

Gratitude should also go to Dr. Ghias-ul-Huq, Dean, Faculty of Management Science, 

Sarhad University who enriched my understanding of research and developed my skills for 

taking this Endeavour by providing guidance to better understand the statistical tools, techniques 

and quantitative data analysis. I would like to express my very great appreciation to Prof. Dr. 

Habib-ur-Rahman for advising time to time that helped me in understanding the qualitative 

aspects of the study. 

I fear I may not forget to acknowledge all those individuals who, in one way or the other, 

helped me in the advancement of my academic life. All these individuals have spared their 

precious time in nourishing my knowledge base by listening to me and addressing my academic 

concerns. They have always helped me in keeping my academic aerials high, have been 

instrumental in providing me quality mentorship, support and well-directed guidance. I am 

grateful to all my teachers at the University of Peshawar, who built up my basic concepts of 

various studies. I pay my special thanks to Prof. Dr. Salim-ur-Rehman, my MS teacher who 

remained a consistent motivator and guider throughout my professional career by providing his 

direct and indirect support.  Thank you Sir. 

Finally, I am thankful to all my close friends and colleagues at Peshawar, participants 

who voluntarily participated in this research; and last but not least, my family members, 

especially my husband, all have been with me during the completion of this arduous task.  

At the end, I would like to bear the burden of my own opinion and let me declare that the 

work at hand along with all its positives and negatives are my own mental production and are not 

necessarily be attributed to any individual or to Sarhad University of Science & IT Peshawar. 

Rabia Ishrat 



1 

 

CHAPTER 1 

BACKGROUND AND SIGNIFICANCE OF THE ISSUE 

1. 1 Introduction 

Knowledge, in the light of the organizational theory, is a “vital source of competitive 

advantage’ and when it is integrated effectively, it can create or add value to organizations in the 

long run” (Jain, Sandhu, & Jain, 2015, p. 23). And “an organization’s ability to effectively 

leverage its knowledge is highly dependent on its people, who actually create, share, and use the 

knowledge” (Ipe, 2003, p. 341). For this purpose, a set of behaviors is required to actuate the 

knowledge sharing behavior of the employees of any organization (Chow & Chan, 2008). 

However, acceptability of a reality does not certify that the desired goal would be achieved. This 

requires active interaction among the employees, employing various techniques to convert 

individual knowledge into organizational knowledge (Alexandre, Martin, Li, Wentling, & 

Stuedemann, 2006; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998) as it is very vital for the competitiveness of 

organizations. Organizations are required to motivate employees to be a part of this activity as 

employees have been found unwilling to participate in knowledge sharing (Du Plessis, 2007; 

Schmetz, 2002). 

For the effective and efficient utilization of organization resources, knowledge 

management has got central role (Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Zboralski, 2009). Knowledge 

management ensures how knowledge resources are utilized for the improved functioning of an 

organization. It aims at planning, organizing and achieving organizational goals and objectives 
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through a systematic process of managing and utilizing of the existing knowledge within an 

organization. This underpins the importance of a number of initiatives which are critical for 

accruing its potential benefits.  In this milieu the challenging task is the integration of the current 

knowledge of the workforce and the generation of new knowledge by the said workforce; and the 

success of an organization hinges on coping with this task (H.-F. Lin, 2007; Teigland, 2003). 

This workforce or community of practice (CoP) is considered a critical mean to cherish and 

improve learning and knowledge sharing in organizations (Lesser & Storck, 2001; Zboralski, 

2009). Though there is a strong criticism over the unwanted tilted attention paid to the idea 

compared to the practical implications, a “firm's advantage over the market lies in dynamically 

coordinating the knowledge produced by these communities despite such differences”  (Brown & 

Duguid, 2001, p. 198). 

The importance and complexity of knowledge sharing, its barriers and factors that could 

improve it have widely been acclaimed (Alexandre, et al., 2006; Connelly & Kelloway, 2003; 

Ho, 2009; Riege, 2005; Yu & Chu, 2007). The two theories—knowledge-based view of the firm 

(KBV) and resource-based theory (RBT)—have been given due weightage in knowledge sharing 

discussions (Woodworth & Marquis, 2014). In these discussions the commonly known factors 

like, information technology, organizational culture, employees’ motivation, organizational 

structure and top management support, have been identified (Alexandre, et al., 2006; C. J. Chen, 

Huang, & Hsiao, 2010; Kwok & Gao, 2005). However, the effectiveness of these factors has 

always been acknowledged in the presence of strong social relationships (Cross, Parker, Prusak, 

& Borgatti, 2001; Lesser & Storck, 2001; Ramasamy, Goh, & Yeung, 2006). 
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By analysis it is evident that both KBV and RBT are mechanical approaches to 

knowledge management and have very little to do with the willingness of organizational 

members and the leadership that enables them to share their knowledge. In other words, these 

studies have not brought under research discussion the theory of reasoned action (TRA) which 

purports that success, is critically affected by mixture of  both volition and leadership (Chow & 

Chan, 2008; Ramasamy, et al., 2006; C. D. Wong, Wong, Hui, & Law, 2001). The central theme 

of these studies is that besides extrinsic rewards and organizational climate it is the high levels of 

social capital that makes the difference in terms of knowledge sharing. Researchers (e.g., Chow 

& Chan, 2008) through an empirical survey tested different social factors such as social network, 

social trust, shared goals combined with attitude and subjective norms with the objective to 

investigate their level of influence on knowledge sharing. The main limitations of these studies 

are: they have either contextual connotations (they have studied it from their cultural 

perspective) or wanting in conceptual wholesomeness. In other word, it has also to be noted that 

it is not only the theory of reasoned action (TRA) that could be the only driving force behind the 

decision, it is also the Attitude to Behavior Process model (knowledge of the situation and 

perception of employees) that affects employees’ decision in knowledge sharing. Therefore, 

there is a need to 1) empirically study and validate the findings of Chow and Chan (2008), 2) 

conceptually integrate attitude to behavior process model in the decision process of knowledge 

sharing, and 3) to carry the research in academic institutions which are generally considered 

knowledge repositories (Dhamdhere, 2015) where knowledge academics possess constitutes the 

bulk of a university’s intellectual capital (Jain, et al, 2007). Therefore, this study aims at 

replicating the study of Chow and Chan (2008) (i.e. Factors from social capital and TRA) along 
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with two new variables (i.e. factors from attitude to behavior process model) (Fazio, 1986) 

within the target setup of the study, because they are integral part of the relationship. 

1. 2 Problem Statement of the Study 

Incessant flux and unprecedented developments in teaching techniques, with the 

changing role of IT institutions, and advancement in using teaching tools, the globalization of 

education and other academic options have allowed for great advances in knowledge 

management and knowledge sharing within and across these teaching institutions. Despite all 

these improvements and advancements, we have to critically understand that it is still the teacher 

that has the most critical role in maintenance and survival of the whole system. The ever-

changing demand on organizations warrants both the management and teachers to responds to 

quickly and accurately in terms of knowledge sharing in universities. No doubt, efforts were 

made by different scholars to extensively investigate the concerns related to knowledge 

management and knowledge sharing in the light of literature, still the amount of empirical 

research in investigating the knowledge sharing behavior of the employees and various factors 

related to KS (e.g. social capital factors -social networking, social trust, shared goals) , factors 

from TRA-attitude of employees toward knowledge sharing, and subjective norms related to 

knowledge sharing (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977), factors from attitude to behavior process model -

individual perception of knowledge sharing, knowledge of the situation (Fazio, 1986; R. H. 

Fazio & D. R. Roskos-Ewoldsen, 2005)) , and their collective impact on knowledge sharing 

seem to be scarce in general and specific in the education sector of developing countries (Asrar-

ul-Haq & Anwar, 2016; Lashari, Bhutto, Rashdi, & Abro, 2017; Schacter, Gilbert, Wegner, & 

Hood, 2011). 
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It is essential that all the stakeholders should have some knowledge of knowledge 

sharing, understanding could only be disseminated if the determinants and factors are explored in 

the light of the exiting theories and practice around the world. The existence of this gap 

necessitates the need of analyzing key factors in knowledge sharing and to look as to how these 

factors, individually and collectively, affect knowledge sharing in all universities of Pakistan. 

Keeping in view all these in mind, this research frames a number of questions to have a thorough 

approach to the issue of knowledge sharing. Since it was not possible for researcher to analyze 

the effect of stated factors on knowledge sharing behavior of the faculty members in all the 

universities of Pakistan, therefore, the specific research problem of this study is ‘the non-

existence of focused approach on knowledge sharing in the subject university’. 

1. 3 Justification and Rationale of the Study 

Knowledge is a highly individualistic property. This property has admittedly been found 

highly embedded in diverse social and academic contexts. It is a truism that the success of an 

organization’ success is subject to its ability to motivate and provide opportunities to its 

employees to share their this individual property. The four major factors identified here are: the 

knowledge itself; an individual’s willingness or personal motivation to share; the chance  ( i.e. 

organizations must be capable enough to know who holds key knowledge and should provide 

these employees with such conditions that would facilitate employees to share knowledge 

(Kovačić, Vukšić, & Lončar, 2006)) provided to them to share it; and work environment (such as 

to creating a culture, which promotes the sharing of knowledge formal and informal means 

(Suppiah & Sandhu, 2011)) that they been working in. It is believed that sharing of knowledge 

within an organization increases employees’ performance; engage them in better way which 



6 

 

results in the greater satisfaction of the beneficiaries. Hence, knowledge sharing is involved in 

speeding up the response time, efficiency, creativity and motivation, better decision making, 

providing better health check to the organization, perseveres to the existing knowledge and 

empowers employees by increasing their commitment and giving them a voice. All these could 

only be improved if employees and employers both understand their critical nature in 

organization. Notwithstanding, this understanding could not be intuitively understood. 

Researchers (e.g., Jain, et al., 2007) believe that “tacit knowledge that academic staff creates or 

gains is embedded in their minds and constitutes the storehouse of an educational institution’s 

intellectual capital” (p. 23). If an organization is willing to be benefited by this tacit store, the 

organization has provided continuous opportunities to its workforce to share it. And by doing 

this organization can create value for itself. In the past, society would usually use it by sharing it 

face to face. There is a need of identifying the most relevant factors that could be helpful in 

facilitating knowledge sharing for which there is a need of research that empirically delves deep 

into the factual position and to test some model which have both theoretical backing and 

contextual relevance to cultural milieu in the largest population. Hence this study! 

1. 4 Objectives of the Study 

Based upon the relevance of work done by other researchers in the field of knowledge 

sharing and theoretical evidences the objectives for this study are set as follows: 

 To assess the effect of social capital factors such as social network (SN) on knowledge 

sharing (KS); 

 To analyze the effect of shared goals (SG) on knowledge sharing (KS); 

 To  assess participation of individuals’ perception of the situation (IP) on KS; 
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 To  assess contribution of individuals’ knowledge of the situation (IK) on KS; 

 To  assess the influence of individuals’ attitude (Att.) on KS; and 

 To assess the effect of subjective norms (SNO) on KS. 

1. 5 Research Questions 

 The research questions have been derived from the inputs of the researchers and highlight 

the gap in the current literature resulting from the shortage of studies examining the KS, shared 

goals, social trust, social network, subjective norms, perception of the situation, knowledge of 

the situation and attitude towards knowledge sharing. The main question of the study is: “What 

are the effects of social network, social trust, shared goals, individual perception of situation, and 

individual knowledge of the situation, attitude and subjective norms on knowledge sharing in the 

University of Peshawar, KP, Pakistan?” 

To answer the main question, it has been divided into the following component parts so 

that each component could be bitterly addressed for more clarity and the collection of more 

essential and relevant: 

1. What is the effect of social network on knowledge sharing?  

2. What is the effect of social trust on knowledge sharing? 

3. Do shared goals effect knowledge sharing?  

4. What is the effect of individual’s perception on knowledge sharing?  

5. Is there any effect of individual’s knowledge of a situation on knowledge sharing?  

6. What is the effect of individual’s attitude on knowledge sharing?  

7. What are the effects of subjective norms on knowledge sharing?  
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1. 6 Significance of the Study 

The results of current study will redound to the help of society considering that 

knowledge management plays important role in availing sustainable competitive advantage for 

any organization, particularly the education sector. The joint knowledge of an organization can 

be enormous; however, it has limited value if it is not shared. Knowledge sharing plays vital role 

in building collective knowledge, retaining the knowledge, increasing innovation, staying abreast 

of changes, and helping employees feel valued. The study is conducted by means of attitude-to-

behavior process model coupled with Social capital and TRA as a theoretical lens. This ground 

for evaluating knowledge sharing in educational setups has not been used in previous studies. 

Thus, the education sectors that apply the recommended criteria derived from the findings of this 

study will be able to train their employees with respect to most important factors effecting 

knowledge sharing in an organization. Top management will be able to better understand on 

what should be emphasized by the policy makers in setting the organizational policies to improve 

knowledge sharing in the organization. For the researcher, the study will help him uncover 

significant areas in the process of knowledge sharing that numerous researchers were not able to 

explore. Thus, a new model on learning knowledge sharing factors may be arrived at. 

1. 7 Scope of the Study 

There is an extensive and far-reaching literature available on knowledge management 

that reflects the importance of this human resource intervention. Efforts have been made to 

provide relevant literature in the literature review chapter. As per the extant literature there are 

several aspects (knowledge creation, compilation, dissemination/sharing, & application) of 

knowledge management. However, to have more in-depth understanding of the issue, current 
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study has been restricted to only one and a very important aspect i.e. knowledge sharing. 

Furthermore, the study focused on investigating the direct effect of various variables on 

knowledge sharing; whereas, indirect relationships such as mediating and moderating have been 

excluded from the study scope. The reason for this delimitation is to have undiluted and in-depth 

results of the variables under consideration. To further narrow down the scope of the study, 

Peshawar University was chosen as a study population. 

1. 8 Structure of Thesis 

This section outlines the main contents of the thesis. This study is divided into five 

chapters. Chapter 1 provides the introduction of the study, problem of the study, justification 

and rational of the study, objectives and research questions, along with the structure of whole 

thesis. A summary of its contents is provided in the end.  

Chapter 2 summarizes the review of literature of the study. It includes the opinions, 

views, suggestions and findings of the experts’ related knowledge, types of knowledge, 

knowledge management (KM), knowledge sharing (KS), KS in HEIs and various factors 

affecting knowledge sharing.  

Chapter 3 provides the details research methodology used for this study. It outlines the 

research philosophy, research method, research approach, theoretical & conceptual model, 

hypothesis, survey method details, validity and reliability of the survey tool, pilot testing details, 

sampling details, statistical software and ethical consideration of the study. 

Chapter 4 provides the detail of data analysis of the current study. The components of 

this chapter include: descriptive statistics, inferential statistics (model fits for independent 
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constructs with the help of AMOS and regression model estimation along with assumption), and 

hypothesis testing with the help of regression equation outputs.  

Chapter 5 includes detail discussion of data analysis, research implications, future 

recommendations, and conclusion. The discussion section included the results of this study on all 

the factors affecting knowledge sharing along with support from previous studies. The research 

implications were provided covering both theoretical and practical aspects. Finally, the chapter 

represented some recommendations for future research and research conclusion. 

1. 9 Summary 

This chapter has provided the background of the thesis and has laid the foundation for the 

completion of the study. This chapter starts with the introduction and description of the 

emergence of the idea for this research. Attention has been drawn to the problem statement and 

justification of the study. The chapter also carries the objectives and research questions of the 

study. A detailed structure of all the contents from chapter 1 to 5 was presented.  
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is to present, in detail, the relevant literature and the opinions 

of the experts and theorists in the field of knowledge management and knowledge sharing. The 

chapter is divided in to a number of sections with the purpose that each section has sufficient 

information to satisfy the title. 

2.2 What is Knowledge? 

What constitutes knowledge?—A question that has persistently been asked since 

medieval times. However, researchers have not reached any consensus on definition of 

knowledge to date. This term is not a new one to the world. Its history is as long as that of 

humanity (Scardamalia, nd). The difference is that in the past it was a part of polemics and 

religious discussion (Lassig, 2016), but at present it has become the need of every organization. 

It is because managers and organization experts have started realizing the fact that among many 

other factors this factor is vital and contributing to the strengthening of the organization  (Chua, 

2009; Jeon, Kim, & Koh, 2011). It is one of the vital resources that give competitive advantage 

to organizations (D Jelenic, 2011). Keeping the central role of knowledge, theorists have 

developed knowledge-based theory. This theory purports that knowledge-based resources have 

some common characteristics like: they have been found difficult to be imitated easily; they are 

complex social constructs; and if these sources are heterogeneous in nature, they proved to be a 
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firm’s major determinants of sustained competitive advantage and enable that firm to have 

superior corporate performance, also, as per Barney (2014) a firm needs sustainable competitive 

advantage rather than only competitive advantage for the success of the organization. . It looks at 

the strategic significance of these sources. Ultimately, it leads towards the success of an 

organization. Keeping in view its history in mind many authors, researchers and philosophers 

have explained it from various aspects. 

The discussion starts with the contention as if there is any distinction between 

information and knowledge. For some researchers (Nonaka, 1994) information is just “a flow of 

messages” whereas knowledge is the product of information that one has and is justified by the 

possessor’s belief. For other researchers (e.g.,B. Kogut & Zander, 1992; Zander & Kogut, 1995) 

there hardly exists any difference between the two and that knowledge includes both know-how 

and information. However, Alavi and Leidner (2001) differentiate the two by stating that 

“knowledge” is laden with uniqueness and has value in the context of knowledge management 

system as compared to the traditional information systems. 

Knowledge and information have been employed interchangeably by many researchers. 

They believe that there is little practical utility in this tug of war when there is a the issue of 

knowledge sharing (Bartol & Srivastava, 2002; Huber, 1991). Researchers (Alavi & Leidner, 

2001; Bartol & Srivastava, 2002) further believe that knowledge is the finer form of information 

or it is information processed by individuals. These pieces of information may include facts, 

ideas, human experiences, expertise, and judgments. 

Traditionally knowledge has been defined as “justified true belief”. However, this 

definition has failed to accept wide acceptability because the word true is highly subjective. 
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Therefore, researchers (Becker & Niehaves, 2007; Nonaka, 1994; Nonaka, Toyama, & Konno, 

2000) believe that there hardly exists any consensus as to what constitutes “truth”?  For them the 

definition presents knowledge something “absolute, static and non-human view of knowledge”. 

This definition fails to cover “relative, dynamic and humanistic dimensions of knowledge”. One 

has to keep it in mind that it is not static rather it is dynamic. Human interactions taken place in 

different contexts are instrumental in its creation and sharing. It is humanistic in the sense that it 

is the product of human actions and inactions. Notwithstanding, the traditional definition still 

holds but with the explanation knowledge is “justified true belief”, there are different types of 

knowledge that are based on different methods of justification and different theories of truth 

(Schryen, Wagner, & Benlian, 2015). 

When researchers, managers and researchers try to explore the intensive changes in the 

business environment, their central focus is on the organizational knowledge. This consistent 

exploration has made it evident and has provided wide acceptability to the belief that businesses 

compete on the basis of knowledge and, indeed, that knowledge may be their only sustainable 

source of competitive advantage. Knowledge, though invisible, has been accepted a substantial 

component of a firm’s market value and, thus, an asset to be measured and managed--just as 

assets are measured and managed (Horvath, 2000). Horvath (2000) contends that not all the 

knowledge available in the organizational documents and databases is knowledge only, but some 

most valuable knowledge may reside in the human mind based upon their experiences and skills. 

He further exerts that to talk of properly managing such knowledge is somewhat confusing; it 

would be perhaps more accurate to say that working with tacit knowledge. 
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2.2.1 Knowledge and theory 

The concept of knowledge-based economy has got popularity and has become a buzz 

word. To be realistic it is the translation and diffusion of knowledge into the practical world of 

economics. At the same time, it has to be recognized that it is a very recent development. Before 

knowledge could adopt this form, it was an abstraction and, majorly, remained the concern of 

basic research. Some researchers (e.g., Van de Van, & Johnson, 2006) believe that they are 

distinct kinds of knowledge, not opposing one another but are complementing one another. 

Keeping it in mind, it is highly essential that knowledge be understood from theoretical 

perspective. As a theoretical perspective, it is considered a true belief which is justifiable 

(Nonaka, Krogh, & Voelpel, 2006). Honesty serves as a major feature of knowledge, such as in 

the view of Cook and Brown (1999), there are two aspects of knowledge theory i.e. possession 

and practice. By possession they mean to be in the ownership of someone. From this aspect it 

occupies the cognitive aspect and deals with knowledge as an object/entity or resource that helps 

in promoting effectiveness of an organization (Nonaka, et al., 2006). It is considered that the 

process of finding and obtaining through mental perception is Knowledge, also it is a process of 

clarification, affirmation, and decision (Rosenthal, 1970). Likewise, “Knowledge is a form, a 

concept or meaning, a process of mental formation and imagination and/ or mental verification” 

(Rosenthal, 1970, p. 52). The source of this knowledge may either be intuition coming from 

outside or as the result of introspection that comes from the inside. 

From theory point of view knowledge is considered a scholarship that is “committed to 

building generalizations and theories that often take the form of formal logical principles or rules 

involving causal relationships” (Van de Van, & Johnson, 2006, p. 806). From that it is supposed 
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to build a general theory. This theory is general in nature that covers laws and principles which, 

in turn, provide explanation about the fundamental nature of things. And “the more context free, 

the more general and stronger the theory” is (Aram & Salipante, 2003, p. 190). This theory 

creation takes place in a spiral from which researchers e.g., Nonaka & Toyama, (2003) believe is 

the product of a “seemingly antithetical concepts such as order and chaos, micro and macro, part 

and whole, mind and body, tacit and explicit, self and other, deduction and induction, and 

creativity and efficiency” (p. 2). From this one can easily conclude that knowledge negates to be 

static in nature. It transcends the old boundaries and continuously enters into new realms where 

new conceptual artifacts and structures for interaction are created. These structures and 

interactions provide possibilities as well as constrain the entities in consequent knowledge 

creation cycles (Aram & Salipante, 2003; Nonaka & Toyama, 2003). 

On a very abstract side, knowledge is considered as belief. And for Rosenthal (1970, p. 

55) it is the negation of ignorance. This conception of knowledge is highly philosophical and, to 

some extent, makes it something beyond and above the common senses. However, some 

researchers (e.g.Nonaka & Toyama, 2003; Vygotsky, 1986) have reservations about this 

approach to knowledge. For them knowledge is reality and can be viewed from a certain angle 

and is embedded in social, cultural, and historical contexts having relative importance for 

individuals. The more an individual interacts with a wider environment; the lesser are the 

chances of ontological ills and fallacies in knowledge creation.  
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2.2.2 Knowledge from practical aspect 

For researchers, scholars, practitioners and professionals understanding the theory-

practice interplay has become a challenging task (Van de Van, & Johnson, 2006). Some 

researchers (e.g.,Kondrat, 1992; Simon, 1976; Tranfield & Starkey, 1998) believe that the 

mission of developing knowledge should be directed for improving upon those skills which 

could advance its practice. Notwithstanding, the evidence of ever persistence of the gap between 

theory and practice transpires this ideal being still elusive (Van de Van, & Johnson, 2006). 

The concern regarding the usefulness (the ability of solving practical problems) of 

academic research is since long growing, and researchers (Anderson, Herriot, & Hodgkinson, 

2001; Rynes, Bartunek, & Daft, 2001) expressed their apprehension of deepening of this theory-

practice gape in the professions.  And that is why academics have been the target of criticism for 

being incapable of transforming their theoretical research into practice (Weick, 2001). The result 

is “organizations are not learning fast enough to keep up with the changing times” (Van de Ven 

& Johnson, 2006, p. 802). 

This theory-practice gap is generally either termed knowledge transfer problem or that it 

exists because they are addressing different questions or that this gap is the result of knowledge 

production problem (Van de Ven & Johnson, 2006). At the same researchers accept that 

knowledge is the product of human experiences, social and moral values, contextual and 

conceptual information, judgmental opinion, individualistic insight, and intuition that causes new 

environments and frameworks for evaluating and incorporating new experiences and information 

(Davenport & Prusak, 1998, p. 5). Knowledge is not confined to the bookish information only 

but it is familiarity or awareness with the facts such as description, facts or skills earn through 
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learning, experience, education or perceiving (Denning, 2016). Knowledge is multidimensional 

(Nonaka, 1991), as it is described as the understanding of human, objects, concepts, theories and 

also the way of handling the things (Antal, 2000). 

To make knowledge more practicable and reduce the gap between theory and practice 

researchers (Van de Ven & Johnson, 2006) give emphasis on “engaged scholarship—“a mode of 

inquiry that converts the information provided by both scholars and practitioners into actions that 

address problems of what to do in a given domain” (p. 803). This engaged scholarship would 

provide a collaborative platform wherein practitioners and academics would leverage their 

diverse point of views and competencies with the aim to coproduce knowledge that could help in 

solving complex problems that organizations have been facing under conditions of uncertainty. 

This pluralistic approach would help in advancing knowledge through the relative contributions 

and conceptual frameworks of both researchers and practitioners.  

Despite the existence of gap between theory and practice knowledge is considered a 

mixture of the refined data, information, values, experiences and ideas which can be used for the 

development of organizations (Bartol & Srivastava, 2002). Knowledge is yet more broader than 

merely related to data and information it covers personal experiences, values and concepts as 

well (McMurray & David, 2002). 

2.2.3 Knowledge, context and human experiences 

Knowledge is neither produced in vacuum nor is the product of some absolute and single 

process. In other words, it is produced in different contexts, through different processes and for 

different purposes. It is because of this fact that researcher (e.g., Hutchins, 1983; Lave, 1986) 
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contend that the knowledge produced by an individual practitioner is different from others as that 

practitioner is situated in particular context with problems encountered in the everyday activities. 

So knowledge is something derived from raw data when processed in meaningful information 

(Menon & Pfeffer, 2003; Mooradian, Renzl, & Matzler, 2006; Nonaka, 1994). It is this raw data 

is coupled and processed by human experiences that knowledge is extracted from (Vandaie, 

2008). On the contrary, many researchers believe that knowledge is not restricted only to the 

conversion of raw data to information but it is somehow more complex than that (Davenport & 

Prusak, 1998; Mathew & Kavitha, 2008). 

The diverse nature of knowledge has been accepted as it is seen as an object, state of 

mind, a state of having access to the capability or information and a process. By knowledge as 

object it is assumed that it is a thing which can be stored; by state of mind it is believed to have 

fact of knowing something which helps the human to expand their own experiences in the form 

of knowledge and its applicability to the real time problem solving in an organization; by a state 

of having access to the information it is asserted that the information and expertise are organized 

in a content form which can be utilized at the time of required information; by capability it is 

assumed that knowledge is something that can be interpreted and utilized at the time of decision 

making; and by process it means the compilation and utilization of expertise (Alavi & Leidner, 

2001). It is because of its diverse nature that knowledge is considered conscious pluralism 

(Pettigrew, 2001). Through this pluralism researchers have consistently been working of 

constructing diverse models with the attempt to cover the diverse aspects of the world. They 

have been trying to compare these proposed models with rival plausible alternative models 

(Azevedo, 2002; McKelvey, 1997). Such comparison and coordination of multiple models, made 

through relative contribution of different researchers and their respective models, facilitates 
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robust knowledge advancement (Azevedo, 2002). This pluralist approach is critically essential 

for developing promoting the concept of objective scientific knowledge (Van de Ven & Johnson, 

2006). Notwithstanding, this pluralism does not make it universalistic in nature because people 

take it as it to fit in their own perspectives according to the situation they face, due to which it 

sometimes can change or even lose its original meaning when delivered to or communicated to 

other people in a different context (Nonaka, 1994). 

2.3 Types of Knowledge 

Knowledge exists in many forms. If the target of an organizaiton is to manage it, it is 

critically essential to understand as in what form it exists. For example, when individuals capture 

knowledge in a document, they employ diverse methods to store, retreive and share this 

knowledge. And it has to be kept in mind that against this, the knowledge capturing mechanism 

of an expert craftman over the years and its dissemination would completely be different. 

Keeping this fact in mind consistent efforts are undeway to classify knowledge, with different 

fields being focused with different dimensions. The resluts are the coming into being of 

numerous classifications and distinctions. These distinctions have their bases in religion and 

philosophy. It is difficult to list the exact types of knowledge because of the difference in the 

opinions of researchers. And because of the inherent disagreement among the researchers, 

practioners and academicians it becomes hard to conclude as to what are, exactly, the different 

types of knowledge that an agreed upon “master list” could be prepared. In simple words, such 

master list does not exist at all. That fact of the matter is that researhers have realized the facts 

that knowledge is purely abstract and philosophical and the debates have since centuries in 

vogue; thesis and antithesis are being presented and debated; arguments supersede fact and 
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everyone has a different opinion with their respective objective and subjective opinion regarding 

what does constitute knwoledge and what does not. 

However, the classification of knowledge is by no means arbitrary. It is based on some 

rationality and the function it plays. For instance, knowledge is divided into two broader 

categories 1). Formal knowledge, and 2). Informal knowledge. Formal knowledge is gained from 

the published sources such as books, manuals, reports etc. and can easily be transferred from one 

person to another. Whereas, informal knowledge can only be obtained from real life experiences 

and social interactions that can be used to support formal knowledge (Conklin, 1996). In 

addition, Christensen (1967) identifies four types of knowledge: 1) Professional knowledge, 2) 

Coordinating knowledge, 3) object based knowledge, and 4) know how knowledge. 

Furthermore, from philosophical perspective, Gemma (2014) explains six types of 

knowledge:  1) A priori (which is known from before/known earlier) best example for such type 

is mathematical equations; 2) A posteriori (which comes later) is connected to be gained after 

getting experience and is less reliable; 3) Explicit knowledge (related to priori or formal 

knowledge) which is more reliable; 4) Tacit knowledge (closely related to posteriori knowledge) 

based upon one’s own experience and perception and is difficult to transfer; 5) Propositional 

knowledge (descriptive/declarative knowledge) which also comes in the category of explicit and 

priori knowledge and can easily be transferred to other person; and 6) Non propositional/ 

procedural knowledge (which can be gained by doing something) which deals with the real life 

experiences and is considered more reliable because it is closely related to the scientific ways 

such as testing hypothesis, drawing inferences from observing things etc. 
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On the basis of detail task analysis knowledge is divided into four types: 1) situational 

knowledge (knowledge of the situation); 2) conceptual knowledge (knowledge about the 

principles, facts and concepts in addition to the basic knowledge); 3) procedural knowledge 

(contains valid actions and manipulation within limits); and 4) strategic knowledge (provides the 

systematic ways or stages to solve the problem) (Jong & Ferguson-Hessler, 1996). Antal (2000) 

agrees with the types stated above and understands knowledge from what (declarative), how 

(procedural), when (conditional) and why (axiomatic) perspective. 

From another perspective knowledge is also identified as individuals ‘knowledge and 

social knowledge. The former is created by individuals and is also known as collective 

knowledge. Whereas the latter is gained as a result of group interactions (Nonaka, 1994). Others 

divide knowledge into factual, social and situational types (Mathew & Kavitha, 2008). Factual 

knowledge contains facts and figures, social knowledge is based upon the social interactions and 

relations and situational knowledge is the knowledge acquired to handle a certain situation. 

Moreover, Menon and Pfeffer (2003) classify knowledge into internal knowledge and external 

knowledge. Internal knowledge is acquired from the staff, R&D etc., whereas; external 

knowledge is attained from customers, suppliers and all other organizations/ institutions. Carrillo 

et al. (2010) agree with the classification of knowledge in this way— internal and external. 

However, the knowledge types most commonly used and described by the researchers in 

the previous literature are explicit and tacit knowledge. This study also emphasis on these types. 

Polanyi (1967), in this regard has provided detail discussion about this classification of 

knowledge by simply phrasing as “we can know more than we can tell”. He claims that “all 

knowledge is either tacit or rooted in tacit knowledge”. Though Polanyi is considered to be the 
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pioneer of the concept, Nonaka (1994) has given popularity to this classification in 

organizational setup. 

Tacit knowledge is a knowledge that cannot be explained by words or by means of any 

mathematical equations rather it is something related to one’s actions, experience and 

observations (Collins, 2010; Polanyi, 1967; Sternberg & Horvath, 1999). Collins (2010) has 

further classified tacit knowledge into three types: 1) rational, 2) somatic, and 3) collective. 

Rational knowledge is considered to be the knowledge of evidences to reach conclusion. 

Whereas, somatic knowledge is considered as the experience based knowledge that involves the 

senses, perceptions, physical actions and reactions, feelings and acting that may include a 

broader range of human experience (Matthews, 1998). On the other hand, collective knowledge 

is mostly used for computer systems is an open source framework which supports the 

collaborative and reproducible experiments. Similarly, Eraut (2000) describes three types of tacit 

knowledge, 1) understanding people and situation, 2) actions, and 3) rules to support intuitive 

decision making. He argues that when rapid decisions are taken on reutilized actions with the 

help of tacit know-how of the situations they work together. Tacit knowledge is considered to 

have two main features—cognitive and technical (Nonaka, et al., 2006). Cognitive features deal 

with the human belief, values, paradigms and mental capabilities and setups, whereas, technical 

features refer to informal skills of a person when implied to a specific context. 

There are many issues related to tacit knowledge such as some believe that tacit 

knowledge is sometimes outdated and needs time to time up gradation. Also it is restricted to the 

individuals and can only be transfer with the transfer of human; which, in turn, is considered to 

be very time consuming and costly. A very serious issue related to tacit knowledge is the transfer 
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or any mishap with the knowledgeable person and her/his acceptance in the new setup where 

she/he is transferred (Sanchez, 2004). Hislop (2013) supports the concept by stating that as tacit 

knowledge resides in person and is the combination of her/his experiences and expertise, 

therefore, it very hard to get it transferred from one individual to another. Tacit knowledge in 

HEIs is usually gained from the teaching experience and other professional activities. It 

comprises of research expertise and problem solving abilities of the faculties (Seonghee Kim & 

Ju, 2008). Virtanen (2015) also believes that this knowledge is considered as “difficult to 

articulate” or “ unexpressed knowledge”. 

Keeping in view the importance of tacit knowledge it is considered to be very simple and 

inexpensive type of knowledge that plays vital role in the development of organizations by 

serving as a mean of competitive advantage (Bryant, 2003; A. N. Chen & Edgington, 2005; 

Sanchez, 2004). They believe that tacit knowledge in employees is recognized and utilized when 

they are assigned tasks relevant to their skills and expertise. This approach on the part of 

organization management helps in motivating them. Besides other aspects, tacit knowledge is 

less exposed to the danger of leakage as it is restricted to individuals only. 

On the contrary, explicit knowledge is something that can be explained by individuals, 

although sometimes efforts are required to articulate what they know (Sanchez, 2004). In the 

view of Yahya and Goh (2002) explicit knowledge indicates knowledge that can be articulated, 

captured, objective, has a more tangible format and can be externalized. This type of knowledge 

is available in writing and is found in: databases, memos, notes, documents, etc. (Botha, Rostron, 

Fisher, & Dark, 2008). Therefore, the most common reliable sources for getting such knowledge 

are the documents such as books, reports, policy guidelines, databases, manuals, procedures and 
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alike, hence making the sharing knowledge easy among organizations and individuals. 

Moreover, it is the most common knowledge at workplace (Antal, 2000; Birasnav, Rangnekar, & 

Dalpati, 2011; Jong & Ferguson-Hessler, 1996; Krogh, 1998; Nonaka, et al., 2006; Sanchez, 

2004). Explicit knowledge is classified on the basis of rule based and object based (Nonaka, et 

al., 2006). Rule based knowledge is considered as the knowledge based upon rules, procedures 

and schedules in an organization, whereas objects based knowledge refers to the type of 

knowledge which is intangible (e.g., numbers, words, formulas, etc.) as well as tangible 

knowledge (document & equipment). Based upon the characteristics of the explicit knowledge it 

is referred as know-what knowledge. Sanchez (2004) describes the importance of explicit 

knowledge as it is systematic and codified knowledge which is easy to transfer and is available 

24/7 to the organization members and all others if required. However, there are researchers 

(Brown & Duguid, 1991; W. R. Bukowitz & Williams, 1999; Cook & Brown, 1999) who 

consider explicit knowledge comparative less important. They argue that its secondary nature is 

because it exists in a comparatively simpler form and happens to be devoid of rich human 

experiences based on know-how that can give the owner competitive advantage over the 

competitors. 

However, majority of researchers have common opinion and claim that they are 

complementary to one another and this it very difficult to have a hold on tacit knowledge without 

explicit knowledge (Collins, 2010; Hislop, 2013). It is believed that personal knowledge can 

become organizational knowledge with the help of tacit and explicit knowledge in four ways: 1) 

socialization; 2) externalization; 3) combination; and 4) internalization (SECI) (Nonaka, et al., 

2006), figure 5. The first way socialization deals with the transfer of knowledge from tacit to 

tacit. Transfer of experience of organizational members’ takes place directly or indirectly 
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communication and interaction such as seminars, workshops, informal meetings, discussions, 

brainstorming and alike (Figure 1). This type of knowledge is transferred through guidance, 

practice, observation and imitation. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1 T2T Knowledge Transfer (Y. Wang, 2007, p. 16) 

Externalization supports the transfer of knowledge from tacit to explicit. This method is 

deemed as comparatively difficult but important conversion mechanism. Tacit knowledge is 

transformed into explicit knowledge such as documents, instructions etc. for the purpose of easy 

transfer of knowledge in organizations. Such type of knowledge transfer is possible with the help 

of analogies, metaphor, hypothesis etc. This knowledge sharing takes place with the help of 

written and technological channels (Figure 2). 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2 Knowledge Transfer T2E (Y. Wang, 2007, p. 16) 
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 Combination way of knowledge includes transfer of knowledge from explicit to explicit. 

This transfer method is considered to be the simplest method of knowledge transfer as codified 

knowledge bases (documents, manuals) are used to generate new knowledge (figure 3). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3 E2E Knowledge Transfer (Y. Wang, 2007, p. 17) 

Internalization method is based upon transfer of knowledge from explicit to tacit which is 

achieved through generating new information from written and codified documents such as 

books, manuals etc. It is believed that this method develops a learning culture as human 

knowledge is expended by creating new ideas from reliable and evident resources (Figure 4). 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4  E2T Transfer Knowledge (Y. Wang, 2007, p. 17) 
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Figure 5 SECI Model (Nonaka, 1994, p. 19; Nonaka, et al., 2000) 
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Notwithstanding, this classification as theoretical opposites is important for understand 

knowledge and the role it plays. 
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embedded knowledge is either formal (in the form of management initiatives) or informal (when 

organizations use and apply the other two types of knowledge. This is a challenge for 

organizations to manage it. And it is one of the distinctive potentials of an organization which 

varies considerably from organization to organization. This is often different from embodied 

tacit knowledge. For example, it is often hard to understand culture and routines and are not easy 

to affect changes instantly. Contrary to these, formalized routines are easier to implement and 

management can actively try to embed the fruits of lessons learned directly into procedures, 

routines, and products. It has to be noted that, no doubt, explicit sources exhibit the existence of 

embedded knowledge, these sources fail to provide the justification and explanation as to why 

doing something this way is beneficial to the organization because the knowledge itself is not 

explicit. In simple words, organizations easily get competitive advantage if they turn to be 

successful in effectively managing embedded knowledge (Gamble & Blackwell, 2001). Keeping 

in view the importance of both knowledge types this study considers both for the purpose of 

understanding the effect of various factors on knowledge sharing. 

2.4 Knowledge Management 

“Knowledge management may simply be defined as doing what is needed to get the most 

out of knowledge resources" (Irma & Rajiv, 2010, p. 39). Wiig (1997) defines it in terms of its 

objectives. In his words: “the objectives of knowledge management (KM) are: 1) to make the 

enterprise act as intelligently as possible to secure its viability and overall success, and 2) to 

otherwise realize the best value of its knowledge assets” (p. 1). Additionally, KM is defined as a 

process of creation, assimilation, dissemination and application of organizational knowledge to 

explore new opportunities that help in the enhancement of organizational performance (D. Yang, 
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2011). On the whole KM is considered as a combination of different behaviors, technologies and 

processes which are designed for the efficient management of information to advance 

innovation, learning, decision making and other success keys to business (Kane, 2014). 

Knowledge management, in the recent most scenarios, has become the main constituent 

of management. It is commonly believed that knowledge management was recognized as a field 

to serve the business world as a tool of business in the early 1990s when it was promoted by 4 Cs 

(computing availability; consulting; conference; and commerce) concept. In the words of Lambe 

(2011) it was “fueled by a confluence of computing availability, propagation through consulting 

firms, and conference promotion” (p. 179). However, according to Sveiby (1997) Knowledge 

Management (KM) was first introduced in the 1980s in the support of artificial intelligence. He 

argues that it emerged as information technology (IT) to support understanding of individuals. 

The dimension of knowledge management was then diverted towards knowledge society and 

knowledge workers, as per this dimension the basic elements of production land, labor and 

capital was replaced by knowledge (Drucker, 1994). The first conference on knowledge 

management was held in 1993 (Prusak, 2001). In the conference it is claimed that knowledge 

management encompasses three stages: the first stage covers the processing of information and 

its transfer (Wiig, 1997). While second stage encompasses knowledge creation and sharing 

(Nonaka, 1994). The third stage elaborates upon value creation and evaluation of the life cycle of 

knowledge assets (McElroy, 2003). 

Additionally, to explore the practicing dimension of knowledge management it is 

believed that the great classical theory of knowledge management was best practiced in a prolific 

period of five years (Terce, 2011). The construct of the research presented by Terce (2011) was 
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based upon the “Wiig’s (1994) trilogy on knowledge management”, the study conducted by 

“Nonaka and Takuuchi’s (1995) on Knowledge-Creating Company”, and the study conducted by 

“Leonard-Barton’s on Wellsprings of Knowledge in 1995” p. (135). Terce (2011) believes that 

all these studies serve as benchmark in today’s world. On the basis of these he contends that the 

concept of KM continued further from “Allee’s- The Knowledge Evolution”, “Sveiby’s- The 

New Organizational Wealth”, and “Stewart’s- Intellectual Capital in 1997”, to “Davenport and 

Prusak’s Masterful Working Knowledge and Wenger’s Communities of Practice in 1998”. 

Elaborating the foundations of knowledge management, it has been identified that the 

framework of KM is built upon three pillars and a foundation (Wiig, 1995). Wiig (1995) believes 

that the foundation of knowledge management is erected upon how knowledge is created, its 

usage in problem solving and making decisions, its manifestation in culture as well as in 

cognition, technology and methods. Based upon this foundation the three pillars are classified as 

knowledge exploration, value assessment of knowledge, and the current management of 

knowledge. 

Knowledge management can benefit organizations in many aspects. For example, for 

Chow and Chan (2008), the prime objective of knowledge management is to improve upon 

enhance the performance of an organization and to boost its innovative capabilities. Similarly, 

Bollinger and Smith (2001) discuss knowledge management from goal and process aspects and 

believe that better knowledge sharing helps in the organization development. Prusak and 

Laurence (2001) complement them by stating that “if organizations can manage the learning 

process better, then they can become more efficient” (p.1004). Furthermore, It is also believed 

that KM when properly applied in an organization helps in reducing cost, facilitates the problem 
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solving, and helps in proper sharing of organizational knowledge (Davenport & Prusak, 1998). 

Also, Alavi and Leidner (1999) provide a list of benefits associated with knowledge management 

which includes, timesaving, improvement in project management, improvement in staff 

participation, and other behavioral and organizational outcomes like, enhancing communication, 

reducing problem-solving time, etc. They further claim that these benefits support process 

improvement which is either related to better communication or are helpful in enhancing 

efficiency, which results in the cost reduction, sales increase, increased profitability, personnel 

reduction etc. 

Similarly, in the view of Chen, Huang, and Hsiao (2010) KM helps in better decision 

making, decreases the chances of mistake while performing the organizational tasks, results in 

increased customer satisfaction and develops innovation in organizations. Similarly, Kane (2014) 

believes that organization can achieve competitive advantage by using KM strategy in 

organization. He argues that KM promotes the information and content governance, increases 

focus on outcomes, improves workforce behaviors, ranks business need first, establishes more 

explicit knowledge, specifies team role, encourages top down support structures and optimizes 

technology investment. 

Knowledge management in today’s business world is becoming as important as blood in 

a human body because the economy has transformed itself into knowledge economy. Business 

organizations, now, are exposed to lots of challenges due to tough competition in the economy. 

To support the view, Jelenic (2011) argues that KM has become the need of the organization 

because intangible assets are given more weightage now. For him knowledge management 

serves as a process in generating value from intellectual equity and knowledge based assets in 



32 

 

organizations. He further adds, with the help of KM organizations can meet their overall strategic 

objectives, because priority is given to the organizational needs, employees are encouraged to 

freely share their ideas, vast information is converted into valuable knowledge, which most 

likely brings innovation and encourages free flow of ideas and manages business process in a 

better way. 

According to Zahra and George (2002) KM consist of four abilities. They are: 1) 

acquisition; 2) assimilation; 3) transformation; and 4) ability to properly use and exploit the 

information (figure 6). 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6 Knowledge Management Process Abilities (Zahra & George, 2002, p. 191) 

The first ability, the creation (or acquisition) of knowledge comprises of research and 

development and strategic partnership; the second ability, transformation refers to the integration 

of knowledge in new ways; the third ability, assimilation deals with the use of knowledge in 

right path; and the fourths ability, enables an organization to properly use and exploit the 

information refers to as to when and where information should be used. Similarly, researchers 

consider KM as an organizing tool that helps to convert the organizational resources into 
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capabilities that result in the performance enrichment in organizations (Darroch, 2005; Hislop, 

2013). Hence, knowledge management has emerged as a prominent paradigm and is viewed as 

one of the critical imperatives that pushes an organization towards success. 

A number of definitions provided by different researchers connote that KM has many 

dimensions and functions. That is why it can easily be asserted that there is no universal 

definition of KM. However, knowledge sharing is being employed in different names with 

different definitions as shown in Table 1. For example, sharing (Ferraresi, Quandt, Dos-Santos, 

& Frega, 2012; Ipe, 2003; Meihami & Meihami, 2014), dissemination (Agarwal & Islam, 2014; 

Wiig, 1994; D. Yang, 2011), transform (Awad & Ghaziri, 2007), convert (W. Bukowitz & 

Williams, 2000; S.-H. Liao & Wu, 2010) and distribute (Davenport, 1994; Meyer & Zack, 1996) 

making it the most important and basic factor in knowledge management process. 
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Table 1 A Review of KM Process 

Author Process of KM 

Agarwal and Islam (2014) 

Knowledge creation (generation, and acquisition), 

compilation (arrangement, storing, collection, presentation, 

analysis, and classification), Dissemination (sharing, and 

distribution), application (learning) evaluation and divesting 

(improvement, extension, and deepening). 

Wiig (1994) 
Creation, sourcing, compilation, transformation, 

dissemination, application and value realization. 

Meyer and Zack (1996) Acquisition, refinement, retrieve distribute and present. 

Bukowitz, and Williams 

(2000) 
Get, use, learn, contribute, asses, sustain and divest. 

Awad and Ghaziri (2007) Capturing, organizing, refining and transfer. 

Yang (2011) Creating, disseminating, and applying  

Ipe (2003) creation, sharing, and application 

Davenport (1994) capturing, distributing, and effectively using 

Allameh, Babaei, Isfahani, 

and Gharibpoor (2012) 

SECI (socialization, externalization, combination, and 

internalization) as conversion process of knowledge 

Ferraresi, et al. (2012) Capture, share & use 

Liao and Wu (2010) Creation, conversion and use 

Meihami and Meihami (2014) Discovery, Capturing, sharing and application 
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2.5 What is Knowledge Sharing? 

According to researchers (Jackson, Chuang, Harden, & Jiang, 2006) knowledge sharing 

is a “knowledge-centered activity”. It is one of the fundamental opportunities that the 

organizations are supposed to provide and wherein employees can contribute to knowledge 

application, innovation, and ultimately the competitive advantage of the organization. With the 

help of knowledge sharing, organizations exploit and capitalize on knowledge-based resources 

(E. F. Cabrera & Cabrera, 2005; Damodaran & Olphert, 2000; Davenport & Prusak, 1998; 

F.Cabrera & Cabrera, 2005). 

The literature on knowledge management has used various terms for KS. The most 

commonly used term for KS is knowledge transfer (Awad & Ghaziri, 2007; Massa & Testa, 

2009; Yahya & Goh, 2002). However, these terms stand for different aspects of knowledge in 

organization (S. Wang & Noe, 2010). Therefore, it will be good to discuss them individually so 

to distinguish them from one another. From knowledge transfer, researchers (e.g., Szulanski, 

Cappetta, & Jensen, 2004) mean movement of knowledge between different units, organizations, 

divisions, etc. rather than among individuals. On the other hand, “knowledge sharing” refers to 

when employees provide knowledge to others and it also includes knowledge seeking when 

employees search or receive knowledge from others (A. Cabrera, Collins, & Salgado, 2006; S. 

Wang & Noe, 2010). 

Researchers argue that knowledge transfer refers to the application of current knowledge 

from one person to another. It means that it takes place in one direction which gives an 

assumption that the owner is the exclusive source of knowledge. Whereas, knowledge sharing is 
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considered as to be broader term than knowledge transfer which deals with the interactions, 

absorptions and invention of new knowledge which is believed to be in two directions and occurs 

between two or more individuals (Boyd, Ragsdell, & Oppenheim, 2007). Figure 7 represents 

very simple picture of two terms. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7 Difference between KS and Knowledge Transfer (Boyd, et al., 2007, p. 140)  

 However, the literature provides variety of definitions leading to different concepts of KS 

(Table 2). For instance, some definitions describe KS as activity (Jahani, Ramayah, & Effendi, 

2011; T. T. Kim, Lee, Paek, & Lee, 2013; Lee, 2001). Others (e.g., Argote, McEvily, & Reagans, 

2003; Van-den-Hooff & Ridder, 2004) view it as a process of sharing information from a person 

or group to others. Some believe it as a culture of sharing and exchanging information in an 

organization formally or among friends informally (Bartol & Srivastava, 2002; H.-F. Lin, 2007; 

Sohail & Daud, 2009; Svetlik, Stavrou-Costea, & Lin, 2007; S. Wang & Noe, 2010). 
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Table 2 Definitions of Knowledge Sharing 

Author/s Definition 

Lee (2001, p. 324) 
“Knowledge sharing as activities of transferring or disseminating 

knowledge from one person, group or organization to another”. 

Van-den-Hooff and 

Ridder (2004, p. 118) 

“Knowledge sharing is process where individuals mutually exchange 

their (implicit / Explicit) knowledge and jointly create new 

knowledge”. 

Lin (2007, p. 315) 

“Knowledge sharing as a social interaction culture, involving the 

exchange of employee knowledge, experiences, and skills through the 

whole department or organization”. 

Bartol and Srivastava 

(2002, p. 65) 

“Knowledge sharing as individuals sharing organizationally relevant 

information, ideas, suggestions, and expertise with one another. The 

knowledge shared by individuals could be’ explicit as well as tacit”. 

Wang and Noe 

(2010, p. 117) 

“Knowledge sharing refers to the provision of task information and 

know-how to help others and to collaborate with others to solve 

problems, develop new ideas, or implement policies or procedures”. 

Argote, et al. (2003, 

p. 3) 

It “is the process by which one unit is affected by the experience of 

another”. 

Sohail and Daud 

(2009, p. 129) 

“Knowledge sharing is defined as exchanging experience, events, 

thought or understanding on anything (in general) with an expectation 

to gain more insights and understanding about something for 

temporary curiosity”. 

Svetlik, et al. (2007, 

p. 315) 

KS is “a social interaction culture, involving the exchange of 

employee knowledge, experiences, and skills through the whole 

department or organization”. 
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Kim, et al. (2013, p. 

687) 

“KS is the activity by which information, skills, and insights are 

exchanged among organizational members” 

Jahani, et al. (2011, 

p. 88) 

“Knowledge sharing as activities of transferring or disseminating 

knowledge from one person, group or organization to another”. 

In simple words “knowledge sharing is an activity through which knowledge (namely, 

information, skills, or expertise) is exchanged among people, friends, families, communities or 

organizations”
1
. As Kogut (1992) explains the difference in firms and markets is that of the 

sharing of individuals’ knowledge within an organization i.e. organizations are considered social 

communities in which individual specially social expertise is transformed into practically useful 

goods and services by the application predefined organizational principles. 

Most importantly, knowledge is considered to be a highly individualistic property and is 

embedded in specific social contexts (Fernie, Green, Weller, & Newcombe, 2003). And an 

organization’s success is dependent on its ability to motivate and provide opportunities to its 

employees to share this individual property (Ipe, 2003). The four major factors identified here 

are: the knowledge itself; willingness/motivation to share; opportunities to share; and work 

environment. Besides this individualist aspect of knowledge it could be explicit as well which is 

formal and systematic and can easily be communicated (Nonaka, 1991). According to him the 

latter creates a “common cognitive ground” among employees to share the former. Therefore, 

both are important parts of organizational knowledge. 

                                                 

 

1
(Wikipedia) Wikipedia. Knowledge sharing  Retrieved 4th Jan, 2016, from 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Knowledgesharing 

https://en.wikipedia/
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The literature provides different types of knowledge sharing process. For instance, Van-

den-Hooff and De-Ridder (2004) classify this process into knowledge exchange and knowledge 

creation. Similarly, Lin (2007) refers KS as a medium of exchanging knowledge, information, 

skills and expertise among employees in an organization. Likewise, Chen et al (2010) point out 

that the process of KS consists of knowledge contribution, collection and utilization. In the view 

of Ipe (2003) KS process deals with the transmission and absorption of knowledge. From 

Davenport (1994) point of view, sharing implies a conscious act by a person who participates in 

the knowledge interchange even though he is not bound to do so. 

Hendriks (1999) believes that knowledge sharing bridges two parties—the possessor of 

the knowledge and the receiver of the knowledge. Accordingly, KS serves as a linkage between 

two parties and also between individuals and organizations for achieving competitive advantage. 

Boland and Tenkasi (1995) are in agreement with him and conclude that knowledge sharing 

leads to organizational competitive advantage and successful production. For this purpose, 

knowledge creation requires “a process of mutual perspective taking where distinctive individual 

knowledge is exchanged, evaluated, and integrated with that of others in the organization” 

(p.358). Similarly, while analyzing knowledge, Huber (1991) finds it a combination of four 

concepts that deals with learning in organization— acquisition of knowledge, its distribution, 

interpretation of knowledge and its applicability to the organizational memory. The researcher 

argues that knowledge sharing is related to the knowledge acquisition and its distribution. For 

Gupta and Govindarajan (2000) knowledge sharing includes knowledge search, its diffusion, 

receiving, and its absorption. 
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Besides, some researchers believe that KS process serves as opportunity of sharing 

knowledge from one person to another because sometime organizations without KS may not be 

successful though they keep highly qualified employees (Weiss, 1999). He further explains that 

KS comprises of somewhat two processes: knowledge collection and linkage of knowledge. The 

former process deals with the accumulation, loading and recording of knowledge, while the latter 

is related to knowledge hunting, searching for the source of knowledge and finding the needed 

knowledge. In the opinion of Jackson, et al. (2006) the process of KS from individuals 

perspective is, in which they contribute their skill, knowledge and information, and, from 

organization perspective through which shared knowledge serves for knowledge application 

leading to competitive advantage of the organization. It is commonly believed that knowledge 

sharing exploits and capitalizes the knowledge based resources with the help of sharing 

knowledge among individuals, within and across the teams (Damodaran & Olphert, 2000; 

Davenport & Prusak, 1998; F.Cabrera & Cabrera, 2005). Meanwhile, Reid (2003) describes KS 

as encompassing a knowledge vendor and knowledge consumer. 

However, this study implies and agrees with the KS processes –knowledge contribution 

and knowledge collection, identified by Van Den Hooff and Ridder (2004). Several researchers 

have studied and empirically tested these two processes in different settings (C. J. Chen, et al., 

2010; T. T. Kim, et al., 2013; H.-F. Lin, 2007; Sohail & Daud, 2009; Teng & Song, 2011). The 

contribution of knowledge refers to the communication and exchange process of the information 

one owns with others (Sohail & Daud, 2009; Svetlik, et al., 2007; Van-den-Hooff & Ridder, 

2004). In the view of Bartol and Srivastava (2002), KS is related to sharing individuals ideas, 

skills, information with other persons. Similarly, knowledge donation from Cummings and Teng 

(2003) perspective deals with the successful transfer of knowledge from sender to the recipient. 
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Wang and Noe (2010) argue that knowledge donation is related to provide solutions when there 

are differences in knowledge parameters among employees by providing a platform of common 

and shared knowledge. He states that if proper knowledge sharing does not take place in 

organization may cause many failures in completing tasks which will affect the competitive 

advantage in organizations. 

Knowledge donation, by explanation is the willingness of the workers in organization to 

share their intellectual property-knowledge/experience with others (Ipe, 2003). However, it is 

impossible to share knowledge until one is willing to share it (Islam, 2010; S. Wang & Noe, 

2010).  On further explanation it is have been found dependent on the employees level of sharing 

knowledge with other in organization (Ipe, 2003). Besides, donation as the willingness of 

workers and level of sharing, Hendriks (1999) suggests that it deals with ownership of 

knowledge, and includes observing, communicating with them and facilitating them with proper 

information to enhance their own knowledge and efficiently solving their problems. Other 

researchers also agree with the concept of knowledge donation with Hendriks (1999) that it deals 

with the knowledge owner and the way it is communicated to solve others problems when 

required (Cummings & Teng, 2003; H.-F. Lin, 2007; Reid, 2003). Likewise, Boland Jr. and 

Tenkasi (1995) noted that personal knowledge is converted into group and organizational 

knowledge with the help of KS process. Thus, the organizations that establish such working 

environment that support the KS process and make the flow of information easy in that 

environment are likely to enhance their economic and other performances (Ipe, 2003; Jackson, et 

al., 2006; Krogh, 1998; Nonaka, et al., 2006). 
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On the contrary, knowledge collection deals with the recipient perspective. It refers to the 

consultation of information seekers in view of getting response from the knowledge owners in 

the form of observations, interviews or other interactions (Van den Hooff & de Leeuw van 

Weenen, 2004). It deals with the acquisition and acceptance of knowledge from the available 

resources in the organization and from outsiders as well (H.-F. Lin, 2007). It is argued that 

knowledge collection affects the eagerness of the knowledge seekers to seek, accept, acquire and 

absorb the knowledge from others in organization (T. T. Kim, et al., 2013). Thus knowledge 

collecting plays a key role in improving the performance of organizations because it enables 

organizations to handle, gather and provide knowledge in a more proficient way (H.-F. Lin, 

2007). 

Therefore, it is accepted that these two processes play vital role in the organization 

learning which ultimately create an opportunity of organizational development via absorption 

capacity of the organization. While sharing provides easy access to the means of knowledge 

required for the betterment and development of the organization, it is the level of knowledge 

acceptance that provides opportunity for organizations’ to create such knowledge (Nodari, 

Oliveira, & Maçada, 2016). It is clear from the literature that the processes of knowledge 

donation and collection are noticed by some researchers but still requires more attentions and 

expansion. Hence, This study, keeping in view the objectives, defines knowledge sharing as “a 

two-dimensional process”, as stated by Van-den-Hooff and Leeuw-van-Weenen (2004) ‘it is a  

process through which new knowledge is created by mutually exchanging the individual’s 

(implicit/explicit) knowledge’. 
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2.6 Importance of Knowledge Sharing 

It is obvious from the literature that knowledge sharing is one of the most important 

ingredients that plays vital role in the development of an organization (Lee, 2001; Nonaka & 

Takeuchi, 1995; M. Shin, 2004). While analyzing its role, researchers (e.g., Das & Van-de-Ven, 

2000; Lee, 2001; Yassin, Salim, & Sahari, 2013) are of the opinion that KS as an important and 

key factor of KM processes in organizations. It is believed that knowledge held by an employee 

in an organization must be transferred to other workers for its proper utilization and effectiveness 

(A. Cabrera, et al., 2006). Sharing of knowledge leads to success, based upon the extent of 

sharing to which receivers obtain ownership of, the level of commitment to, and their satisfaction 

with this shared knowledge. Cummings and Teng (2003) believe that this causes value creation 

and vouchsafe organization with competitive edge. It is also argued that organizational 

effectiveness can easily be achieved via KM when KS is properly focused. However, knowledge 

sharing neither occurs by itself nor it is self-directed or self-creative. That is why it is argued that 

effective knowledge sharing, to some extent, depends on the capabilities of the employees and of 

management’s intentions of managing the knowledge resources received through a linkage of 

interactions (Andrawina, Govindaraju, Samadhi, & Sudirman, 2008). 

On further analysis it is evident that though knowledge sharing directly benefits the 

organization and employees, it also results in the creation of new knowledge which leads to 

innovation in organizations (Daud, Rahim, & Alimun, 2008; Nonaka, et al., 2006; Nonaka & 

Takeuchi, 1995). Many researchers emphasize on the importance of knowledge availability in an 

appropriate system whenever and whatever it is required in the organization (Alavi & Leidner, 
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1999; Irma & Rajiv, 2010). It is believed that organizations can increase their skill, competence 

and value with the help of KS (Renzl, 2008). 

While looking into the role of KS in affecting inter-organizational linkages, Hendriks 

(1999) argues that KS serves as a connector between the level of knowledge with workers and 

the level of organizations success in the form of competitive advantage. It is important because it 

creates opportunities for the maximization of organization abilities to meet those needs; in 

addition, it also provides solutions to organizational problems and improves upon its efficiencies 

that help organizations in gaining competitive advantage (Reid, 2003). This aspect of 

organization exhibits the primary aspect of successful project completion, especially for those 

greatly involved in innovation projects (Hansen, 1999). Similarly, it is considered as an indicator 

for measuring the performance and efficiency of an organization (Behery, 2008). By properly 

setting network for sharing knowledge organizations can get benefits of time reduction in 

producing products and delivering services (Alavi & Leidner, 2001; O'dell & Grayson, 1998). 

Extant literature recognizes employees motivation to share the knowledge by knowing that their 

knowledge sharing behavior is worth appreciation and will ease their work to achieve the 

organizational economic or competitive advantage (H.-F. Lin, 2007). 

Moreover, researchers claim that effective KS results in the cost reduction, risk and 

uncertainty minimization (H.-F. Lin, 2007). It is argued that it helps employees to deal with 

complex problems and solutions which enable them to work with more care resulting in reducing 

the frequency of mistakes (Kharabsheh, 2007; Mughal, 2010; Reid, 2003). Likewise, it 

contributes in the establishment of organizational culture. Zucal (2016) provides five reasons to 

support KS as a key for successful organizational culture. He argues that it promotes employees 
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input, builds accountability, helps to retain top talent, fosters creativity and eases the 

organizational pains. To support the importance of KS for organizations, Sethumadhavan (2007) 

exerts that it helps in fostering innovation by encouraging the free movement of ideas. He 

attributes a number of benefits like, market and customer understanding, development of product 

and services, identifying vision to support strategies, building competencies, reducing time for 

customer services and cost reduction with knowledge sharing. The results of all these benefits 

are: boosting of revenues and employee’s retention in organizations. 

Furthermore, many empirical studies have looked into diverse aspects of organizations 

that are affected by knowledge sharing. For instance researchers have found linkages between 

KS and social network (Chow & Chan, 2008; Hossain, Atkinson, Wigand, & Carlsson, 2012; 

Subramani & Rajagopalan, 2003), social trust (Abrams, Cross, Lesser, & Levin, 2003; Chow & 

Chan, 2008; Smith et al., 2006), shared goals (Daud, et al., 2008; Hislop, 2013) Daniel, Rob, 

2002, attitude towards KS (I. Y. Chen & Chen, 2009; Kwok & Gao, 2005), subjective norms 

about KS (G. W. Bock & Kim, 2002; Ryu, Ho, & Han, 2003), individual perception of the KS 

(Chang & Chuang, 2011; Kwok & Gao, 2005) and individual’s knowledge of the situation 

(Hendriks, 1999; Hsu, Ju, Yen, & Chang, 2007). 

Keeping the role of knowledge sharing in organizations, it can easily be concluded that it 

has great bearings in educational institutions such as universities (Fullwood, Rowley, & 

Delbridge, 2013). It is also important in the sense that it is one of the factors that are employed 

in, for managing the information flow easily in education sectors. It helps in enhancing learning 

capacity both at individual and organizational level (M.-Y. Cheng, Ho, & Lau, 2009; Sizer, 

2001). It is beyond debate that learning processes are greatly affected by the exchange of ideas, 
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experience and opinions among faculties (Daud, et al., 2008). Studies conducted in Malaysia 

confirm that sharing of both explicit and implicit knowledge helps organization in enhancing its 

educational performance through exchanging the lessons, written materials, research projects and 

personal experiences (M.-Y. Cheng, et al., 2009; Zaqout & Abbas, 2012). 

Because of the realization of the fact that knowledge sharing has many benefits, 

organizations invest considerable money and time to devise different knowledge management 

strategies. These strategies include the development of knowledge management systems (KMS) 

aims at facilitating the collection, storage, and distribution of knowledge (S. Wang & Noe, 

2010). Despite this realization and thereby investing heavily in terms of time and money, 

researcher Babcock (2004) has estimated nearly $ 31.5 billion annual loss by Fortune 500 

companies as a result of failing to share knowledge. According to researchers (Carter & 

Scarbrough, 2001; Voelpel, Dous, & Davenport, 2005) one of the main reasons of this failure is 

ignoring the critical nature of interpersonal and organizational contexts, coupled by individual 

characteristics that influence knowledge sharing. However, it is very easy to contend that 

management fails to manage knowledge sharing, in reality it is very hard to be satisfactorily 

successful in actuating it in the real business world. The validity of this claim can be easily be 

grasped by looking into the highly complex nature of knowledge sharing (figure 8). 
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Figure 8 Knowledge Sharing Factors (Wang, Noe, 2010) 

2.6.1 Knowledge and knowledge sharing stages 

It is not easy to give any scientific figure regarding the volume of knowledge that world 

at present has. However, researchers (Winerman, 2012) have estimated the world's data storage 

capacity at 295 Exabyte’s—enough information to fill a pile of CDs that would stretch beyond 

the moon. That vast pile of information is only getting vaster: it increases by a factor of 10 every 

five years. This is the result of knowledge sharing. This knowledge sharing by explanation is a 

process wherein new information from diverse sources are shared which culminates on enriching 

the existing knowledge and creation of new knowledge (Gonzalez & Martins, 2017). To affect 

these sharing, organizations need to have some methods for systematic transfer of knowledge for 
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which organizations need to create knowledge “sharing environment (Lee & Yang, 2000). 

Researchers Gonzalez & Martins (2017) believe that the mere fact that the organization 

possesses knowledge is not sufficient for it. To get benefitted from the store of its knowledge it 

should ensure the knowledge flows from source to source with the aim to affect an effective 

learning process between individuals (Yuan, Fulk, Monge, & Contractor, 2010). However, the 

central question here is ‘How this knowledge sharing is affected?’. To answer this question 

researchers are not on the same page. 

For Levine and Prietula (2012), it is a four ways process. The first is self-learning which 

an individual acquires through reading manual reports that carry relevant information. The 

second process occurs when individuals of a firm interact with one another in a social life 

perspective. The third process occurs when individuals actually pass through performative 

relations. And the fourth process occurs through inter-organization relationships. Collectively, 

through all these processes, both explicit and tacit knowledge are being shared. 

According to Freeze and Kulkarni (2007), there are four states which exhibit the presence 

of knowledge in the organization and that each state has its own form of sharing. These states 

are:  expertise, learned lesson, documents, and policies and procedures.  The first one is tacit and 

shared through individuals’ interaction and collaboration. The second one is composed of the 

knowledge acquired when individuals develop tasks or projects. According to them, organization 

has to devise certain strategies to make such learned lesson explicit through knowledge 

documents, which constitutes the third state. The fourth one is the incorporation of the developed 

knowledge into the form of policies and procedures. This is termed institutional knowledge and 

helps organization in running its affairs efficiently and effectively and also channelizes the 
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division and specialization of work within organization (van Dijk, Hendriks, & Romo-Leroux, 

2016).  

Looking into the quality of knowledge Rosenthal (1970) contends that knowledge was 

first introduced hundreds years back in the form of divine knowledge passed to the messengers 

(till the last messenger Muhammad (PBUH)) of Allah which gave him wisdom of speech 

through which a justified system based upon truth was introduced. According to him this 

knowledge culminates in truth through a number of stages (figure 9).  

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 9 Stages of Knowledge 

Ackoff (1989) looks at knowledge from a relatively different perspective. He sees 

knowledge in a hierarchy on which top most is Wisdom. In this hierarchy data is converted to 

information which than generates knowledge and leads to wisdom (figure 10). He further 

explains that the data, information and knowledge deals with past whereas; wisdom deals with 

the future. It is believed that wisdom deals with the values and is purely judgmental (Ackoff, 

1989). It is the extraction of information and experience. If all put in one sequence it will be like 

Knowledge Stage 1 

Wisdom Stage 2 

Justice Stage 3 

Truth Stage 4 
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a person placing his own judgment utilizing the information in right direction with the help of 

her/his personal experience has the essence of wisdom (Pedro, et al., 2010). 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 10 Hierarchy of Knowledge (Ackoff, 1989) 

By integrating the hierarchy described by the last Messenger (PBUH) of Allah and the 

one introduced by Ackoff (1989), it is believed that data when refined is converted into 

information which tunes to knowledge and gives wisdom of speech. It also enables the 

knowledgeable person to be completely justified in understanding the concepts which ultimately 

lay down the foundation of truth. Alavi and Leidner (2001) have summarized knowledge from 

various aspects (table 3). 

  

Wisdom 

Knowledge 

Information 

Data 
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Table 3 Perspectives of Knowledge 

Perspectives  Implications for KM Implications for KM 

Systems 

Knowledge 

vis-à-vis data 

and 

information 

Data is facts, raw 

numbers. Informa-

tion is processed/ 

interpreted is 

personalized 

information. 

KM focuses on exposing 

individuals to potentially 

useful information and 

facilitating assimilation of 

information. 

Knowledge Management 

System will not appear 

radically different from 

existing IS, but will be 

extended toward helping in 

user assimilation of 

information 

State of mind Knowledge is the 

state of knowing 

and understanding 

KM involves enhancing 

individual’s learning and 

understanding through 

provision of information  

Role of IT is to provide access 

to sources of knowledge 

rather than knowledge itself 

Object Knowledge is an 

object to be stored 

and manipulated 

Key knowledge 

management issue is 

building and managing 

knowledge stocks 

Role of IT involves gathering, 

storing and transferring 

knowledge 

Process Knowledge is a 

process is applying 

expertise 

Knowledge management 

focus is on knowledge 

flows and the process of 

creation, sharing and 

distributing knowledge  

Role of IT is to provide link 

among sources of knowledge 

to create wider breadth and 

depth of knowledge flows 

Access to 

information 

Knowledge is a 

condition of access 

to information  

Knowledge management 

focus is organized access 

to and retrieval of contents 

Role of IT is to provide 

effective search and retrieval 

mechanisms for locating 

relevant information. 

Capability Knowledge is the 

potential to 

influence action 

Knowledge management 

is about building core 

competencies and 

understanding strategic 

know-how.  

Role of IT is to enhance 

intellectual capital 

Source: Alavi and Leidner (2001) 

To sum it up, the common understanding of different researchers and scholars about the 

knowledge is that it is a blend of data, information, experience, values, concepts and skills. All 

these are considered to be the most important elements in decision making within organizations 

enabling them to be competitive in the market. 
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2.7 Knowledge Sharing in Public and Private Organizations and HEIs 

There is an increasing attention from scholars to study knowledge management and 

predominantly knowledge sharing in the public and private sectors higher education institutions. 

To establish the pivotal nature of knowledge sharing in public private organizations and higher 

education institutions, a survey from Financial Times (1999) reported that 260 CEOs and 

directors working in diverse multinational organizations of Europe were asked about knowledge 

sharing. The results revealed that 94% of the respondents were suggestive of the opinion that 

employees should share what they know with others in the organization (G. W. Bock & Kim, 

2002). It is also argued that the most important factor of KM discussed nowadays is KS (Ford, 

2001), and plays vital role in the success of  business firms (Davenport & Prusak, 1998) as it 

results in faster knowledge deployment to those sections which require knowledge and can 

greatly be benefited from it (Syed-Ikhsan & Rowland, 2004). Hence, employees play vital role to 

affect it by showing their positive attitudes towards knowledge. This contention has empirical 

evidence in the study conducted on in Korean public sector organizations by Bock and Kim 

(2002). 

The study of knowledge sharing in public sector higher education institutions deserve 

more attention because according to Annick Willem and Buelens (2007) these organizations are 

mainly knowledge oriented, and to properly exploit their knowledge, effective and systematic KS 

among different sectors is highly critical. There is a general consensus on the centrality and 

critical nature of knowledge and its role in governing organizational services, therefore effective 

knowledge sharing among employees is a significant administrative challenge for providing 

reliable services to all communities at all levels (Alavi & Leidner, 2001). Working on public 
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sector organizations, Amayah (2013) has found that there is little research done on knowledge 

sharing in this sector. Her findings revealed some sort of improved knowledge sharing processes. 

She concludes that it would support employees learning and that junior employees would benefit 

from the knowledge and experience of senior employees before they retire. Similarly, Yang and 

Maxwell (2011) identified that setting proper system of knowledge sharing at practitioners level 

and at operational level in public organizations results in organizational success. However, in 

public sector organizations knowledge sharing in public sector organizations is comparatively 

difficult because most of the employees associated with knowledge take it as power, and their 

career advancement opportunities (Liebowitz & Yan, 2004). In the same way, in a research of 50 

private organizations, Lin (2007) identified that employee’s attitude and intention for sharing 

knowledge is greatly affected by motivational factors such as their willingness to share 

knowledge, reciprocal benefits and knowledge self-efficacy. Keeping the central role of 

knowledge sharing in organization, there is  an increasing interest to conduct such studies in the 

public sector organizations (Amayah, 2013; Soonhee Kim & Lee, 2005). 

No doubt knowledge sharing has many benefits, there is a general question whether all 

employees in a particular organization is aware of this fact. A study on “American 

manufacturing firm” in Malaysia reported that 75 percent of the respondents were in the favor of 

KS. However, more than 20 percent were not aware of the importance of KS (Ling, Sandhu, & 

Jain, 2009). Similarly, a comparative study on public and private sector organizations in Ireland, 

demonstrated that high responses were received from the public sectors to support the 

importance of KS (McAdam & Reid, 2000). The results of another study carried out in Kuwait 

found a little bit less satisfactory results in establishing this relationship. The reason for this weak 

relationship has been ascribed to the fact that, in this case, only 50% of the respondents were 
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knowledgeable about the importance of knowledge sharing (Al-Athari & Zairi, 2001). To be 

more precise one has to realize that it is a very complex phenomenon wherein many factors 

including organizational culture and employees perceived self-efficacy are instrumental in 

affecting KS in public sector organizations in (Tohidinia & Mosakhani, 2010). 

The effective role of employees in KS is beyond question. For this organizations need to 

promote knowledge sharing culture. This means that there is no need of incorporating knowledge 

directly but there is a need of devising strategies which are instrumental in affecting employees’ 

attitudes and behaviors to promote willing and consistent knowledge sharing (Fin, 2007). 

Organizations need to improve upon employees’ willingness toward KS through formal and 

informal KS interactions. Until and unless there is willingness, affecting KS will remain a 

mirage. Organizations can neither control nor enforce knowledge sharing. To affect effective KS, 

employees need to be intrinsically and extrinsically motivated. According to expectancy theory 

(Vroom, 1964), people are willing to act when they perceive positive outcomes of that action. 

Keeping that perspective of work behavior in mind, extrinsic motivation (rewards) has been 

found significantly associated with positive participation behavior (Fenwick & Olson, 1986). 

“Hence, certain forms of extrinsic motivation, for example monetary incentives or praise and 

public recognition, may stimulate knowledge sharing” (Fin, 2007, p. 136). Similarly, researchers 

(Deci & Flaste, 1995; Osterloh & Frey, 2000) have empirically found positive relationship 

between employees’ increased intrinsic motivation and their willingness towards creating a 

positive mood. Such attitudes and behvaiours have been founding culminating on enhanced 

learning and inclination to participate in voluntary knowledge sharing. 
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All could only be achieved if there is trust in organization. There is a need of common 

vision and goals within employees which glue them in a successful relationship. A study of 

private companies in Jordan conducted by Al-Adaileh (2011) found that cultural factors such as 

trust, a shared vision, managerial practices and a collaborative working environment contribute 

towards the establishing of KS activities. A study within private companies in Malaysia by 

Alam, Abdullah, Ishak, and Zain (2009) found that KS is greatly supported by trust, IT system, 

culture and reward system. Similarly, another study conducted in private companies with a focus 

on trust towards managerial and KS practices, results revealed that trust is the pivotal factor that 

affect and promote useful knowledge flow in the organization (Renzl, 2008). 

Knowledge sharing practices are not universal in nature. They slightly differ in public 

and private sector organizations as discussed by Bouthillier and Shearer (2002). Their findings 

revealed that private sector organizations are smaller in scope to take KS initiates in contrast to 

public sector organizations with greater and wider scope. They argue that private sector 

organizations rely on knowledge management to support the internal knowledge sharing process, 

whereas, public sector organizations use to share knowledge, attained either from the internal 

sources or from the external sources, with their external stockholders. In a comparative study of 

public or private sectors conducted in Malaysia  also support the view that the process of KM 

system such as creation, capturing, organizing, storage, dissemination and implementation of 

knowledge is better in private organizations than public sector organizations (Ramachandran, 

Chong, & Ismail, 2009). 

A study conducted in Malaysian universities found that all the educational staff showed 

positive opinion about the importance of KS (Jain, Sandhu, & Sidhu, 2007). Another study of 
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two Government agencies in Malaysia represents the KS from two dimensions- knowledge 

donation and knowledge collection. Results of the study revealed that responses towards 

knowledge donation were high than that of knowledge receiving and it might be because of self-

serving biases (Sandhu, Jain, & Ahmad, 2011). To further extend the understanding regarding 

knowledge donation and knowledge receiving Jain, et al. (2007) found that academic staff 

provided higher responses towards their willingness to share the knowledge because of their 

positive perception about knowledge donation. However, the responses showed lower ranking 

towards knowledge receiving. A large number of respondents did not provide their opinion 

explicitly.  

Most importantly, HEIs are considered as the reservoirs of knowledge; and not only 

confined to the knowledge provision to the students. According to Sohail and Daud (2009) these 

institutions manage, combine, and share knowledge between the faculty members. Thus, KS is 

inevitably challenging and an imperative concept in higher learning institutions. They contend 

that numerous studies have examined KS between employees of various organizations but 

limited contribution has been made in the area of KS in education sectors. Studying education 

sector is important in the sense that if it enhances the competitive edge of other organizations, it 

is definite to enhance the academic performance in HEIs. A study conducted in Iraq by Zwain, 

Teong, and Othman (2012) found that KS is positively related to academic performance. Parekh 

(2009) opines, that industries should have collaborations with education sectors for better 

knowledge exchange via libraries and other sources. He believes that this contribution will 

participate in the development of a country with reference to economic, technical, social and 

scientific perspectives. 
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Besides how KS is affected among employees (faculty in education sector), it also occurs 

among students via formal settings and informal settings. Mostly seminars and conferences serve 

the purpose of sharing knowledge through formal settings, whereas, discussions and face to face 

meetings helps to share knowledge informally (Al-Hawamdeh, 2003). Complementing this 

research, Kim and Ju (2008) believe that knowledge sharing in higher education institutions 

includes class lectures, lab works, seminars, tutorials and conferences. To have positive results of 

all these activities the role of IT and relate tools is critical (Rajalakshmi & Wahidabanu, 2011). 

In this regard they maintain that web portals specifically “Info-Ca-Sh” is an emerging web portal 

that serves as a knowledge exchanger. It helps the register users to codify and accumulate tacit 

and explicit knowledge as knowledge sources which enable them to upload, capture and share 

different documents. Additionally, Petrides and Nodine (2003) exerts that KS in education sector 

is not only effected by the technological culture but also by the information culture. According to 

them information culture helps the faculty and staff to share their view, skills and knowledge by 

discussing with each other at different platforms, but the importance of timely availability of 

information with the help of technological culture cannot be ignored. 

Like other organizations, knowledge sharing has benefits in HEIs as well. The most 

common benefits are: advance decision making mechanism for better students learning and 

proper management of increased accountability pressures (Petrides & Nodine, 2003); promotes 

service delivery for students, helps in developing capabilities of both the administrative staff and 

teachers, improves services for alumni and other external stakeholders; supports efficient and 

effective handling of research grants and other commercial opportunities; decreases time for 

research procedures, helps in managing internal and external services, and reduces administrative 

expenses (Thiagarajan, Maniiarasan, Prasanth, Abilesh, & Srinivasan, 2013). Similarly, it is 
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argued that it helps in retaining the expertise and skills of the senior faculty members and makes 

it easily available to the new teachers. It enhances the effectiveness to support the performance 

of the education sector and establishment of knowledge communities (Leung, 2010). In the view 

of Bureau (1998) it will become easier to share knowledge in different languages (such as from 

china to English etc.) in some of the local schools with the help of advance IT infrastructures. 

Moreover, Leung (2010) adds that KS via proper KM system results in time reduction for 

sharing and acquiring material for lectures, and helps the school staff to take rapid decision if 

required. 

2.9 Knowledge Sharing Enablers 

No doubt knowledge sharing is vital for viability of any organization and at the same 

highly desired, it hardly occurs by default or in vacuum. There is a need of creating an enabling 

environment to actuate it. Correia (2011) describes KS enablers as a set or organizational 

conditions such as its design, managerial setups, technological infrastructures and culture that 

supports the knowledge sharing. In other words a sort of mechanism is needed that encourages 

employees’ creation of new knowledge and exchange of it within the organization (H.-F. Lin, 

2007). Knowledge Sharing is referred to a process where employees mutually exchange/transfer 

their knowledge and together create new knowledge. As per KS process it supports the 

organizational members to acquire the knowledge and to disseminate it within organization 

(Van-den-Hooff & Ridder, 2004). Hence, it can be extracted from literature that KS leads to 

competitive advantage and enhanced organizational performance (Bartol & Srivastava, 2002; 

Ipe, 2003; Parekh, 2009). 
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Many researchers argue that KS enablers should be considered while studying and 

applying KM mechanisms (K. Y. Wong, 2005). For instance, Kumar, Rose, & Rose (2012) 

explain that KS and various enablers of KS work together for the success of an organization. 

They contend that KM itself without these might not achieve the organizational objective of 

installing KM practices. It is believed that organizations face several difficulties in applying KM 

systems, including a lack of the commitment from senior management; absence of making 

knowledge operational; nonexistence of employee’s motivation for sharing knowledge, 

acceptance, and adoption of best industry strategies; and lack of rewards and appreciation 

(Skyrme & Amidon, 1997). Additionally, researchers and practitioners believe that less 

contribution is made to relate and identify the importance of KS enablers in research. It is, 

therefore, believed that studies should be conducted to validate and expend studies on the same. 

They further suggest that due to tough market competition organizations should not ignore 

innovation as a decisive enabler for organizational success in the current telecommunication led 

world (Sáenz, Aramburu, & Blanco, 2012). 

Existing literature provides a wide range of factors that affect KS practices. These factors 

may be summarized as: individual factors, organizational factors, and technological factors 

(Alexandre, et al., 2006; Barson et al., 2000; A. Cabrera, et al., 2006). Individual factors may 

include factors like trust, power, and social network; technological factors may include 

information technology systems; organizational factors may include leadership, reward system, 

and opportunities to share (Riege, 2005). In the view of Khan (2014) individuals serve as 

knowledge generators and knowledge receptors in the process of KS, whereas technological 

factors refer to the overall IT system including email, collaboration technologies, bulletin boards 

etc. He further elaborates that factors at organizational level refer to the organizational structures 
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and these should be converted into process structures instead rigid structures focusing the library 

users rather than on libraries only. 

The above list is by no means an exhaustive list. Others found that social networks, 

usability of IT systems, its friendliness, centralization, and reward systems based upon employee 

performance are significant variables that affect employee knowledge-sharing capabilities in 

public and private organizations (Soonhee Kim & Lee, 2006). Employee’s motivation is only 

possible through an established KS culture that leads to trust among employees. To support the 

view, Kashif, Gleeson, and Aziz (2013) identify motivation, culture and trust as significant 

enablers of KS. They argue that employees should be motivated to share their knowledge within 

organization. Similarly, from cultural aspects, namely norms and values, have an impact on 

knowledge sharing within organizations. Norms and values shape communication, verbal, formal 

and informal communications, guidelines, procedures, routines and the technology which 

ultimately impact knowledge sharing. Trust is believed to be the integral part of knowledge in 

KS. Researchers believe that culture plays key role in the establishment of KS practices (K. Y. 

Wong, 2005). Other studies conducted on knowledge sharing identify certain factors affecting 

KS. For instance, an empirical study conducted in Dubai Police Force, Seba, Rowley, and 

Delbridge (2012) identified that the major hurdles and challenges in sharing knowledge are the 

organizational structure, trust, leadership and time allocation. 

Likewise, in a comparative study between 05 public and 05 private organizations 

conducted in South Korea by Kim and Lee (2005) reveals that structure of the organization, its 

culture, and information technology (IT) have significant effects on the KS capabilities of the 

employees. To support the applicability of IT, Cooper (2001) exerts that public sector 
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organizations have started using state-of-the-art IT to support collaborative, knowledge oriented 

and communities for certain projects. A survey of 242 employees in Malaysian private sector 

organizations conducted by Hitam and Mahamad (2012) showed that implementation of IT and 

reward system enhanced the KS practices. Findings of another study revealed that barriers to KS 

at organizational level were inadequate IT system and lack of rewards system for employee’s 

motivation. Whereas, strongest barriers at individual level were highlighted as “lack of time”, 

“lack of interactions between employees” and lowest barrier as trust among them (Sandhu, et al., 

2011). 

When researchers talk about intrinsic motivation and willingness of employees, they are 

referring to a number of factors that affect them. Chow and Chan (2008), to some extent, have 

tried to present them in one model. In this model, they found that social network (SN) and shared 

goals (SG) are directly related to the subjective norms and attitude towards KS whereas, social 

trust (ST) is indirectly related to KS. Recently, Bautista and Bayang (2015) validate the findings 

of Chow and Chan(2008) and believe that SN, ST, and SG are significantly related to attitude, 

subjective norms and intentions towards KS (figure 11). In addition, some researchers also argue 

that organizational participation alongwith SN, ST and SG helps in the esteblishment of trust 

among employees to share knowledge with each other (J.S. Coleman, 2005). 

 

Figure 11 KS Enablers (Bautista & Bayang, 2015) 
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To extend the above model, in the view of Eaves (2014) factors such as motivation to 

share, opportunity to share, the type of knowledge, culture and nature of the employees are 

considered as important factors in knowledge sharing. In somewhat similar fashion, Nahapiet 

and Ghoshal (1998) have pinpointed three key factors named as norms, identification and trust 

contribute towards KS. Besides, when people believe that their experience and expertise can 

contribute towards improved work efficiency and upturn productivity, they will be more 

motivated to share knowledge with others (G.-W. Bock, Zmud, Kim, & Lee, 2005; Jarvenpaa & 

Staples, 2001; S. K. Shin, Ishman, & Sanders, 2007). Most importantly, it is argued that there is 

a distinction between different situations in which knowledge is exchanged among individuals 

with a purpose to apply existing knowledge to handle different situations for creating new ideas 

(Hendriks, 1999). A novel study by Bibi and Ali (2017) in the context of knowledge sharing 

behavior of employees of Pakistani Higher Education Sector reveals that job involvement, 

continuous commitments and job satisfaction are the most important factors and such Institutions 

should give due weightage for boosting the knowledge sharing behavior of employees. 

The extent literature provides a deep and thorough insight of the various factors affecting 

knowledge sharing in an organization, but few still needs further attention. Keeping in mind the 

relative importance of some factors affecting knowledge sharing which were not previously 

checked by the researchers with focus to education sectors, supported by extant literature, and 

has theoretical support are put for empirical testing in the current research. These factors are: 

social network, shared goals, social trust, and individual perception, individuals’ knowledge of 

the situation, attitude and subjective norms are the most critical factors in the establishment of 

KS in an organization. Table 4 summarizes these factors with the extant literature. Thus, the 

scope of this study is limited only to these factors that are supposed to affect KS in the higher 

education sectors, with focus on University of Peshawar, KP. 
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Table 4 Factors Affecting Knowledge Sharing 

Researcher/s KS Factors 

Guo and Chen (2010) Social network help to increases KS environment in organizations. 

Cheng-Hua, Yuan-

Duen, Wei, and Li-Ting 

(2007) 

Social trust has a positive relationship with KS 

Chow and Chan (2008) 

Shared goals have a direct or indirect linkage with KS. There is a 

positive relation of shared goals and subjective norms and attitude 

towards KS. 

Davenport and Prusak 

(1998), and Khan (2014) 

Individual’s perception and awareness regarding KS plays vital role 

in the effective and efficient KS procedures. 

Szulanski (1996) 

Absorption capacity of the employees, Causal ambiguity – related 

to the factors in environment and situation, and hard relationship 

between knowledge contributor and knowledge receiving person 

are major barriers to share knowledge. 

Ajzen and 

Fishbein(1980) 

Attitude of a person towards KS controls his or her intent towards 

his actual performance 

Jolaee, Nor, Khani, and 

Yusoff (2014) 

subjective norms are among important variables that greatly affect 

the KS intentions in academic structures 

2.9.1 Social network and knowledge sharing 

Social network is one of the factors that have a proven relationship with knowledge 

sharing. The validity of this relationship has been supported by various studies. For instance, 

Guo and Chen (2010) hold the opinion that social network (SN) is an interactive network 

composed of social contact of those people who mutually understand and recognize one another, 
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which is akin to established relationship. Similarly, Krackhardt and Stern (1985) takes a wider 

picture of human relationship with one another and describe world as a network structure of 

societal actors and connections, connection is a channel of social sources, and actor find chance 

to exchange and make use of these sources through channel network. It is argued that 

information interchange and KS is based on a certain level of social network which encompasses 

the links between different individuals. These links can be categorized into four types: 

“friendship network, intelligence network, advisory network, trust network”. Likewise, to be 

more specific about the friendship, an analysis conducted on the basis of social network shows 

that more friendship relations lead to higher efficiency of KS (Guo & Chen, 2010, p. 1716). 

Similarly, in multi-division organizations, one division can learn from other division 

through divisional interactions and can acquire new knowledge developed by these divisions. 

This KS among divisions provide opportunities for mutual understanding and inter-divisional 

cooperation, which results in the creation of new knowledge (Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998). To elicit 

the importance of SN as an important factor in knowledge sharing, researchers argue that 

organizations that are able to maintain KS effectively between one section and another are more 

creative and more likely to sustain its productivity than those that are less proficient in 

knowledge sharing (Darr, Argote, & Epple, 1995). Similarly, others researchers have focused on 

internetwork; they remained attentive to a social network perspective where KS is explained 

largely by studying the individuals behavior to the social network in which the actors are 

embedded (Reagans & McEvily, 2003). To make it more easy to understand, Kogut and Zander 

(1992) suggest that a ‘‘firm should be understood as a social community specializing in speed 

and efficiency in the creation and transfer of knowledge’’ (p.503). It has empirically been 
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validated that there is significant relationship between the strength of social network and 

effective KS in an organization (Marouf, 2007). 

It is further added that the stronger and extended social network greatly impact the 

behavioral intentions of human and it enhances knowledge sharing at both individual and 

organizational level. At individual level now-a-days communication has become easier via social 

networks technological tools such as twitter, LinkedIn, Face book, Skype, Viber, WhatsApp, and 

alike (Haque, Ahlan, & Razi, 2015). These tools play vital role in the establishment and 

maintenance of social networks among people. At organizational level, social network enables 

the high-acting knowledge workers to exchange most of the valued information with other 

people within their social circles (Iqbal et al., 2011). Besides, it is an important factor that 

stimulates the attitude of individuals towards sharing knowledge (Jolaee, et al., 2014). The role 

of SN as a positive and significance factor in molding human behavior towards KS has also been 

supported (Chennamaneni, 2007). 

2.9.2 Social trust and knowledge sharing 

To understand the complicated process of knowledge sharing social trust has its own 

distinctive position. Trust by definition is “the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the 

actions of another party, with the expectation that the other will perform a particular action 

important to the trust or, irrespective of the ability to monitor or control that other party” (L.-F. 

Liao, 2006, p. 229). This abstraction has been found having positive and significant relationship 

with tacit knowledge sharing (C.-P. Lin, 2007). For Hsu et al.(2007) trust is the collective name 

to “emotional bonds between individuals”, and is the predictor of knowledge sharing behavior, 

and has an indirect relationship with KS through self-efficacy. Similarly, Cheng-Hua, Yuan-
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Duen, Wei, & Li-Ting (2007) found that trust has a significant positive correlations with 

knowledge sharing. These views have support in the research by Chowdhury and Sanjib (2005). 

According to them, both “affect-based trust and cognition-based trust have significant positive 

correlation with knowledge sharing. 

While researching the role of IT and online communication, many researchers suggest 

that greater level of trust is built through teamwork, and online communication affects task 

conflict, which as a result enhances the level of KS in organization (Ismail & Yusof, 2010). 

Similarly, Hung and Chuang (2009) exerts that trust within organization facilitates knowledge 

sharing behavior among employees. Others expressing their ideas about trust as a knowledge 

sharing factor state that trust plays vital role in the establishment of KS behavior among 

employees which is positively and significantly related to KS Chow and Chan (2008). In simple 

words, there is wide rang consensus in recognizing the importance of trust as a key and crucial 

factor in sharing knowledge in an organization (Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Kramer, 1999; 

Nelson & Cooprider, 1996; O'dell & Grayson, 1998; Wathne, Roos, & Krogh, 1996; Zand, 

1972). 

2.9.3 Shared goals and knowledge sharing 

Researchers and consultants hold that knowledge sharing is a somewhat reciprocal 

activity. This reciprocation becomes coherent if employees have common vision and goals which 

will help in gluing them in a successful relationship. Shared goals are defined as the “Goals that 

articulate what the teams stand for and their shared vision” (Global, 2017). If employees work in 

disarray, one can hardly think of opportunities where their individual tacit knowledge could find 

a channel for sharing with one another. It could be easily understood by an example that 
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individuals with incomplete information usually provide incorrect feedback based upon their 

own assumptions while filling the blanks. Moreover, a team is not considered a team until it 

moves in the same direction and a team of individuals needs a common purpose to serve the need 

of the organizations. The existence of a coherent team appears to be instrumental in actuating 

KS. This coherence, in turn, can be achieved if the team members have some shared goals which 

would enable them to move towards to achieve the end (Larsen, 2005). And that is why there is a 

general consensus that management must establish a clear mission and goal to enhance the 

contribution of the employees to contribute in sharing knowledge happily (Yu & Chu, 2007) . 

To make it more understandable, Chow and Chan (2008) explain that shared goals 

directly and indirectly affect the knowledge sharing behavior of the individuals. Their empirical 

findings revealed a positive relationship between shared goals and attitude towards knowledge 

sharing and subjective norms for sharing knowledge. These findings have been validated by 

recent research by Bautista and Bayang (2015). These researchers believe that shared goals 

facilitate knowledge sharing in an organization which helps in the establishment of trust culture, 

cooperation and participation in an organization. Findings of Bautista and Bayang (2015) 

disclose that SG are significantly related to knowledge sharing and supports subjective norms 

and intention to KS. 

2.9.4 Individuals’ perception and knowledge sharing 

In the life of an individuals’ perception plays a very great role in making decision. This 

perception differs from person to person; however, this perception is not always whimsical. It is 

defined as “the organization, identification, and interpretation of sensory information in order to 

represent and understand the presented information, or the environment” (Schacter, et al., 2011) 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sense
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Information
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and “ is the process of culmination of discovery” (Woodworth & Marquis, 2014, p. 421). There 

are certain factors that shape human perception. In that sense individual’s perception about the 

necessity and exchange of information or teaching material plays important role in KS 

(Seonghee Kim & Ju, 2008). A study on factors affecting KS in the library of Dhaka Universities 

by Khan (2014) reveals that 91 percent individuals when asked for sharing knowledge perceived 

that users are friendly while sharing knowledge, 4.3 percent showed non friendliness of the 

users, and 4.3 were embarrassed to share knowledge. Similarly, researchers believe that multiple 

factors have contributed to the current “knowledge boom” and the most important one is sharing 

knowledge. Collectively, whatever the results are, it is individual perception of the reality that 

exists in the minds of the individuals (Davenport & Prusak, 1998). Empirical evidences supports 

that perceptions of information ownership play vital role in the knowledge sharing and have 

positive relationship with it (Jarvenpaa & Staples, 2001). 

In addition, Wiewiora, Murphy, and Trigunarsyah (2010) opine that employee 

perceptions can stimulate the success of KS since it enhances the trust among workforce. Some 

researchers identify the types of perception such as Rahman (2011) believes that employees have 

six type of perception. These are: KS practices, the benefits, hindering factors, the activities, the 

technologies, and the motivation factors as perceived by the employees. To study them 

Hidayanto, Hapsari, Alfina, and Sucahyo (2013) conducted a study in Indonesian in IT 

consulting companies. They found that the most important factors involved in the establishment 

of KS system are dominant by the intrinsic aspects of the employees, rather than extrinsic 

aspects. These researchers conclude that it is highly essential that human perception must be 

known for evaluating the condition of KS in organization. The theory of planned behavior (TPB) 

elaborates that even in the presence of other variables such as attitude and subjective norms one 



69 

 

should not ignore perceived behavioral control for evaluating the behavior of the employees 

(Ajzen, 1991). 

2.9.5 Individuals’ knowledge of the situation and knowledge sharing 

Another important factor discussed in knowledge sharing enabler section is the 

knowledge of the situation in which knowledge is shared. Response to an external stimulus is 

something very common with all human beings. This “know-what,” knowledge helps an 

individual as what action one needs to take. With this, the next higher level of knowledge is 

“know-how”. It means knowing how to decide on an appropriate response to a stimulus. The 

next and the highest level of knowledge is “know-why” knowledge. All these complement one 

another and permit an individual employee to choose among the alternatives. This usually 

involves an understanding of underlying theory and/or a range of experiences that includes many 

instances of anomalies, interaction effects, and exceptions to the norms and conventional wisdom 

of an area (King, 2009). Extant literature suggests that "situated" means "in a physical setting" or 

simply "interactive" (Vera & Simon, 1993). In the words of Fracker (1988), situation awareness 

is defined as "the knowledge that results when attention is allocated to a zone of interest (i.e., the 

volumes of space that surround a pilot) at a level of abstraction" (p. 102). Likewise, Endsley 

(1988) view knowledge of the situation as "the perception of the elements in the environment 

within a volume of time and space, the comprehension of their meaning, and the projection of 

their status in the near future"  (p. 97). 

To fully grasp the process of knowledge sharing, one needs to be well aware of the effect 

of various situations (Krishnananda, 1983). To explain it more easily, he equates it with the 

pressure of circumstances. He argues that human psychology may sometimes be surrounded by 
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many things present in human mind at the time of sharing knowledge, some of which may be the 

sub-conscience. Therefore, in the determination of action, greater importance is given to the 

understanding and awareness of situation in which s/he is sharing the knowledge. Similarly, 

there are possibilities that sometimes situations of sharing knowledge are reciprocal, and the 

arrangements are different at the receiving end and delivering end (Khanna, Gulati, & Nohria, 

1998). In addition, ignorance of situation as an important factor may lead to failures. For instance 

a study of more than 200 aviation calamities revealed that lack of situation awareness was 

identified as a leading factor of such mishaps (Härtel, Smith, & Prince, 1989). 

Moreover, describing the requisition of situation knowledge, many accept that critical 

information is perceived via exploration and observation made by the individuals with a preset 

mind and certain expectations in an environment (Fracker, 1989). Similarly, Salas, Prince, Baker, 

and Shrestha (1995) treat situation awareness as a process based upon (state/goal), information 

processing function and  pre-existing knowledge (pre dispositions) as elicit in figure 12. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 12  Individual Situation Awareness Model (Salas, et al., 1995, p. 126) 
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Situation awareness is a very important factor of KS. Szulanski (1996) identifies three 

types of barriers to share knowledge—the absorption capacity of the employees; the causal 

ambiguity (factors in environment and situation affecting knowledge interaction and responding 

in the process of KS); and the hard relationship between knowledge donor and receiver. This 

study is related to second barrier related to KS that is the factors present in the situation while 

sharing knowledge. As knowledge is a “subjective contextual construction”, it is a continuum, 

social, and reflective process and a product of the situation in which it is situated (Weick, 1995). 

It is argued that in every situation a human performer is trying to identify and understand the 

situation by linking the situation with the perceptual model which results in the important 

indications leading to the awareness of the situation (Paulin & Suneson, 2012a). To explore 

various aspects of situation development Endsley (2000) has employed the concept of situation 

awareness. He identifies the situation awareness at three levels—perception of the situation, 

understanding of the situation, and projection of the situation. It is suggested that the specific 

situation should be taken into consideration to verify the usefulness of content in any definition 

or knowledge (Paulin & Suneson, 2012a). 

2.9.6 Attitude towards knowledge sharing 

In human action and inaction the role of attitude cannot be ignored. That is why it has 

also been given due attention in studying knowledge sharing. Attitude may be defined as a 

person’s satisfactory and uncomplimentary evaluation of something or “a psychological 

tendency that is expressed by evaluating a particular entity with some degree of favor or 

disfavor” (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993, p. 1). Attitude towards a specific behavior is perceived as a 

person’s assessment of that behavior when deciding to act upon it (Y. J. Kim, Chun, & Song, 
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2009). It is considered to affect certain behaviors socially and has indirect impact on the 

intention towards knowledge sharing (Haque, et al., 2015). Other researchers believe that attitude 

of a person towards sharing knowledge commands his or her intention towards his actual 

performance (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). Researchers are unanimous about attitude being an as 

important factor affecting knowledge sharing (Kuo & Young, 2008) (Tohidinia & Mosakhani, 

2010). 

If one wants to identify an individual’s attitude toward knowledge sharing, the best way 

is to assess the belief of the individuals about KS (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1970). This apparent 

consequences of KS can effect attitude toward this behavior (Chiou, 1998). Other researchers 

argue that attitude may also act as a mediator between personal factors and intention to share 

knowledge (De Vries, Van den Hooff, & De Ridder, 2006). It is also believed that attitudes are 

extracted from the cognitive system and therefore potentially influence the intention to share 

knowledge (Yih-Tong Sun, Peter Scott, & L, 2005). To validate the relationship between attitude 

and knowledge sharing, Khan (2014) conducted a study in the library of Dhaka University and 

found that 82.6 percent respondents showed positive and confident attitude towards KS, 17 

percent were enthusiastic to share knowledge, whereas none showed embarrassment or confusion 

towards KS. Similarly, a study on lawyers’ attitude towards knowledge sharing by Olatokun and 

Nneamak (2013) also found that positive attitude towards KS leads to positive intention to share 

knowledge. 
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2.9.7 Subjective norms and knowledge sharing 

By explanation, subjective norm is a normative belief without including motivation to 

comply. It is the perceived social pressure under which an individual behaves. Among many 

factors effecting knowledge sharing subjective norms have also been found instrumental. 

Subjective norm may be defined as "the perceived social pressure to perform or not to perform 

the behavior" (Ajzen, 1991, p. 188). Subjective norms may be perceived as to the individual’s 

perception of the expected behavior among special groups and in a certain condition (Ajzen & 

Fishbein, 1970). Researchers have explained subjective norms from various aspects. For 

instance, Lapinski and Rimal (2005) classify it in collective norms of persons’ social network 

and of the society as a whole. They further classify these norms into two classes—injunctive and 

descriptive norms. Injunctive norms "refer to people's beliefs about what ought to be done" in 

certain circumstances; whereas, descriptive norms "refer to beliefs about what is actually done 

by most others in one's social group" (p. 130).  

Norms play a very important social role. It is believed that norms define the mutual 

consent of community towards acceptable attitudes and behavior. As institutions are also social 

entities, these norms greatly affect the KS intentions in academic infrastructure (Jolaee, et al., 

2014; Skaik & Othman, 2014). To support SN to be important factor in sharing knowledge 

Tohidinia and Mosakhani (2010) opine that subjective norms are among the key factors that may 

influence the intention towards human behavior to share knowledge. Likewise, relationship of 

subjective norms with KS has been evidenced as significant in various studies (Lin & Lee, 2004; 

Ryu, et al., 2003). Similarly, for the acknowledge of individuals in their organization, subjective 

norms are considered important to support and form their intention for sharing knowledge (Sun 
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& Scott, 2005). Likewise, Lapinski and Rimal (2005) identify that, social norms including 

subjective norms which have mixed effects on the human behavior which ultimately effects KS. 

Similarly, it is argued that attitude and subjective norms serve greatly on human behavior 

towards KS, as these together are considered predictive of behavior (Al-Swidi, Huque, Hafeez, 

& Shariff, 2014; Shih & Farn, 2008; Trafimow & Fishbein, 1994). 

2.10 Theoretical and Conceptual Background 

Theories help in explaining, predicting, and better understanding phenomena; also 

theoretical framework is considered as a guideline and structure that helps theories of research 

(Labaree, 2013). Hence theoretical framework of current study is based upon social capital, 

TRA, and attitude-to-behavior process model for the development. 

2.10.1 Social capital 

The concept of social capital has a thorough bearing on organization (J.S. Coleman, 

1988; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Okoli & Oh, 2007). By definition it is “the sum of the actual 

and potential resources embedded within, available through, and derived from the network of 

relationships possessed by an individual or social unit” (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998, p. 243). It is 

considered capital because it strongly influences the interpersonal knowledge sharing that occurs 

(Chiu, Hsu, & Wang, 2006). Besides its positive influences, researchers A. Willem & 

Scarbrough (2006) have studied its potential negative effect of power and organizational politics 

and warn manager to be mindful of its this role in knowledge sharing. To understand it as 

wholesome construct researchers Nahapiet & Ghoshal (1998) have deciphered into three distinct 

dimensions - structural, relational and cognitive. While providing detail of these dimensions, 
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Chow and Chan (2008) opine that the structural dimension defines organizational network 

relations, communication system and hierarch; the second reflects the trust level that employees 

enjoy during communications; and the last one “refers to resources increasing understanding 

between parties” (p. 459). These authors have empirically investigated three different social 

factors to show the three dimensions of social capital with ‘‘network configuration’’ renamed as 

‘‘social network’’, ‘‘trust’’ as ‘‘social trust’’, and  shared goals (p. 459). Stakeholders in the 

organization are strategically required to have a thorough knowledge of the interdependence of 

these dimensions of and their composite influence on knowledge sharing in organization. 

From the knowledge sharing point of view, the role of social capital has been discussed 

by researchers Van Den Hooff (2009) by distinguishing two approaches—a) the engineering 

approach, and b) the emergent approach. According to them in the former, knowledge is 

manageable which means management is the determining factor in the process of knowledge 

sharing; while in the latter it is the social capital that manages the process of knowledge sharing. 

They further elaborate that they cannot be compartmentalized. They hypothesized that each 

engineering factor positively affects all the three dimensions of social capital. From their 

research they conclude that both emergent and engineering approaches have their respective role 

in knowledge sharing. 

2.10.2 Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) 

The theory of reasoned action presented by Ajzen & Fishbein (1967) has been in favor 

among the researchers since it has been proposed. This theory postulates that “attitudes guide 

behavior through conscious consideration of and deliberation about a person’s attitude and its 

implications for a given course of action” (R. H. Fazio & D. R. Roskos-Ewoldsen, 2005, p. 53). 
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The assumption in its essence explains volitional behaviors. However, on close scrutiny it 

appears that the assumption excludes a wide range of behaviors like, impulsive, spontaneous, 

habitual, and the behaviors that require special skills, unique opportunities and cooperation 

resources (Hale, Householder, & Greene, 2002). Anyway, it still has a lot of explanatory powers 

in explaining the attitude-behavior relationship. As per explanation of the theory, it hypothesizes 

that in an individual’s volitional behaviour, the most influential factor is her/his behavioural 

intention. And furthermore, this behavioral intention, in turn, is the result of both attitudes 

toward representing different behaviors and the subjective norms related to it. As all these three 

aspects of the theory have strong bearings in organizational settings, their applications in 

knowledge management hold merit. 

2.10.3 Fazio’s attitude-to-behavior process model 

The Attitude-to-Behavior process model proposes that individual’s attitude can direct a 

person’s behavior even when the individual does not actively reveal and is conscious about the 

attitude (Fazio, 1986). As per the process model, the precursor of behavior is a person’s 

definition of the event that is taking place. In simple words, it is the individual’s interpretation of 

a situation as to what is going to happen and is assumed to determine how s/he responds. By 

further explanation, an event comprised of two components: the perception of individuals of the 

attitude object in the instant situation and how do they define that situation. Here definition of 

the situation is related to the storehouse of information that the person possesses concerning the 

expected and appropriate behaviors in that particular situation. The model concludes that 

attitudes can guide how and what individuals perceive (Fazio, 1986). As per Fazio’s process 

model, an attitude acts as an association in memory among the attitude-object and a person’s 
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appraisal of the object. However, it is the very strength such linkage that is instrumental in 

determining the openness of the attitude from memory. One needs to be aware of the fact that the 

strength of this link varies from person to person and situation to situation. In addition, the model 

explores whether the attitude is activated as of memory. Researchers opine that attitude can be 

activated from memory in several ways and such activations can happen as an outcome of 

situational cues (Snyder & Kendzierski, 1982). For instance, when we are told to cast our vote, 

our feelings, our attitudes are probable to be activated from memory. 

On the other hand, it is not necessary that attitude activation only occurs when there is a 

benefit, it can also be activated without the existence of any apparent benefit being expected to 

be gained from a situational cue if the attitude is adequately available from memory (Fazio, 

1986). Although, this relation is likely to be powerful if the attitude is available from memory 

than if it is not. In short, the model postulates that when attitudes are accessible from memory, 

they are capable of guiding individuals’ behavior in an agreeable direction without an 

individual’s engagement in conscious deliberative reasoning (R. H. Fazio & D. Roskos-

Ewoldsen, 2005). 

2.10.4 Theoretical integration 

This study integrates Social capital, Theory of reasoned action, and Attitude-to-behavior 

process model. All three theoretical frameworks provide strong base for exploring factors 

affecting knowledge sharing behaviors of the employees in an organization. Previous studies 

(e.g.Chow & Chan, 2008; R. H. Fazio & D. R. Roskos-Ewoldsen, 2005) have focused on 

exploring factors that are justified either by reasoning or built in attitudes based upon human 

intention to share the knowledge such as attitude and subjective norms explained by theory of 
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reasoned action, and certain social capital factors such as social trust, shared goals, and social 

network. Furthermore, previous studies (e.g. Chow & Chan, 2008) have combined theory of 

reasoned action (Attitude, Subjective norms) and factors of social capital ( Social trust, Shared 

Goals, and Social network ) to identify the factors affecting knowledge sharing. 

This study replicates and verifies the results of studies like Chow and Chan (2008) along 

with integrating another theory (i.e. Attitude-to-Behavior process model), which says, it is not 

necessary to have a reason to share the knowledge but also the current situation and human 

perception in that situation. On the basis of this third theoretical base two more variables (i.e. 

Individuals perception and knowledge of the situation) were combined with the theory of 

reasoned action and factors of social capital. 

In a nutshell, this study has explored the factors affecting knowledge sharing from two 

perspectives i.e. whether deliberate reasoning is required to share the knowledge or it is the 

current situation that forces an individual to share knowledge. Empirical results of the study 

reveal that there is a possibility that both concepts are operative while individuals decide to share 

their respective knowledge. 

2.11 Research Hypotheses and the Conceptual Model 

Keeping in view the extant literature and the deficiencies therein, the following 

hypotheses (the first five ones are being empirically validated and the last two are put to test) are 

presented: 

H1. The wider the social network among organizational members, the organization will 

experience more knowledge sharing. 
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H2. The greater the social trust among organizational members, the organization will 

experience more knowledge sharing. 

H3. The greater the shared goals among organizational members, the organization will 

experience more knowledge sharing. 

H4. The higher the individuals’ perception of knowledge of sharing, the organization will 

experience more knowledge sharing. 

H5. The higher the organizational members’ knowledge of the situation with respect to 

knowledge sharing, the organization will experience more knowledge sharing. 

H6. The more favorable the organizational members’ attitude toward knowledge sharing, 

the organization will experience more knowledge sharing. 

H7. The greater the organizational members’ subjective norm with respect to knowledge 

the organization will experience more knowledge sharing. 
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2.12 The Research Model 

 

Figure 13 Conceptual Model for the Current Study 

Figure 13 presents the research model. The model integrates the factors from Social 

capital, Theory of Reasoned Action with Attitude-to-behavior process model. In organization 

employees interact with one another and develop contacts among them. The intensity and 

frequency of this interaction is subject to the structure and the supportive culture of the 

organization. 
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2.13 Summary 

This chapter provided supportive material on KS from the extant literature. The chapter 

starts with the introduction of knowledge as a common concept and then it has been discussed 

from theory and practice point of view. Researchers have identified knowledge as a key 

economic resource and a vital intangible asset, which differentiate it from information. 

Knowledge has been discussed from the context and human experience point of view. 

Knowledge sharing in not a stagnant activity but is a process. The chapter provides discussion on 

the stages of this process. It also provides discussion on the debate of tacit knowledge and 

explicit knowledge. Since knowledge is a very complex and multidimensional, to make it easy to 

understand different types of knowledge have been discussed. Keeping its diversity and vitality 

in mind, the concept of knowledge management has drawn the attention of researchers. This 

chapter has also looked at this aspect of knowledge. Readers have been provided with basic 

elements of knowledge management. Notwithstanding knowledge management is an umbrella 

term and researchers have broadly divided it into four distinct aspects. Knowledge sharing is one 

of those aspects. As the focus of this study is KS, it has been discussed in detail and reasons have 

been provided as to why it is necessary for competitive advantage of an organization. Then the 

chapter has provided the level of knowledge sharing in Higher Education Institutions. Efforts 

have been taken to provide evidences from the extant literature to support its centrality in 

education institutions. 

Many factors that contribute to KS among workers at individual level, group level, and 

organizational level and within technological domain have been discussed. Among all the 

possible factors some important factors like social network, social trust, shared goals, individual 
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perception of KS, individual knowledge of the situation while sharing knowledge, attitude 

towards KN and subjective norms have been discussed in detail. To conclude this chapter has 

provided a theoretical framework which has been put to be empirically tested, conceptual model 

and hypothesis for the current study. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

3. 1 Introduction 

In any research undertaking, the selection of proper research methodology is critical 

“because it gives definite shape to dispersed human understanding of a social issue” (W. 

Rahman, 2012). For researchers proper methodology helps them in addressing problems and 

seeking answers through some definite and precise way of getting and processing the data within 

the framework of the research process (Bogdan & Talyor, 1975; Silverman, 2005). Here 

meanings are extracting from facts with clarity which, consequently gives empirical acceptability 

to research findings. However, experts in research methodology (e.g., Jonker & Pennink, 2010) 

express their strong reservations and warn researchers not to restrict the concept of research 

methodology to developing a research instrument like survey questionnaire or interviewing 

questions for the exclusive purpose of collection of data and, then analyzing that limited data 

with the help of applying of some rudimentary statistics. That is why they advise the choice of a 

certain research methodology in concord with the nature of the research question and the 

theoretical perspective that are used to explore and conceptualize the issue at hand. “This means 

that the researcher should have justification for choosing a specific research approach based on 

diverse requirements of a research question” (W. Rahman, 2012, p. 118). The succeeding 

sections are aimed at explaining the choice of this research approach for the study at hand. 
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3. 2 Research philosophy 

Research philosophy plays a vital role in the formulation of research design. It is the 

development of the research knowledge, research nature and research background (Saunders, 

Lewis, & Thornhill, 2012). It is a sort of belief that researchers commonly hold regarding the 

way about a social phenomenon is gathered, analyze, interpreted and used. This philosophy can 

also be explained with the help of research paradigms which is a broad framework, comprising 

of knowledge of several theories and practices used in a research Endeavour and the perception 

of the researcher about the investigation (L. Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2013). There are 

several advantages of using research philosophy in the research as stated by Easterby-Smith, 

Thorpe, and Jackson (2007) that research design can be clearly defined; establishment of new 

designs that the research has never experience before; it helps in differentiating about the designs 

as to what extent a design is helpful or not. It can simply be understood by the concept that it 

provides step wise procedure for creating linkages between research question and research 

objective. 

Research philosophers when study the nature of knowledge or, for that matter, truth about 

any social phenomenon, they interpret it from two perspectives i.e., positivism and 

interpretivism. Objectivity and subjectivity are the other alternative terms that are employed to 

these two. The former approach holds that the truth exists outside there and is not dependent on 

mental choices, emotions or whims of a person. On the other hand, the latter approach holds that 

truth resides only in the mind. Researchers (e.g., D. R. Cooper & Schindler, 2008; Saunders, et 

al., 2012) contend that social phenomena have to be explored in such a way that human likes and 

dislikes be given the least role. However, there are researchers (e.g., Berg, 2009; Creswell, 2013) 



85 

 

for whom truth amounts to whatever one believes, and there is no such thing as “knowledge” of 

reality; only some sort of “experience” inside one’s own mind. To enable the readers to 

understand different approaches in social science, Collis and Hussey (2013) has categorized 

them in five groups. They are: 

1. Ontological approach: This approach refers to the creation of assumptions to better 

understand societal issues in depth keeping in view how reality is perceived. It looks into 

the nature of reality, whether it is objective (singular and independent of the investigator) 

or subjective (the reality comprises of multiple ways of investigation). In other words, it 

tells us what things are (table 6). 

2. Epistemological approach: This approach refers to the relationship between the 

researcher and the reality or how this reality is captured or known. In simple words it tells 

us the way we know things (table 6). 

3. Rhetorical approach: This approach refers to the way texts are primarily examined as 

acts of communication or as performances rather than as static objects. In other words, it 

is related to the language of business. This approach tells us which speech or writing style 

should be selected according to positivism and interpretivism paradigms. It is believed 

that positivism paradigm uses quantitative approach for research and therefore; formal 

hypothesis showing causal relationship are drafted using passive speech. In contrast the 

interpretivism paradigm is more of qualitative nature and uses informal writing using 

personal speech (table 6). 

4. Axiological approach: This approach refers to the study of values—what is valuable and 

important in the research. We know that there are two approaches; the researchers 

trusting the positivism believe that the facts and figures are unbiased. In contrast, 
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interpretivism approach assumes that the facts in conducting a research can be biased 

(table 6). 

5. Methodological approach: This approach refers to the research process including 

procedures and methods which can be used within the research paradigm. It also refers to 

use a combination of different situations depending upon the nature of the problem and 

related facts available. The researcher may combine the three well known paradigms i.e. 

positivism, interpretivism and realism—the facts and belief already present in the 

environment (table 5). 

Table 5 Philosophical Approaches along with the Research Processes and Sample Size 

Requirements 

Approach Paradigms Research Process Sample Size 

Ontological 

Nature of reality: 

Objective 

Subjective 

Deductive  

Inductive 

Large sample 

Small sample 

Epistemological Positivism/Interpretivism 
Deductive  

Inductive 

Large sample 

Small sample 

Rhetorical 
Language of research 

Qualitative 
Inductive Small sample 

Axiological 
Role of values 

Positivism Interpretivism  

Deductive  

Inductive 

Large sample  

Small sample 

Methodological 
Positivism Interpretivism  

Realism 

Deductive  

Inductive 

Large sample  

Small sample 

Adopted from Creswell (2007) and Collis and Hussey (2009). 
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3. 2.1 Justification for research philosophy 

The above stated explanation has given an overview of various assumptions used in 

research. For better understanding of the reader and to link the approach undertaken in the 

current research with the philosophies highlighted in table 5, the researcher has tried her level 

best to present in a tabulated form (table 6). As a note of caution, this classification may not be 

taken absolute because this is a perception based study where an individuals’ perception is her / 

his qualitative decision; however, here decision has to be taken on aggregate. 

Table 6 Philosophical Assumptions, Paradigms and Research Philosophy 

Assumptions Paradigms Ingredients 

Paradigm 

Employed/ 

approach 

1.  Ontological 

(Nature of 

reality) 

Positivism 
Reality is objective, singular & 

independent of researcher. Positivism / 

Deductive 
Interpretivism 

Reality is subjective, multiple & 

dependent on researcher 

2.  Epistemological 

(Validity of 

knowledge) 

Positivism 
Researcher involvement is not 

necessary Positivism 

Interpretivism Researcher involvement is important. 

3. Axiological 

(position of 

values) 

Positivism Research is unbiased 

Positivism 
Interpretivism Biases may be present in the research 

4.  Rhetorical  

(Language of 

research)  

Positivism 

Quantitative, based upon causal 

relationships, uses formal writing & 

passive speech is used. Positivism 

Interpretivism 
Qualitative, uses informal writing & 

personal speech is used. 

5.  Methodological 
Positivism 

Deductive along with above stated 

ingredients. 

Positivism Realism 
Inductive along with above stated 

ingredients. 

Interpretivism 
Direct & critical along with above 

stated ingredients. 



88 

 

Each paradigm has its pluses and minuses. Claiming that one paradigm has preferences 

over other cannot be justified. E.g., although positivism paradigm can be used for exploring the 

nature of reality as it is and is also used for best practicing the policies or identifying the realities 

and concepts, it is not a process provider and multiple options for investigation are not possible 

by adopting this method for research (Easterby-Smith, Thorpe, Jackson, & Lowe, 2008). On the 

other hand, interpretivism helps in the theory establishment and also has a flexible way of 

investigation, it does not support in setting grounds for policy making (Bryman, 2008). The 

current study is based upon positivist paradigm keeping in view its ingredients (table 7). 

Table 7 Justification for Research Paradigm 

Phenomenon under Investigation: Knowledge 
Management and Knowledge Sharing Factors: Empirical 
Evidence from University of Peshawar KP- Pakistan 

Research Objectives (RO) Research Hypotheses (RH) 

Positivist Paradigm 
(Observable social reality 
discovered by empirical 

evidences that result in law-
like generalizations) 

RO1:  To assess the 
effect of social 
capital factors such 
as social network 
(SN) on knowledge 
sharing (KS). 

H1: The wider the social network 
among organizational members, 
the organization will experience 
more knowledge sharing. 

 Real events can be 
observed and tested 
empirically, which can 
further be explained with 
logical analysis. The 
validation of the scientific 
theory (i.e. the theory 
based prediction) with the 
information extracted by 
using senses is advocated 
by positivist paradigm 
(Neuman.W.L., 2011). 

 Positivism locates for 
objective, measurable, 
predictable, controllable 
and construct laws and 
rules of human behavior 
(Rafeedalie, 2019). 

  Positivist paradigm allows 
happening of similar 
results while investigating 
same factual problem by 
different researcher, 
subject to the carful 

RO2:  To assess the 
influence of social 
trust on knowledge 
sharing (KS).  

H2. The greater the social trust 
among organizational members, 
the organization will experience 
more knowledge sharing.  

RO3:  To analyze the 
effect of shared 
goals on knowledge 
sharing (KS).  

H3. The greater the shared goals 
among organizational members, 
the organization will experience 
more knowledge sharing.  

RO4: To assess 
participation of 
individual perception 
(IP) on KS.  

H4. The higher the individuals’ 
perception of the situation, the 
organization will experience more 
knowledge sharing.  

RO5: To assess 
contribution of 
individual 
knowledge of the 
situation on KS. 

H5. The higher the organizational 
members’ knowledge of the 
situation with respect to 
knowledge sharing, the 
organization will experience more 
knowledge sharing.  
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RO6: To assess the 
influence of 
individual’s 
attitude on KS.  

H6.The more favorable the 
organizational members’ attitude 
toward knowledge sharing, the 
organization will experience more 
knowledge sharing.  

utilization of statistical 
tests and similar processes 
for investigating a large 
sample (Creswell, 2009), it 
portrays the common 
believe of researchers 
regarding the universal 
generalization of the results 
that can be applied across 
contexts (Wahyuni, 2012). 

RO7: To assess the 
effect of 
subjective 
norms on KS.  

H7.The greater the organizational 
members’ subjective norm with 
respect to knowledge the 
organization will experience more 
knowledge sharing.  

3. 3 Research Approach 

The two approaches commonly used for research are deductive and inductive. Both can 

be differentiated on the basis of theoretical basis such as deductive deals with testing of already 

established theory while; inductive deals with the establishment of new theory from scientifically 

tested facts and figures. Table 8 summarizes some main features of these two approaches. 

Table 8  Features of Two Approaches 

Features Deductive Inductive 

Purpose Testing theories Establishing theory 

Begins with Research hypothesis Research question 

Aims Causality New phenomena 

Methodology Quantitative  Qualitative 

Adopted and developed from (Gebriel, 2013). 

The deductive approach is used for testing the established theories with the help of 

research hypothesis in order to check the causality of a research problem; quantitative 

methodology is used for this approach and the research type is explanatory in nature. This 

approach tests the hypothesis on various facts and observations collected from the target 
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population quantitatively. Sample size is kept large in this approach so that results can be 

generalized. 

In contrast inductive approach uses qualitative methodology for conducting the research; 

that begins with a research question and allows the researcher to keep his mind open for 

collecting the facts to support the theory to investigate a new phenomenon grounded by literature 

(Glaser & Strauss, 2009), Inductive approach is exploratory in nature (Gabriel, 2013) and 

involves establishment of new theory therefore comes under interpretivism paradigm (Creswell, 

2013). 

It is very important for a researcher to finalize which approach is suitable for the research 

as research philosophies set directions for the researcher to select methods and procedures for 

research. Keeping that in mind, researchers Mark, Philip, & Adrian (2009) consider it essential to 

link the research philosophy with the research approach. Since this study is designed to test 

hypothesis with the help of quantitative methods and is explanatory in nature, deductive 

approach has been used as a major approach which comes under positivism paradigm (Bryman, 

2008). 

3. 4 Research Methods 

There are three type of research methods used in research i.e. quantitative method, 

qualitative method and mix method (Brannen, 1992). Quantitative method uses numerical data 

for testing the theories or to check the causal relationships between variables. It answers who, 

what, when and how aspects of a research problem. This method helps in explaining and testing 

the theories/hypothesis. Data collection is done with the help of questionnaire which is analyzed 
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with the help of statistical technique. It is explanatory and predictive research (Wahyuni, 2012). 

This method is generally adopted for its ease in several ways. Firstly, the construct of the data 

collection instrument is based upon already established theories, so it helps in validating the 

results with the help of those theories. Secondly, it saves the time of the researcher from analysis 

point of view as statistical software is available for analysis. Thirdly, generalizability of the 

results becomes possible if the data is collected from the selected random sample (Johnson & 

Onwuegbuzie, 2004). 

However, the researchers of qualitative method criticize this method by arguing that 

quantitative method may not be able to answer “why” aspect of a problem. In addition, human 

feelings and emotions are not wholly entertained. This method is considered naturalistic 

approach to the world. In other words, naturalistic researchers approach the issue in their natural 

settings. They attempt interpret phenomena in terms of the meanings people bring to them 

(Denzin & Lincoln, 2000). Here a researcher uses personal observations and interviews from 

people to understand the phenomena through personal experiences (Yilmaz, 2013). 

However, in some cases it becomes hard to classify research method being quantitative or 

qualitative. Therefore, mix method is applied. This method has the ingredients of both 

quantitative and qualitative methods. Researchers resort to mix method where quantitative data is 

collected through questionnaires and qualitative through interviews to answer both the 

qualitative and quantitative facets of research. 

Keeping in view the diversity in research questions and the nature of the data employed 

to answer those questions, researchers have suggested six types of such methods. They are: 

concurrent, embedded, transformative, multi-phase, sequential and sequential exploratory. In 
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first method, data is collected by using both quantitative and qualitative method at the same time 

and then it is compared in order to check the reliability and validity of the information. Thus, the 

use of mixed method occurs at the explanation or discussion stage. In the embedded framework 

data is collected keeping in view the traditional designs of data collection such as quantitative 

and qualitative. Whereas, transformational framework supports the process of data collection 

within the infrastructure of theories and all the mixing and comparison of data is done within this 

theoretical framework to support the analysis. Likewise, multiphase strategy uses sequential data 

and concurrent data within a defined timeframe of a program to validate its overall objective. 

Also, the users of sequential exploratory framework, qualitative data is collected in the 

beginning; whereas, quantitative data in the later stage. 

Keeping in view the essence of each technique discussed above the most appropriate 

technique for the conduct of this study is quantitative methodology. This selectivity has been 

made on the basis of the research questions and the data collected to answer those questions.  It 

is believed that quantitative methodology provides great insight in understanding the causal 

relationships among variables and helps in testing the stated assumptions with the support of 

statistical results, therefore, an instrument of closed ended questions has been adopted for data 

collection and answering the research questions with the help of quantitative technique (table 9). 
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Table 9 Justification for Research Approach 

The Concern/Gap 

Phenomenon under investigation: 
Knowledge Management and 
Knowledge Sharing Factors: Empirical 
Evidence from University of Peshawar 
KP- Pakistan 

Characteristics of 
Quantitative 
Methodology 

Research Questions (RH) 

 Information on factors 
affecting knowledge 
sharing  is limited in 
developing countries 
(Asrar-ul-Haq & 
Anwar, 2016; Lashari, 
Bhutto, Rashdi, & 
Abro, 2017; Schacter, 
Gilbert, Wegner, & 
Hood, 2011). 

 Knowledge 
management has been 
extensively studied in 
multinational and 
private companies but 
lacks focus 
specifically on 
Knowledge sharing in 
public sectors and 
within the higher 
education sectors 
(Amayah, 2013; Kim 
& Lee, 2005). 

 There is a need of 
designing and 
developing strategic 
perspectives in the 
area of human 
resource (Akbari & 
Ghaffari, 2017). 

H1: The wider the social network 
among organizational members, the 
organization will experience more 
knowledge sharing. 
H2. The greater the social trust among 
organizational members, the 
organization will experience more 
knowledge sharing. 
H3. The greater the shared goals among 
organizational members, the 
organization will experience more 
knowledge sharing. 
H4. The higher the individuals’ 
perception of the situation, the 
organization will experience more 
knowledge sharing. 
H5. The higher the organizational 
members’ knowledge of the situation 
with respect to knowledge sharing, the 
organization will experience more 
knowledge sharing. 
H6.The more favorable the 
organizational members’ attitude toward 
knowledge sharing, the organization 
will experience more knowledge 
sharing. 
H7.The greater the organizational 
members’ subjective norm with respect 
to knowledge the organization will 
experience more knowledge sharing. 

Quantitative method 
uses numerical data 
for testing the theories 
or to check the causal 
relationships between 
variables. This method 
helps in explaining 
and testing the 
theories/hypothesis. 
Data collection is done 
with the help of 
questionnaire which is 
analyzed with the help 
of statistical 
technique. It is 
explanatory and 
predictive research 
(Johnson & 
Onwuegbuzie, 2004; 
Wahyuni, 2012). Since 
the study uses the 
investigation of causal 
relationship based 
upon already 
established theories, 
quantitative method 
was the most 
appropriate choice. 

3. 5 Questionnaire Survey 

There are a number of methods for undertaking quantitative research. Survey method is 

one of the common most among those methods. Key features of survey research are the 

questionnaires (as a list of predesigned questions for seeking information from the target 

population) and sampling (Babbie, 1990). Moreover, this method is more appropriate for 

deductive research and the method is instrumental in getting meaning full information from the 
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sampled population which can be generalized over total population (Saunders, et al., 2012). 

Therefore, sampling plays a critical role. And according to Fincham and Draugalis (2013) the 

quality of this method is greatly affected by the sampling technique. 

Survey research method is commonly used for identifying the relationship between 

variables which are of numerical nature and are measured with the help of different statistical 

analysis (Saunders, et al., 2012). Such numerical data is either descriptive—descriptive 

research—or analytical—analytical research (Gray, 2013). The former method deals with the 

characteristics of target population at different time periods and the variation in their interest at 

these levels whereas the latter deals with the testing of theories to check the relationship between 

dependent variable (subject) and independent variable (causes of changing the dependent 

variable). 

No doubt questionnaire is pivotal in survey research, selecting a proper one is critical. 

This choice is influence by various factors such as the nature of the respondents, number of 

questions required as per the scope of the study, statistical method for analysis and the required 

sample size (Mark, et al., 2009). Questionnaire has either to be personally administered or mailed 

(Saunders, et al., 2012; Sekaran, 2006). There are some other ways of administering 

questionnaire, like “delivery and collection questionnaires”, “postal questionnaires” and “internet 

surveys” (Gray, 2013). Amongst all these Sekaran (2006) gives preference to delivery and 

collection for its benefits like high response rate, less time consuming and explanation is 

provided at the spot if a respondent is faced with any ambiguity. On the other hand mail survey 

is considered a good option when respondents are scattered geographically (Sekaran, 2006). 
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After understanding the characteristics of both survey methods and keeping in view their 

pros and cons, the appropriate method used in this research is delivery and collect questionnaires 

under the self-administered method for data collection. This method has been adapted because 

the respondents are not scattered were approachable. The questionnaires have personally 

administered by the researcher and her colleague. As per requirement the sample size was 217 

but to be on safe side 271 (after applying 20 % non-response rate) questionnaires were 

distributed among the respondents with the request to return the same within two weeks. After 

two weeks 200 questionnaires were successfully collected back from the respondents. For the 

remaining, after two weeks a reminder call has been made which helped in collecting further 44 

questionnaires. In this way a total of 244 filled in questionnaires were collected back and 

selected for final analysis. 

3. 6 Questionnaire Design and Measure 

Measurement of the instrument plays a vital role in any scientific research. Broadly 

speaking, researchers (i.e., Saunders, et al., 2012; Sekaran, 2006) classify the questions into two 

major types: open ended and close ended questions. Open ended questions are used when more 

in depth data is required for investigation although sometimes it becomes difficult for the 

researcher to interpret such complex and diversified answers. On the contrary close ended 

questions are used when multiple options are available to answer a question. The respondents are 

given option to select the answer among a series starting from the three choices, five choices, 

seven choices or sometimes even more, a sequence starting from agree to disagree, a positive 

choice and a negative choice and yes and no. This form of questionnaire is considered more 

simple and easy to understand and takes less time for completion (Saunders, et al., 2012). 
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Selection of any type is subject to the nature of question a researcher wants to answer. Since, this 

study is related to the understanding of attitude and different factors effecting knowledge sharing 

and these factors can also be measured through different scales (Thurstone, 1928) the latter type 

has been employed. 

The questionnaire employed the current research is comprised of eight parts excluding 

introduction. Sekaran (2006) explains that proper introduction with clear disclosure of the 

identity of the researcher and purpose of the study is very much important. Establishment of 

rapport with the participants to motivate them to respond enthusiastically and with full 

responsibility, and assuring the confidentiality of the responses provided by them play important 

role in reducing biasness in responses. Moreover, this section of the questionnaire should have a 

courteous ending by thanking them for sparing their time for providing the information. Keeping 

in view the importance of introduction section, a covering letter has been provided wherein the 

purpose of the survey, assurance of confidentiality and details of contact information, in case of 

any explanation required, was provided (Appendix A).  

The questionnaire has employed a five-point Likert scale (ranging from1 for Strongly 

Disagree to 5 for Strongly Agree) across the variables of the study. This scale approximates the 

interval scale which is most commonly used in social science to assess the psychometric 

(Saunders, et al., 2012). The Chow and Chan (2008) questionnaire was used for data collection 

for independent variables (social network, social trust, shared goals, attitude towards knowledge 

sharing and social norms) and dependent variable (knowledge sharing). Questions have been 

added to that questionnaire for the additional variables (Individual perception of situation and 

individual knowledge of situation) in the light of previous studies.  
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The questionnaire was divided into two main parts. The aim of first part is to collect 

respondents’ demographic information like university’s name, age, gender, designation/job title, 

experience (overall & current). The second part aimed at collecting information about all the 

variables of the study. There are 31 questions in total (social network=3; social trust= 6; shared 

goals= 3; attitude towards knowledge sharing= 5; subjective norms= 3; individual perception of 

knowledge= 3; individual knowledge = 3; and knowledge sharing= 5) on the eight variables of 

the study. The questions were closed ended and have been phrased in the first person and are 

applied to the real situation. 

For keeping the questionnaire understandable and simple it was divided into separate 

headings for each variable. Besides, short definitions were given with each part to give a clear 

idea about the variable so that the respondents are restricted to respond within the defined 

concepts. The respondents were requested to respond to the questionnaire by using their personal 

experience in the current university. Copy of the final questionnaire is annexed as Appendix A. 
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3. 7 Measures 

To compute the constructs of concern, eight scales were used in the study. Detail is as 

follows: 

Social Network: The effect of the social network on knowledge sharing was measured 

using 5-points Likert scale (table 10). The statements were phrased to accommodate the use of 

this scale such as starting from (1) Strongly Disagree to (5) Strongly Agree. 

Table 10 Social Network Scale  

# Questions 

1. In general, I have a very good relationship with my organizational members. 

2. In general, I am very close to my organizational members. 

3. I always hold a lengthy discussion with my organizational members. 

 

Social Trust: The effect of the social trust on knowledge sharing was measured using 5-

points Likert scale (table 11). The statements were phrased to accommodate the use of this scale 

such as starting from (1) Strongly Disagree to (5) Strongly Agree. 

Table 11 Social Trust Scale  

# Questions 

1. I know my organizational members will always try and help me out if I get into 

difficulties. 

2. I can always trust my organizational members to lend me a hand if I need it. 

3. I can always rely on my organizational members to make my job easier. 

4. Generally speaking, I think that majority of the people can be trusted. 

5. I think majority of the people try to take benefit from me if they get a chance. 

6. I think that most of the times people try to be helpful. 
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Shared Goals: The effect of the Shared goals on knowledge sharing was measured using 

5-points Likert scale (table 12). The statements were phrased to adjust the use of this scale such 

as starting from (1) Strongly Disagree to (5) Strongly Agree. 

Table 12 Shared Goal Scale 

# Questions 

1. My organizational members and I always agree on what is important at work. 

2. My organizational members and I always share the same ambitions and vision. 

3. My organizational members and I are always enthusiastic about pursing the collective 

goals and missions of the whole organization. 

Attitude towards Knowledge Sharing: To measure the attitude towards knowledge 

sharing 5-points Likert scale was used (table 13). The statements were phrased to accommodate 

the use of this scale such as starting from (1) Strongly Disagree to (5) Strongly Agree. 

Table 13 Attitude towards Knowledge Sharing Scale 

# Questions 

1. I think sharing of my knowledge with organizational members is always good. 

2. I think sharing of my knowledge with organizational members is always beneficial. 

3. I think sharing of my knowledge with organizational members is always an enjoyable 

experience. 

4. I think sharing of my knowledge with organizational members is always valuable to me. 

5. I think sharing of my knowledge with organizational members is always a wise move. 



100 

 

Subjective Norms about Knowledge Sharing: To measure the effect of subjective 

norms on knowledge sharing 5-points Likert scale was used (table 14). The statements were 

phrased to accommodate the use of this scale such as starting from (1) Strongly Disagree to (5) 

Strongly Agree. 

Table 14 Subjective Norms about Knowledge Sharing Scale 

# Questions 

1. My head/supervisor always thinks that I should share my knowledge with other members 

in the organization. 

2. My boss always thinks that I should share my knowledge with other members in the 

organization. 

3. My colleagues always think that I should share my knowledge with other members in the 

organization. 

Individuals’ Perception of the Situation: To measure effect of this on knowledge 

sharing a 5-item Liker scale was used (table 15). The statements were phrased to accommodate 

the use of this scale such as starting from (1) Strongly Disagree to (5) Strongly Agree. 

Table 15 Individual Perception of the Situation Scale 

# Questions 

1. I evaluate the appropriateness of the situation and then share my knowledge with other 

members in the organization. 

2. Keeping in view the context, I share my knowledge with other members in the 

organization. 

3. My knowledge sharing behavior is subject to such behavior exhibited by my other 

members in the organization. 
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Individuals’ Knowledge of the Situation: The effect of an individual’s knowledge of 

the situation on knowledge sharing was measured using 5-item Likert scale (table 16). The 

statements were phrased to accommodate the use of this scale such as starting from (1) Strongly 

Disagree to (5) Strongly Agree. 

Table 16 Individual’s Knowledge of the Situation Scale 

# Questions 

1. I share my knowledge with other members of my organization because my experience 

guides me to do so. 

2. I have a very positive experience in my organization in terms of knowledge sharing. 

3. When I share knowledge with other members of my organization, I am sure it will 

benefit me. 

Knowledge Sharing: To measure the knowledge sharing a 5-item Likert scale was used 

(table 17). The statements were phrased to accommodate the use of this scale such as starting 

from (1) Strongly Disagree to (5) Strongly Agree. 

Table 17 Knowledge Sharing Scale 

# Questions 

1. I share my work reports and official documents with my organizational members more 

frequently. 

2. I always share my manuals, methodologies and models with my organizational 

members. 

3. I always share my experience or know-how from work with my organizational 

members. 

4. I always share my contact, availability and information of knowing other learned 

people at the request of my organizational members. 

5. I always try to share my expertise obtained from education and training with my 

organizational members in a more effective way. 
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3. 8 Individual Constructs and Model Fitness 

The most critical element in the measurement of a construct is whether individual items 

of the construct fit within the construct. For testing this fitness, it is very important to test the 

fitness of model of a construct with its indicators/items. To look at this aspect of the individual 

constructs, structure Equation Modeling (SEM) techniques was used. Structure Equation 

Modeling is also known as latent variable analysis, simple LISREL analysis, confirmatory factor 

analysis and covariance structure analysis. This technique has gained importance due to its two 

very important strengths: first, it has the power to explain the causal relationships among 

variables through a series of regression equation structures; and secondly, conceptualization of 

the theory can be modeled as a picture (Byrne, 2013). Likewise, Hair, Anderson, Babin, and 

Black (2010) explain SEM as among one of the important statistical models used to describe and 

study the relationship between multiple constructs. Researchers (Hair, et al., 2010; Hooper, 

Coughlan, & Mullen, 2008) advocate the use of this technique because 1) it provides a simple 

and clear cut method to describe multiple relationships at the same time as confirming the 

statistical efficiency; and 2) it investigate the relationships in more depth and transform them 

from exploratory to confirmatory by exploring the direct and indirect effects of independent 

variables on dependent variable with the help of regression analysis. With the help of this 

technique a researcher checks the goodness of fit of the hypothesized constructs on actual data 

collected from selected sample which can also be tested statistically to check the consistency of 

the overall scheme established to understand the relationship among variables. In the view of 

many researchers if the goodness of fit is adequate that means results are in line with the 

hypothesized model whereas hypotheses are rejected if the goodness of fit is inadequate (Byrne, 

2013; Heck & Thomas, 2015).  
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Byrne (2013) suggests SEM has several advantages over other multivariate methods 

summarized as follows: 

 This method explains both the observed and unobserved variables whereas; the other 

methods mostly focus on observed variables only; 

 It focuses more on the confirmatory approach rather than on exploratory approach for 

analyzing the data because the inter-variable relations are based upon pre specified 

pattern and are aimed at the usage of inferential statistics. On the contrary, other 

multivariate methods are considered to be descriptive in nature and make hypothesis 

testing more complicated; 

 Testing of multivariate relations having direct and indirect effects between variables is 

comparatively easy in this method because other methods provide best results for testing 

only the direct effects among variables; and 

 Error measurement is among the major advantage of SEM because there is a possibility 

of error in explanatory variables which other multivariate methods ignore by assuming 

that it will disappear automatically in explanatory variables. Ignoring of such errors may 

lead to serious inaccuracies which can be accounted for by employing SEM. 

On the basis of these advantages, the researcher has employed SEM for testing the 

individual constructs fitness acceptability of the model. In this regard four goodness of fit 

measures (Absolute Fit Measures, Incremental Fit Measures, Non-centrality Fit Measures, and 

Parsimonious Fit Measures) have been employed. There is no clear cut direction from 

statisticians as to which ones should a researcher should employ. However, many general 

guidelines when used together can provide a better understanding of an acceptable fit statistics 
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for a given model (Hair, et al., 2010). And to be on the safe side they suggest that using three to 

four multiple fit indices of differing types will be adequate evidence of model fit. Keeping these 

instructions in mind, in the current study the researcher has employed Chi-square (χ2), 

Goodness-of-fit Index (GFI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Root Mean Square Residual (RMR), 

and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA). 

3. 9  Validity and Reliability of the Questionnaire 

3. 9.1 Validity 

In a survey research the critical nature of a scientific instrument can hardly be ignored. 

The instrument employed in a research should convey its message to the respondents in the way 

researcher is intending and vice versa (Mark, et al., 2009). An instrument is termed a good one if 

it is valid and reliable. Collis and Hussey (2013) define validity as the extent of the results 

accurately reflecting the phenomena under study. Researchers (Mark, et al., 2009; Sekaran, 

2006) use four ways to validate an instrument. They are: 

Face Validity: As obvious from its vey name, this type of validity assures the outlook of 

the data collection by measuring the characteristics of the instrument. It is also known for 

checking the degree of measuring the instrument in comparison to the very aim of measurement 

(Burns & Bush, 2004). Though majority of the individual question items have been taken from 

tested questionnaire, anyway to check this validity, the questionnaire was sent to a language 

expert and one senior researcher. All the necessary changes suggested were incorporated. 
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Predictive Validity: This validity aims at the confirmation of the instrument regarding its 

ability to measure the same thing in different setups. In order to assure the predictive validity 

standard questions adapted from already established questionnaires with minor customization. 

Content Validity: This type of validity check is employed with the aim to examine the 

intended domain of the study. According to Lynn (1986) with the help of content validity a 

researcher tries to determine representativeness or relevance of the contents of a particular 

instrument and its items by the application of a two stage (development/judgment) process. This 

check can only be applied to that section which is not tested before. However, to ensure it, 

review of extant literature has been undertaken and in the light of that review questions have 

been phrased. 

Construct Validity: It is the most commonly used technique. Construct validity is used 

to evaluate the existence of expected pattern of the relationship between variables. Therefore, it 

helps in the establishment of agreement between the theoretical backgrounds and the measuring 

instrument. For checking this type of validity, Cooper and Schindler (2008) suggest methods like 

factor analysis, judgment or coefficient of correlation. In the current study inter scale correlation 

and the total item correlation methods have been employed. Table 18 shows the details of the 

results which are in support of strong internal consistency of the instrument. 
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Table 18 Pearson Correlation Matrix for all the Variables (N=40) 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Social Network 1.00        

Social Trust 0.05 1.00       

Shared Goals 0.09 0.34 1.00      

Attitude towards KS 0.09 0.29 0.62 1.00     

Subjective Norms towards KS 0.14 0.30 0.68 0.56 1.00    

Individual Perception towards KS 0.13 0.34 0.70 0.64 0.79 1.00   

Individual Knowledge towards KS 0.05 0.33 0.80 0.67 0.70 0.74 1.00  

Knowledge Sharing 0.11 0.36 0.65 0.64 0.66 0.70 0.79 1.00 

3. 9.2 Reliability 

Reliability refers to the consistency in a particular scale of measurement. In other words, it 

is a check to verify if the instrument is error free. Majority of the researchers commonly employ 

Cronbach’s alpha indicator. Normally, value of reliability test closer to 1 is considered better 

(Burns & Bush, 2004). And the lower acceptable limit of Cronbach’s alpha is upto 0.60 (Hair, et 

al., 2010). In the current study, the internal reliability for the construct ranged from 0.82 for the 

measure of Social Network to 0.87 for Knowledge sharing. Result of Cronbach’s alpha value for 

the current study showed that the instrument used was reliable (table 17). 
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3.10 Pilot Test 

In order to assure the consistency, relevancy, and simplicity of the data collection 

instrument, pre testing was conducting. For this purpose, 50 questionnaires were distributed in 

the five randomly selected departments of Peshawar University. Forty questionnaires were 

returned, with a response rate of 80% which is a good response rate (Babbie, 1998). Reliability 

of each scale, used in the research, was assessed using the internal consistency test (Cronbach’s 

alpha). Internal consistency reliability of all of the contents of the questionnaire was of adequate 

level (table 19). 

Table 19 Descriptive Statistics and Reliability Estimates (Pilot Study, N=40) 

Variable Mean SD Minimum Maximum Alpha 

Social Network 13.6 1.7   0.82 

SN1 4.6 0.84 1 5 0.96 

SN2 4.5 0.59 1 5 0.50 

SN3 4.5 0.59 1 5 0.69 

Social Trust 23 2.2   0.77 

ST1 3.90 0.37 1 5 0.71 

ST2 3.90 0.30 1 5 0.74 

ST3 3.95 0.22 1 5 0.75 

ST4 3.70 0.72 1 5 0.65 

ST5 3.78 0.83 1 5 0.68 

ST6 4.0 0.67 1 5 0.64 

Shared Goals 12 1.6   0.86 

SG1 4.10 0.54 1 5 0.80 

SG2 4.18 0.71 1 5 0.86 

SG3 4.10 0.51 1 5 0.74 
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Attitude towards KS 21 2.0   0.80 

AT1 4.5 0.50 1 5 0.69 

AT2 4.3 0.61 1 5 0.75 

AT3 4.1 0.53 1 5 0.88 

AT4 4.3 0.53 1 5 0.75 

AT5 4.5 0.59 1 5 0.68 

SNO about KS 11.6 2.08   0.84 

SNO1 3.8 1 1 5 0.83 

SNO2 3.8 0.6 1 5 0.69 

SNO3 4 0.7 1 5 0.83 

IP of the situation 13 1.8   0.90 

IP1 4.2 0.72 1 5 0.89 

IP2 4.4 0.74 1 5 0.83 

IP3 4.5 0.59 1 5 0.83 

IK of the situation 12 1.5   0.81 

IK1 4.1 0.59 1 5 0.72 

IK2 4.0 0.61 1 5 0.65 

IK3 4.6 0.58 1 5 0.84 

KS 20 2.64   0.87 

KS1 4.5 0.50 1 5 0.83 

KS2 4.5 0.50 1 5 0.84 

KS3 4.5 0.50 1 5 0.85 

KS4 4.4 0.49 1 5 0.83 

KS5 4.1 0.67 1 5 0.85 

3.11 Sampling Procedures 

Sampling is a statistical approach for selecting of predetermined number proportionate to 

the size of the population used for inference about the whole population (Saunders, et al., 2012; 

Sekaran, 2006). It is very important to understand the issues related sampling as to what extent 
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the research findings are generalizable. Sampling is also useful when there are time and budget 

constraints (Saunders, et al., 2012), and it provides overall higher accuracy than conducting 

survey from the whole population (Sekaran, 2006). 

Broadly speaking, sampling is either probability sampling or non-probability. The former 

is also known as representative sampling as each number has an equal chance of selection. It has 

sub-classes like simple random, stratified, systematic, cluster and multistage (Saunders, et al., 

2012; Sekaran, 2006). The latter is also known as judgmental sampling. Here all cases are not 

known to the researcher and each item does not have equal chances of selection. This method 

includes quota, snowball, convenience and purposive sampling. Most of these methods are 

employed for data collection in case studies (Saunders, et al., 2012). 

It would not be appropriate to claim that any one method among the two has any absolute 

preference over the other. Opting one over the other, sometimes, is determined by the nature of 

the research. However, some researchers (e.g., D. R. Cooper & Schindler, 2008) prefer the 

former because here the in-built sampling error is minimum. It is also preferred when the study 

population is not scattered over large geographical area and a researcher can have easy access to 

the entire population (Mark, et al., 2009). Keeping all these in mind, the probability sampling 

technique appears the most appropriate and in probability sampling simple random sampling 

technique has been employed in the current study. 
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3.12 Target population and Sampling Frame 

Sampling frame is the collective name of information of entire group included in the 

study to the researchers (Sekaran, 2006). This study is focusing on the various factors affecting 

KS among faculty members of Higher Education Institutions—with the target population in 

University of Peshawar. Reasons for selecting this university for the current study include, the 

university being the oldest university in KP, has the distinction of considered as a mother 

university of the universities in the whole province (and in practical terms all the rest of 

universities in the Province have been following the model act of this University), also, it has the 

largest population in terms of number, quality and diversity, it has the senior most and junior 

most faculties, and provides the most conducive environment for KS. The official website of the 

Higher Education Commission of Pakistan demonstrates 26 universities in the KP (Annexure D). 

For this study the University of Peshawar has been selected on the basis of its distinctive position 

based upon having largest number faculty members employed from the diverse areas of KP and 

all Pakistan. Keeping all these factors in mind it is easy to conclude that this university is 

considered a good platform for knowledge sharing in public sector universities. 

The selection of education institution as target population can be justified with the 

explanation provided by a number of researchers. It is contended that academic staff should pay 

more attention towards knowledge management and knowledge sharing because it has long term 

impact on the overall research output of the academic institutions. Thus, considering and 

accepting the importance of knowledge based society for sharing up-to-date and quality 

resources, capabilities and other collaborations is essential for academicians (Jandaghi, Irani, 

Jandaghi, Mousavi, & Davoodavab, 2014). Similarly, Higher education institutions can achieve 
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significant advantage from the use of organizational learning-based culture. University 

administration and academics can apply knowledge gained from this culture for the assessment 

of organizational capabilities, analyzing the external environment, and developing and applying 

strategies for the enhancement of institutional effectiveness (Dee & Leisyte, 2017). 

The members in the target population include all the faculty members (lecturers, assistant 

professors/associate professor and full professors). Total population, as per Peshawar University 

Prospectus (2015-16)
2
, is 502. Sample frame has been extracted and finalized on the basis of that 

prospectus. Details of the 46 departments along with faculty members are provided as Annexure 

B. 

3.13 Demographics of the Respondents in the Pilot Study 

Demographic information regarding the respondents is provided in the succeeding tables. 

Table 20 Gender of the Faculty Members (N=40) 

Gender Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Valid Female 19 47.5 47.5 

Male 21 52.5 52.5 

Total 40 100.0 100.0 

 

 

                                                 

 

2
 Peshawar University Prospectus—2015-16.  
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Table 21 Age of the Faculty Members (N=40) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Valid 25-35 31 77.5 77.5 

36-45 7 17.5 17.5 

46-55 2 5.0 5.0 

 Total 40 100 100 

 

Table 22 Designation of the Faculty Members (N=40)  

Designation Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Valid Lecturer 21 52.5 52.5 

AP 17 42.5 42.5 

Professor 2 5.0 5.0 

  40 100 100 

3.14 Sample Size 

After selecting appropriate sampling technique, next important issue is sample size 

determination. Selection of appropriate sample size is critical because it also plays a very 

important role in reducing sampling error. It is generally believed that the greater the sample 

size, the lesser the sampling error and vice versa. Sample size determination depends on many 

factors such as type of sample required, time and budget, the estimation precision and confidence 

level and the variability of elements in the selected population. Notwithstanding, sample size 

which is above 30 and below 500 are considered suitable for most research i.e. in multivariate 

study (based upon multiple regression analysis), several times (preferably 10 times or even more) 

greater than the variables in the research, sample size should be selected (Saunders, et al., 2012; 
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Sekaran, 2006). Whereas, other researchers suggest that for multivariate analysis methods such 

as SEM a five to ten ratio applies for setting the sample size and data collection from the 

respondents (Reisinger, Mavondo, Moutinho, & Rita, 2006). In addition to this, it is believed that 

a calculated sample size is available in the Krejcie and Morgan (1970) sample size table, which 

can be used to select appropriate sample size when the population is known (Krejcie & Morgan, 

1970). As the standard sample sizes for different population size is summarized in table 

generated by Krejcie and Morgan (1970). Keeping in view the total known population of 

University of Peshawar i.e. 502 (Annexure C), as per Krejcie and Morgan (1970) table comes out 

to be 217. However, it is very common in social science research that response rate is not very 

encouraging. To be on the safe side, the sample size has been increased to 271 with the help of 

non-respondents’ adjustments (Council, 2013; Gorard & Taylor, 2004) where 0.20 is considered 

to be non-responsive rate for the current study. Detail is available in table 23.  
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Table 23 Details of Questionnaires Sent and Responses Received with Percentage 

# Department 

Questionnaires 

Sent Received Return % 

1 Archeology 4 3 75 

2 Art & Design 4 3 75 

3 English & Applied 5 5 100 

4 History 5 4 80 

5 Philosophy 5 4 80 

6 Arabic 3 3 100 

7 Islamiat 6 5 83 

8 Pushto 1 1 100 

9 Persian 1 1 100 

10 Seerat Studies 2 1 50 

11 Urdu 5 5 100 

12 Pushto academy 2 2 100 

13 Center of Disaster Preparedness 4 4 100 

14 Center of Biotechnology 11 10 91 

15 Bio diversity 2 2 100 

16 Botany 6 5 83 

17 Environmental Science 4 3 75 

18 Geography 5 5 100 

19 Geology 9 8 89 

20 Pharmacy 10 9 90 

21 Urban & Regional 1 1 100 

22 Zoology 6 5 83 

23 Chemical Sciences 12 11 92 

24 Home Economics 36 33 92 

25 Journalism 7 7 100 

26 Library Science 2 2 100 

27 IMS 12 11 92 

28 QCC 11 10 91 

29 Computer Science 10 9 90 

30 Electronics 5 5 100 

31 Mathematics 8 8 100 

32 Physics 9 9 100 

33 Statistics 4 4 100 

34 Economics 9 8 89 

35 Gender Studies 6 6 100 

36 IR 7 6 86 

37 Political Science 6 6 100 

38 Psychology 2 2 100 

39 Regional studies 4 4 100 



115 

 

40 Anthropology 3 3 100 

41 Social Work 4 4 100 

42 Education & Research 7 7 100 

43 Peace & Conflict 2 2 100 

44 Law College 4 4 100 

 
Total 271 250 92 

3.15 Statistical Software 

The use of statistical software for both descriptive and inferential statistics has become an 

integral part of social research. Software packages not only help researchers in reducing their 

labor, they also help in obtaining flawless results with more speed and objectivity. In social 

research Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) is one of the handy packages that 

majority of the research employ. The same has been employed here as well. Besides, AMOS 

(Analysis of Moment Structures) has also been employed. Both these software packages have 

been employed for descriptive as well as inferential statistics. 

3.16 Regression Analysis Assumptions 

Since this study uses regression analysis for data analysis, it is important to understand 

and make sure that analysis is unbiased, and that it has been ensured that the data meet the basic 

assumptions of regression. These assumptions are helpful in understanding the strengths and 

weaknesses of the estimates of his/her study (Berry, 1993). Normally, there are certain key 

assumptions including normality, multicollinearity, and heteroscedasticity.  
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3.16.1 Normality 

Data normality is one of the most important assumptions of regression analysis. 

Therefore, before applying regression analysis, a research should ensure if the data meets this 

assumption. Data normality means that data is normally distributed. This assumption can be best 

checked with the help of histogram or a QQ plot or with the help of goodness of fit test such as 

Shapiro Wilk test. Based upon Shapiro Wilk test if the p-value is > 0.05 the data is considered 

normally distributed. 

3.16.2  Multicollinearity 

Multicollinearity is a data phenomenon, and if found is considered a problem. 

Multicollinearity is said to have been occurred when one predictor variable in a multiple 

regression model can be linearly predicted from the others with sufficient degree of accuracy. 

There are a number of reasons, like inappropriate use of dummy variables, inaccurate variable 

computations in the data set, and also from the repetition of a variable. If this problem occurs, 

then it results in unstable parameter estimates which may have negative repercussions on the 

dependency measurement. Therefore, data with multicollinearity is not considered suitable for 

regression analysis. Therefore, data should ideally have no multicollinearity, or at least should 

have very little. To check it, three techniques are used: 1) correlation matrix (value of correlation 

coefficient should be smaller than 1; 2) tolerance (it is calculated with the initial regression 

model and checks the influence of one independent variable on all others and value greater than 

0.1 show there is problem of multicollinearity in the data; and 3) Variance Inflation Factor 

(which is defined as VIF= 1/T with VIF greater than 10 there is a problem of multicollinearity. 
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Simplest way to handle with the problem is centering the data or removing the variable with high 

VIF value (Unknown, 2017). 

3.16.3  Heteroscedasticity 

Besides multicollinearity it is also important to check whether data meets the 

Heteroscedasticity assumption or not. This assumption makes sure whether residuals are equal 

across the regression line or there are chances of diversified or scattered spots (i.e. 

Heteroscedasticity). The best way to check this assumption is to use scattered plot. It can also be 

tested with the help of Goldfeld Quandt Test (Unknown, 2017) or Glaser test (Glejser, 1969). 

According to Glaser test if the absolute t values of independent variables are < than 2 or p values 

are > 0.05 the data is considered having homoscedasticity. 

3.17 Ethical Consideration 

To be a part of the research community, a researcher needs to ensure that certain good 

practices have been adopted during the course of action. These principles are termed ethical 

considerations in research. Ethics in research mean the researcher’s acceptable behavior to the 

society and the research community while conducting research (Sekaran, 2006). Since the 

process of the research, some way or the other affects the respondents; following ethical 

considerations have been taken care of:  

Confidentiality: Participants are always concerned with the confidentiality of their expressed 

perception and their right to privacy, proper care was taken while conducting the research. This 

was ensured through the statement of confidentiality provided in the covering letter, attached to 
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the questionnaire. In addition, care has been taken to have simple questions and to avoid asking 

them personal or sensitive information. 

Time duration: Proper time was given to the respondents for filling in the questionnaire. 

Questionnaires were given to the participants personally and were collected back at their 

convenience keeping in view their busy schedule to receive true responses; 

Informed consent: Aim of the research was properly conveyed to the respondents by providing 

the purpose of the research in covering letter so that responses can be received within the scope 

of the study; 

Deliberate and free participation: Participation in the study was voluntary. The respondents 

were given time after delivering the questionnaires to them so that they can fill the 

questionnaires at their ease and in isolation without any pressure of urgency; 

Research process: Ethical consideration was taken in the research by informing and explaining 

the research process, methodology and design to the respondents: 

Academic perspective: The participants were informed that this research is purely academic and 

their responses would only be used for generating the results to answer the research questions. 

3.18 Summary 

This chapter explained the research methodology in detail. To elaborate the concept of 

research philosophy and methodology in-depth discussion was made. The chapter has also 

provided discussion on sampling frame and sampling procedure. Pilot study and results of the 

pilot study are also part of the chapter. The instrument’s validity and reliability have been 
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elaborated. Detail has been provided as to why Structural Equation Modeling has been employed 

for individual construct measurement and regression for the whole model with the logic of 

employing a number of goodness of fit indices and regression assumptions respectively. The 

chapter also talks about ethical consideration being taken care of. 
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CHAPTER 4 

DATA ANALYSIS 

4. 1 Overview 

This section presents the data analysis of the survey conducted for the study. Key 

contents of this chapter include: introduction, characteristics of the sample and descriptive 

statistics, other results based upon inferential statistics, the findings of the hypotheses based upon 

model and ultimate structural equation model for independent and collective model fits. AMOS 

was employed to conduct analysis. A brief summary is provided at the end of the chapter. 

4. 2 Introduction 

Statistical analysis is considered to be the most important part of research. It enables the 

researchers to conduct the research in more systematic way, well constructed, easy to get 

interpretive by the information seekers, convincing, more generalized and scholastic. The 

subsequent sections provide a detailed descriptive analysis and statistical analysis to fulfill both 

the research as well as academic requirements. 

4. 3 Sample Characteristics and Descriptive Statistics 

For the current study a total number of 271 questionnaires were distributed by the 

researcher and her colleagues among the randomly selected respondents from 44 departments of 

Peshawar University of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa. In all, 250 questionnaires were collected back, but 

6 were incomplete so were included for data analysis, hence 244 questionnaires were selected for 
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data analysis. The response rate remained 92 % (table 21). Provision of detail of descriptive 

statistics, like frequencies and percentages, are considered significant for reader (Gaur & Gaur, 

2006). Therefore, detailed description of the respondents is provided in various frequency tables 

in the subsequent section. Demographic variables used in the study includes: University Name, 

age, gender, designation, current and total experience. 

Table 24 Descriptive Statistics and Reliability Estimates--Main Survey (N=244) 

Variable Mean SD Minimum Maximum Alpha 

Social Network 2.6 0.75   0.75 

SN1 2.6 1.4 1 5  

SN2 2.6 1.2 1 5  

SN3 2.8 1.2 1 5  

Social trust 3.8 0.95   0.74 

ST1 3.12 1.3 1 5  

ST2 3.37 1.2 1 5  

ST3 3.31 1.0 1 5  

ST4 3.03 1.2 1 5  

ST5 3.18 1.2 1 5  

ST6 3.23 1.2 1 5  

Shared Goals 2.6 0.70   0.76 

SG1 2.5 0.85 1 5  

SG2 2.7 0.92 1 5  

SG3 2.7 0.77 1 5  
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Attitude towards KS 3.7 0.62   0.91 

Att1 3.7 1.3 1 5  

Att2 3.7 1.1 1 5  

Att3 3.7 1.0 1 5  

Att4 3.7 1.1 1 5  

Att5 3.8 1.2 1 5  

SNO about KS 2.6 0.72   0.74 

SNO1 2.5 0.92 1 5  

SNO2 2.6 0.83 1 5  

SNO3 2.7 0.90 1 5  

IP of the situation 3.8 1.0   0.90 

IP1 3.7 1.2 1 5  

IP2 3.7 1.0 1 5  

IP3 3.8 1.1 1 5  

IK of the situation 2.7 0.78   0.87 

IK1 2.7 0.92 1 5  

IK2 2.7 0.86 1 5  

IK3 2.7 0.82 1 5  

KS 3.4 0.88   0.84 

KS1 2.7 0.79 1 5  

KS2 3.7 1.1 1 5  

KS3 3.6 1.2 1 5  

KS4 3.6 1.2 1 5  

KS5 3.7 1.1 1 5  
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Frequency tables for the demographic profile of the respondents 

Age: Table 25 provides the detail descriptive statistics of respondents’ age. The table clearly 

shows that most of the respondents are considered to be the mature group in terms of their age 

(n= 83) followed by another group of nearly mature respondents (n= 67) comprising a valid 

percentage of 34 and 28 respectively. The statistics showed that young community was also a 

part of this research with a comparatively low but good number and percentage (n= 65) and 26, 

while the most mature group was less in numbers and ratio (n= 29) , about 12 percent. 

Table 25 Age of the Faculty Members (N=244) 

Age Groups Frequency Percent 

 25-35 65 26 

36-45 67 28 

46-55 83 34 

56 & above 29 12 

Total 244 100.0 

Gender: Table 26 provides the gender wise detail of the respondents. The table indicates that 

greater number of females (n= 130) has responded to the survey, comprising a valid percentage 

of 53.4, whereas, the percentage of male respondents is 46.7 (n=114). 

Table 26 Gender of the Faculty Members (N=244) 

Gender Frequency Percent 

Valid Female 130 53 

Male 114 47 

Total 244 100 
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Designation: Table 27 indicates the designation wise detail of the respondents. It is clear from 

the frequency provided in the table that most of the respondents fall in the category of 

Assistant/Associate Professor (n= 107), with a percentage of 44, followed by Lecturer category 

(n=80) with a ratio of 33, and lastly the category of Professor (n=57) with a percentage of 23%. 

Table 27 Designation of the Faculty Members (N=244) 

Designation Frequency Percent 

Valid Lecturer 80 33 

AP 107 44 

Professor 57 23 

Total 244 100 

Experience: Table 28 indicates the total experience wise detail of the respondents. The table 

shows most of the respondents are in the category of 11-15 (n=49), 1-5 (n= 48) respectively, 

followed by highly experienced people 16-20 (n= 44), 21-25 (n=43), and 6-10 (n= 43), while the 

ratio of last category with the highest experience 25 & above (n= 17) represents only 7 percent of 

the respondents. 
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Table 28 Experience of the Faculty Members (N=244) 

Experience Frequency Percent 

Valid 1-5 yrs. 48 20 

6-10 yrs. 43 18 

11-15 yrs. 49 20 

16-20 yrs. 44 18 

21-25 yrs. 43 17 

25 & above 17 7 

Total 244 100.0 

Descriptive statistics for the constructs: Table 29 elicits the statistical basis of the construct. 

The results show that all the constructs have somewhat uniformity in the mean and the resultant 

values are on the positive side of the scale. It reflects that respondents have positive approach 

towards knowledge sharing. Only shared goals have comparatively high mean score, which 

reflects that respondents are more enthusiastic about achieving the common and collective goals 

of the organization. Similarly, all the construct indicates somewhat close standard deviation 

except social trust, which might be because of the greater number of questions used in exploring 

the information regarding this variable. The mean score of individual knowledge of the situation 

is 2.73 corresponds on the other side of the measurement scale. From this one can conclude that 

respondents’ knowledge of the situation is weak. Similarly, all the constructs indicate somewhat 

close standard deviation which reflect less variation in the data set. 
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Table 29 Means and Standard Deviations for the Construct (N=244) 

Variables Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Dev. 

Social Network 
1 5 3.415 1.191 

Social trust 
1 5 3.208 0.796 

Shared Goals 
1 5 4.027 0.914 

Attitude towards KS 
1 5 3.068 0.816 

Subjective Norms  
1 5 3.644 1.038 

Individual perception 
1 5 3.829 1.046 

Individual Knowledge of the situation 
1 5 2.731 0.775 

Knowledge Sharing 
1 5 3.492 0.887 

 

4. 4 Inferential Statistics 

A research based on sampling, only descriptive statistics are not sufficient because the 

basic philosophy of sampling research is the generalizability of the sample findings on the whole 

population from which the sample has been extracted. This is what statistician term inferential 

statistics. Inferential statistics provide methods which enable a researcher in achieving the 

desired generalizability of the information collected from sample. 

4. 5 Measurement Model 

Strong theoretical base and valid conceptual aspects of a research are considered 

strengths of social science research. At the same time, they are neither absolute nor they are free 

of errors. Among possible errors, measurement error happens to be the most common one and 
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can be detected if certain measures are taken. The reason behind such errors is the difference in 

the understanding of researchers and respondents. Researchers believe that such errors should 

not be ignored and tackled carefully by testing the association between hypothesis prior to going 

for measuring model (E. W. L. Cheng, 2001). For the purpose of minimizing the measuring error 

structure equation model of the measuring model is mostly used. This statistical technique helps 

in the identification of the level of observed constructs serving as measuring instrument for the 

unobserved indicators. In other words, it is considered as a bridge between observed and 

unobserved constructs for correspondence. The main purpose of the process of model testing is 

to identify a close “goodness-of-fit” between the conceptual model and the empirical sample 

data. This is what researchers term measurement model validity which is helpful in 

understanding the role of models that they play in measurement and suggest it need to be 

undertaken (Loehlin, 1998). Measuring model validity can be evaluated in two ways: first is the 

test of individual construct with its respective indicator separately; and then all the constructs 

with all their indicators are taken together. The second step is considered to be more suitable if 

the model is interdependent. As the current model is only dependent model, therefore, here the 

current study employs the first one only. Keeping this aspect of validity in mind confirmatory 

factor analysis for individual constructs has been undertaken to validate each construct. 

For the estimation of parameter, a number of goodness-of-fit statistics such as Chi-square 

(χ2), Goodness-of-fit Index (GFI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Root Mean Square Residual 

(RMR), and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) are used. 

Chi-square (χ2) test is a traditional measure and is widely used to test the closeness of fit 

which in the view of Gaur and Gaur (2006) “determines if the sample under investigation has 
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been drawn from a population, which follows some specified distribution” (p.159). Therefore, it 

is assumed that model is closely fitted when the difference between the empirical data and 

conceptual model is in-significant p value of chi-square. The second parameter is Goodness of 

Fit Index (GFI). It estimates the overall degree of fit. The criteria for this test ranges between 0 

and 1. A model is considered a perfect fit when the value lies to 1, whereas 0 value shows the 

poor fit. Likewise, Comparative Fit Index (CFI) is the third parameter of estimation, which 

measures the overall co-variation in the data. The acceptance level for checking the fitness is 

considered as >.90. Similarly, the fourth estimation test is Root Mean Square Residual (RMR). 

RMR is a perfect measure of fit and is explained as the standardized variance between the 

observed correlation and the expected correlation (Kenny, 2014). RMR is a positively biased 

measure and that bias is larger when N is small and df is low. The criteria for this test are based 

upon the values between 0 and 0.1. However, value less than .05 shows a good fit. Root Mean 

Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) is the fifth estimation parameter test. It is also one of 

the widely reported measures to assess fitness/mis-fitness of the SEM applied. This goodness-of-

fit index takes into account the discrepancy measured (based upon population) per degree of 

freedom. According to Hair, et al. (2010) value less than 0.05 shows a good fit, whereas value 

up-to .08 indicates a reasonable fit. However, researchers hardly find any consensus on empirical 

evidences to support any universally accepted cutoff value while identifying model fitness based 

upon RMSEA (F. Chen, Curran, Bollen, Kirby, & Paxton, 2008). It is because there are other 

factors affecting the cutoff values such as sample size, model specifications and degree of 

freedom. 

Sample size is important aspect in the application of SEM in a study. To understand the 

standard sample size required for SEM analysis Reisinger, et al. (2006) assert that there are no 
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hard and fast rules for the selection of sample size using SEM. Although some researchers 

believe that there should be at least 05 observations for each estimated parameters (Hair, et al., 

2010). A sample size of 100-400 is recommended, because “SEM analysis of small samples 

lacks power and is questionable” (Reisinger, et al., 2006). The sample size (N=244) of the 

current study, therefore, is in accordance with the size that has usually been acclaimed.   

4.5.1 CFA for Social Network 

Figure 14 presents the final measurement model of the Social Network construct. The 

model for this construct is basically a single factor model and has three indicators. By analyzing 

the measurement estimation, it was found that this model did not fit well because the value of 

RMSEA (0.51) was on a very high side. To achieve fitness, an additional constraint was applied 

on a second indicator. With the application of this constraint model fitness was achieved with 

chi-square value of 2.72 with 1 degrees of freedom is statistically insignificant at p = 0.09. As 

per other fit statistics the model was adequate as (Standardized RMR = 0.04, RMSEA = 0.08, 

CFI = 0.99 and GFI = 0.99. Results of confirmatory factor analysis for the SN construct with 

three indicators are provided in table 30. 

 

Figure 14 Measuring Model for Social Network 
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Table 30 Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Social Network 

Indicators Completely Standerdized Loadings Indicator Relaibility Error Varince 

SN1 0.63 0.77 0.62 

SN2 0.73 0.61 0.28 

SN3 0.79 0.63 0.38 

Fit Statistics 

Chi-Square = 2.72 (df= 1, p=0.09) 

Standardized RMR= 0.043 

RMESA= 0.084 

GFI= 0.99 

CFI= 0.99 

Note: *All the values were significant at p < 0.05 

4.5.2 CFA for Social Trust 

Figure 15 presents the final actual measurement model for the Social Trust construct. The 

model for this construct is a single factor model with its six indicators. By running the model 

with these indicators and looking the values for different fit indices, it was found that most of the 

values of these indices did not fall within the acceptable level (GFI = 0.767, CFI = 0.586, RMR 

= 0.260, and RMSEA = 0.29). Therefore, the model was looked into in the light of the 

modification indices wherein it was found that indicator 5 (Q5ST) is highly correlated with 

indicator 4 and 6. Similarly, error term of indicator 4 and 6 are also highly correlated. Therefore, 

indicator was dropped and error terms 4 and 6 were connected through a double headed arrow. 

The model was, then, run again. The values achieved were found within the acceptable level. 

The final values for the Social Network construct with five indicators are provided in table 31. 
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Figure 15 Measuring Model for Social Trust 

 

Table 31 Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Social Trust 

Indicators Completely Standerdized Loadings Indicator Relaibility Error Variance 

ST1 0.74 0.74 0.75 

ST2 0.87 0.71 0.35 

ST3 0.64 0.70 0.65 

ST4 0.23 0.71 1.51 

ST6 0.22 0.73 1.22 

Fit Statistics 

Chi-Square = 2.53 (df= 4, p=0.28) 

Standardized RMR= 0.019 

RMESA= 0.030 

GFI= 0.98 

CFI= 0.99 

Note: *All the values were significant at p < 0.05 
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4.5.3 CFA for Attitude towards KS 

Figure 16 presents the final measurement model for the Attitude towards KS construct. 

The model for this construct is a single factor model and has five indicators. By analyzing the 

measurement estimation, it was identified that this model is a good fit. The chi-square value of 

5.35 with 5 degrees of freedom was statistically insignificant at p >0.37. The model was accepted 

as a good fit as per other fit statistics (Standardized RMR = 0.046, RMSEA = 0.017, CFI = 0.99 

and GFI = 0.99. Final values for this construct with five indicators are provided in table 32. 

 

Figure 16 Measuring Model for Attitude towards KS 

 

Table 32 Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Attitude towards KS 

Indicators Completely Standerdized Loadings Indicator Relaibility Error Varince 

Att1 0.19 0.89 0.96 

Att 2 0.86 0.89 0.32 

Att 3 0.13 0.91 1.43 

Att 4 0.16 0.90 1.23 

Att 5 0.62 0.90 1.04 
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Fit Statistics 

Chi-Square = 5.35 (df= 5, p=0.037) 

Standardized RMR= 0.046 

RMESA= 0.017 

GFI= 0.99 

CFI= 0.99 

Note: *All the values were significant at p < 0.05 

4.5.4 CFA for Individual Perception towards KS 

Figure 17 presents the final measurement model for the individual perception towards KS 

construct. This model for the subject construct is also a single factor model and has three 

indicators. By analyzing the measurement estimation, it was found that initial model did not fit 

well because the value of RMSEA (0.767) was on a very high side. To achieve fitness, an 

additional constraint was applied on a second indicator. With the application of this constraint 

model fitness was achieved. Final values for this construct with three indicators are provided in 

table 33. 
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Figure 17 Measuring Model for Individual Perception towards KS 

 

Table 33 Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Individual Perception towards KS 

Indicators Completely Standerdized Loadings Indicator Relaibility Error Varince 

IP1 0.82 0.86 0.29 

IP 2 0.86 0.85 0.31 

IP 3 0.88 0.83 0.45 

Fit Statistics 

Chi-Square = 1.63 (df= 1, p=0.20) 

Standardized RMR= 0.044 

RMESA= 0.051 

GFI= 0.99 

CFI= 0.99 

Note: *All the values were significant at p < 0.05 
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4.5.5 CFA for Individual knowledge of the situation 

Figure 18 presents the final measurement model for the individual knowledge of the 

situation construct. This model for the subject construct is also a single factor model with three 

indicators. By analyzing the measurement estimation, it was found that initial model did not fit 

well because the value of RMSEA (0.776) was on a very high side. To achieve fitness, an 

additional constraint was applied on a second indicator. With the application of this constraint 

model fitness was achieved. Final values for this construct with three indicators are provided in 

table 34. 

 

Figure 18 Measuring Model for Individual Knowledge of the Situation 

 

Table 34 Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Individual Knowledge of the Situation 

Indicators Completely Standerdized Loadings Indicator Relaibility Error Varince 

IK1 0.88 0.78 0.39 

IK 2 0.96 0.71 0.04 

IK 3 0.65 0.91 0.20 
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Fit Statistics 

Chi-Square = 1.79 (df= 1, p=0.18) 

Standardized RMR= 0.020 

RMESA= 0.057 

GFI= 0.99 

CFI= 0.99 

Note: *All the values were significant at p < 0.05 

4.5.6 CFA for Shared Goals 

Figure 19 presents the final measurement model for the Shared Goals construct. This 

model for the subject construct is also a single factor model with three indicators. By analyzing 

the measurement estimation, it was found that initial model did not fit well because the value of 

RMSEA (0.512) was on a very high side. To achieve fitness, an additional constraint was applied 

on a second indicator. With the application of this constraint model fitness was achieved. Final 

values for this construct with three indicators are provided in table 35. 

 

Figure 19 Measuring Model for Shared Goals 
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Table 35 Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Social Trust 

Indicators 

Completely Standerdized 

Loadings 

Indicator 

Relaibility Error Varince 

SG1 0.82 0.62 0.42 

SG 2 0.77 0.60 0.33 

SG 3 0.54 0.78 0.25 

Fit Statistics 

Chi-Square = 1.79 (df=1, p=0.18) 

Standardized RMR= 0.021 

RMESA= 0.057 

GFI= 0.99 

CFI= 0.99 

Note: *All the values were significant at p < 0.05 

4.5.7 CFA for Subjective Norms 

Figure 20 presents the final measurement model for the Subjective Norms construct. This 

model for the subject construct is also a single factor model with three indicators. By analyzing 

the measurement estimation, it was found that initial model did not fit well because the value of 

RMSEA (0.497) was on a very high side. To achieve fitness, an additional constraint was applied 

on a second indicator. With the application of this constraint model fitness was achieved. Final 

values for this construct with three indicators are provided in table 36. 
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Figure 20 Measuring Model for Subjective Norms 

 

Table 36 Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Subjective Norms 

Indicators Completely Standerdized Loadings Indicator Relaibility Error Varince 

SNO 1 0.62 0.62 0.31 

SNO 2 0.74 0.60 0.33 

SNO 3 0.78 0.78 0.56 

Fit Statistics 

Chi-Square = 3.42 (df=1, p=0.07) 

Standardized RMR= 0.043 

RMESA= 0.098 

GFI= 0.99 

CFI= 0.99 

Note: *All the values were significant at p < 0.05 
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4.5.8 CFA for Knowledge Sharing 

Figure 21 presents the final measurement model for the Knowledge Sharing construct. 

This model for the subject construct is also a single factor model with five indicators. By 

analyzing the measurement estimation, it was found that initial model fits well. Final values for 

this construct with five indicators are provided in table 37. 

 

 

Figure 21 Measuring Model for Knowledge Sharing 
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Table 37 Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Knowledge Sharing 

Indicators Completely Standerdized Loadings Indicator Relaibility Error Varince 

KS1 0.83 0.92 0.40 

KS 2 0.83 0.76 0.33 

KS 3 0.90 0.74 0.29 

KS 4 0.86 0.74 0.42 

KS 5 0.87 0.76 0.62 

Fit Statistics 

Chi-Square = 6.43 (df=5, p=0.26) 

Standardized RMR= 0.024 

RMESA= 0.034 

GFI= 0.98 

CFI= 0.99 

Note: *All the values were significant at p < 0.05 

4. 6 Regression Analysis 

After measuring the individual constructs for their respective model validity and 

achieving the desired validation level, it is time to look at the overall impact of the independent 

variables on the dependent variable. To check such impact regression analysis has become a 

fundamental tool of the trade, especially for the non-experimentalists (J. Cohen, Cohen, West, & 

Aiken, 2013). There is consensus that regression itself doesn’t exclude any observation from the 

data so in order to reach unbiased conclusion regression assumptions such as normality, 

multicollinearity, and homoscedasticity are generally required to be tested before running the 

final regression analysis. The need for satisfying these assumptions has been explained in the 
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Chapter 3 under heading Regression Analysis Assumptions. Here only the results of the required 

tests will be provided. 

4.6.1  Normality 

 Linear regression analysis requires all variables to be normally distributed. To test the 

data for satisfaction of this assumption, normal distribution graph has been applied (figure 22).  

 

Figure 22 Histogram Showing Normality of the Data 

Besides this data normality is also checked with the help of Shapiro-Wilk. Based upon 

the decision criteria of Shapiro-Wilk test (p value > than 0.05 shows data is normally 

distributed). Results of Shapiro-Wilk tests are provided in table 38. On the basis of these values 

it is said that the data is normally distributed and is fit for regression technique. 
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Table 38 Normality Test Statistics 

Description 
Shapiro-Wilk 

Statistic Df Sig. 

Unstandardized Residual .992 244 .201 

Standardized Residual .992 244 .201 

4.6.2  Multicollinearity 

Multicollinearity is another regression assumption which assumes that data should not 

suffer from multicollinearity problem. In case the problem of multicollinearity exist in data, it 

becomes difficult to identify the significance of each individual predictor in the regression 

model. To check it, first correlation matrix and then Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) test were 

applied. The correlation matrix provided in table 39 showed that Subjective Norms (SNO) 

construct was highly correlation with other constructs (Individual Perception and Social Network 

with value of 0.81 and 0.69 respectively). Therefore, this necessitated validation through cross 

checking with the help of Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) analysis. 
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Table 39 Correlation Matrix of Independent Variables 

  ST At IP IK SN SG SNO 

ST 1.00             

Att. 0.17 1.00           

IP 0.26 0.25 1.00         

IK 0.06 0.04 0.03 1.00       

SN 0.20 0.23 0.66 0.03 1.00     

SG 0.20 0.15 0.48 0.01 0.42 1.00   

SNO 0.22 0.30 0.81 0.02 0.69 0.50 1.00 

 

Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) is used also employed for detection of multicollinearity 

problem and is considered more reliable criteria. The standardized and acceptable value for any 

variable must be within 10; however, the lower the better (Al-Ghazali, 2014; Belsley, Kuh, & 

Welsch, 2005; J. Cohen, et al., 2013). The highest VIF value of individual variables Subjective 

Norms is 3.5 which is under acceptable range that is well below 10. Hence, it can be concluded 

that the problem of multicollinearity detected through correlation matrix in table 37 is not severe 

and there is no need of excluding any variable from the model. Details of VIF results are 

provided in table 40. 
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Table 40 Multicollinearity with the Help of VIF 

Model 
Unstandardized Coefficients 

T Sig. VIF 

B Std. Error 

(Constant) 0.43 0.20 2.14 0.03   

ST 0.08 0.04 2.20 0.03 1.10 

Att 0.11 0.04 2.99 0.00 1.12 

IP 0.39 0.05 8.16 0.00 3.19 

IK 0.14 0.04 3.83 0.00 1.01 

SN 0.12 0.03 3.63 0.00 2.05 

SG 0.11 0.04 3.15 0.00 1.38 

SNO 0.16 0.05 3.23 0.00 3.57 

4.6.3 Homoscedasticity 

Homoscedasticity is another regression assumption that needs to be satisfied before 

running regression on any set of data. It is said that there is homoscedasticity in data when error 

term variances are constant and heteroscedasticity when vise verse. In order to test the 

assumption of homoscedasticity Glaser Test (Glejser, 1969) is employed. The test calculates the 

absolute values for unstandardized residuals and final decision is based upon the criteria set for 

Glaser test that if all the independent coefficients p-values are greater than 0.05, then there is no 

problem of heteroscedasticity in the data. The results of Glaser test for the current data set is 

provided in table 41. From these values it can be concluded that the error term variances are 

constant and there is no problem of heteroscedasticity in the data. 
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Table 41 Heteroscedasticity with the Help of Glaser Test (Coefficients) 

Model 
Unstandardized Coefficients 

T Sig. 
B Std. Error 

ST 0.032 0.021 1.516 0.131 

Att 0.011 0.021 0.529 0.597 

IP 0.027 0.028 0.981 0.328 

IK 0.015 0.021 0.720 0.473 

SN 0.012 0.019 0.640 0.523 

SG -0.015 0.021 -0.710 0.479 

SNO -0.013 0.029 -0.448 0.462 

  

4.7 Structural Equation Modeling 

In social science research it is almost impossible to specify the numbers of variables that 

could thoroughly explain a certain phenomenon. There is always a possibility of a large number 

of variables that constitute location advantages. However, it is not possible to include all such 

variables in a single study. The best option is to include only those variables which literature 

support and are appropriate to the area of the study. This process is termed model specification 

and is undertaken with the help of multiple regression. It is employed when a researcher wants to 

predict the value of a dependent variable based on the value of two or more other independent 

variables (J. Cohen, et al., 2013). Based on this, the researcher has set the objective of assessing 

how social network, social trust, shared goals, individual perception, knowledge of situation, 

attitude of employees, and subject norms are contributing to enhance knowledge sharing in the 

target population. And in the light of these contributing variables seven questions have been set 

to answer. To ascertain the level of relevancy the data was scanned and passed through different 
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tests and the values achieved have been looked into the light of the standards of acceptability 

within each test. These tests validity that the data is normally distributed and there is neither 

problem of multicollinearity nor heteroscedasticity. On the basis of these results it was concluded 

that data is fit for regression analysis. 

Figure 23 presents the final actual structural equation measurement model for the overall 

construct. The model for this construct is a collective model with eight indicators i.e. one 

dependent and seven independent variables. By running the model with these indicators and 

looking the values for different fit indices, it was found that some of the values of these indices 

did not fall within the acceptable level (GFI=0.907, CFI=0.886, RMR=0.026, and 

RMSEA=0.29). Therefore, the model was looked into in the light of the modification indices 

wherein it was found that error term of indicator 7 and 8, and 12 and 13 are highly correlated. 

Therefore, error terms 7 and 8, and 12 and 13 were connected through a double headed arrow. 

The model was, then, run again. The values achieved were found within the acceptable level. 

The final values for the structural equation model of construct with eight indicators are provided 

in table 42. 
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Figure 23 Structural Equation Model 

 

 

  



148 

 

Table 42 Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Overall Structural Model 

Indicators Completely Standerdized Loadings t-value Sig. 

SN 0.12 3.6 .000 

ST 0.08 2.2 .029 

SG 0.11 3.1 .002 

IP 0.39 8.2 .000 

IK 0.13 3.8 .000 

Att 0.10 2.9 .003 

SNO 0.12 3.2 .000 

 

Fit Statistics 

Chi-Square = 530 (df=381, p=0.00) 

Standardized RMR= 0.030 

RMESA= 0.04 

GFI= 0.88 

CFI= 0.98 

Note: *All the values were significant at p < 0.05 

4.8 Hypotheses Testing 

The current study has used SEM outputs for testing the research hypotheses. To specify 

the effects (direct and indirect) of the independent variables t-statistics and p-values have been 

used. Knowledge sharing is the dependent variable; and Social network (SN), Social trust (ST), 

Shared goals (SG), Subjective Norms (SNO), Attitude towards KS, Individual knowledge of the 

situation, and individual perception of KS are independent variables. The study hypothesized 

dependency relationships among these variables. These hypothesized relationships were then 



149 

 

analyzed on the basis of overall regression model and the individual t-statistics and p-values < 

than 0.05. The results of the hypotheses testing are presented in the table (table 43). 

Hypothesis 1:  The wider the social network among organizational members, the 

organization will experience more knowledge sharing. 

Hypothesis 1 investigated the relationship between knowledge sharing and the level of 

social network among the respondents. Since the value of path coefficient of 0.12, the t-value of 

3.6, and p- value .000 were highly significant, it is easy to conclude that empirical data has fully 

supported this hypothesis of the study.  

Hypothesis 2:  The greater the social trust among organizational members, the 

organization will experience more knowledge sharing. 

Hypothesis 2 investigated the relationship between knowledge sharing and the level of 

social trust among the respondents. Since the value of path coefficient of 0.08, the t value of 

2.19, and p- value .029 were highly significant, it is easy to conclude that empirical data has fully 

supported this hypothesis of the study. 

Hypothesis 3: The greater the shared goals among organizational members, the 

organization will experience more knowledge sharing. 

Hypothesis 3 investigated the relationship between knowledge sharing and the level of 

goal sharing among the respondents. Since the value of path coefficient of 0.11, the t value of 

3.1, and p- value .002 were highly significant, it is easy to conclude that empirical data has fully 

supported this hypothesis of the study. 
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Hypothesis 4: The higher the individuals’ perception of knowledge of sharing, the 

organization will experience more knowledge sharing. 

Hypothesis 4 investigated the relationship between knowledge sharing and the level of 

individuals’ perception among the respondents. Since the value of path coefficient of 0.38, the t 

value of 8.16, and p- value .000 were highly significant, it is easy to conclude that empirical data 

has fully supported this hypothesis of the study. 

Hypothesis 5:  The higher the organizational members’ knowledge of the situation with 

respect to knowledge sharing, the organization will experience more 

knowledge sharing. 

Hypothesis 5 investigated the relationship between knowledge sharing and the level of 

organizational members’ knowledge of the situation among the respondents. Since the value of 

path coefficient of 0.13, the t-value of 3.8, and p- value .000 were highly significant, it is easy to 

conclude that empirical data has fully supported this hypothesis of the study. 

Hypothesis 6:  The more favorable the organizational members’ attitude toward 

knowledge sharing, the organization will experience more knowledge 

sharing. 

Hypothesis 6 investigated the relationship between knowledge sharing and the level of 

organizational members’ attitude towards KS among the respondents. Since the value of path 

coefficient of 0.11, the t value of 2.9, and p- value .003 were highly significant, it is easy to 

conclude that empirical data has fully supported this hypothesis of the study. 
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Hypothesis 7: The greater the organizational members’ subjective norm with respect to 

knowledge the organization will experience more knowledge sharing. 

Hypothesis 7 investigated the relationship between knowledge sharing and the level of 

organizational members’ subjective norms among the respondents. Since the value of path 

coefficient of 0.16, the t value of 3.2, and p- value .001 were highly significant, it is easy to 

conclude that empirical data has fully supported this hypothesis of the study. 

Table 43 Summary of Hypotheses Testing 

Hypotheses Results 

H1 The more wide the social network between organizational members, 

the organization will experience more knowledge sharing. 

Supported 

H2 The greater the social trust among organizational members, the 

organization will experience more knowledge sharing. 

Supported 

H3 The higher the individuals’ perception of knowledge of sharing, the 

organization will experience more knowledge sharing. 

Supported 

H4 The higher the individuals’ perception of knowledge of sharing, the 

organization will experience more knowledge sharing. 

Supported 

H5 The higher the organizational members’ knowledge of the situation 

with respect to knowledge sharing, the organization will experience 

more knowledge sharing. 

Supported 

H6 The more favorable the organizational members’ attitude toward 

knowledge sharing, the organization will experience more knowledge 

sharing. 

Supported 

H7 The greater the organizational members’ subjective norm with respect 

to knowledge the organization will experience more knowledge 

sharing. 

Supported 
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4.9 Summary 

This chapter presented a detailed analysis of the data, first through descriptive statistics 

and then in the form of inferential statistics. In order to test the model fitness for individual 

constructs, confirmatory factor analysis statistical technique with the help Amos software was 

employed. To lend more acceptability to the model of the study constructs of the model have 

been checked for reliability and validity with the help of established procedure. Before applying 

the regression analysis for hypotheses testing, various tests have been carried out to see if the 

data is fit for regression analysis. And after satisfying all regression assumptions, regression 

analysis has been run on the data. With this, the results of the proposed hypotheses have been 

provided. These results revealed that empirical data supported all the hypotheses of the study. To 

make it easy for the reader, these results have been presented in for the form a table (table 41). 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5. 1 Overview 

This section provides t he detail explanation and discussion on the outcomes extracted 

from the data analysis in the previous section. Contents of the current section include 

introduction, research findings, discussion on the same, implications of the current research, 

future research directions, and conclusion are the key components of this chapter. 

5. 2 Introduction 

The aim of the current study was to investigate the effect of seven independent variables 

(social network, social trust, shared goals, organizational members’ attitude towards KS, 

subjective norms, organizational members’ perception towards KS, and individuals’ knowledge 

of the situation) on one dependent variable (knowledge sharing). To make the study more 

coherent and systematic the following questions were set to be answered by the study: 

1. What is the effect of social network on knowledge sharing?  

2. What is the effect of social trust on knowledge sharing? 

3. Do shared goals effect knowledge sharing?  

4. What is the effect of individual perception on knowledge sharing?  

5. Is there any effect of individual knowledge of a situation on knowledge sharing?  

6. What is the effect of individual’s attitude on knowledge sharing?  

7. What are the effects of subjective norms on knowledge sharing?  
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5. 3 Discussions of the Research Findings 

Providing a fruitful discussion on the results of the empirical data and linking these 

results with the previous findings in the extant literature, has always been remained in favor with 

researcher. This helps in linking the current findings with the past and gauges the level of 

consistency and the changes if has occurred. Keeping that in mind the researcher has tried to 

present discussion on what has been hypothesized (effect of social network, social trust, shared 

goals, subjective norms, individuals’ attitude towards KS, organizational members’ perception of 

KS, and organizational members’ knowledge of the situation on knowledge sharing). 

5.3.1  The effect of social network on knowledge sharing 

The current study hypothesized that social network is a positive predictor of knowledge 

sharing. As the results generated in the data analysis section (the path coefficient of 0.12, the t-

value of 3.6, and p-value .000 were highly significant), it is easy to conclude that the current 

empirical data validates the previous researches on the effect of social network and concludes 

that SN helps in increasing knowledge sharing (Chennamaneni, 2007; Guo & Chen, 2010; 

Jolaee, et al., 2014; Marouf, 2007). As per social network theory (Liu, Sidhu, Beacom, & 

Valente, 2017) individuals’ attitude or behavior is greatly affected by the interrelationships 

established with the help of social networks, which ultimately results in easy flow of information 

and knowledge sharing in an organization. 

Likewise, the outcomes of the study are in line with the study conducted by Cudney, 

Corns, and Long (2014) wherein the results have revealed that networks (specifically social 

networks Analysis SNA) followed by established communication systems, technical support, and 
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trainings results in improved ways to organize and share knowledge. Theses authors contend that 

that if employees form a tight, core network with each other that will not only help to retain the 

information but also results in rapid knowledge sharing process in the organizations. Similarly, a 

more recent research by Leon, Rodríguez-Rodríguez, Gómez-Gasquet, and Mula (2017) in 

insurance organization has established that social network as a predictor for future knowledge 

flows in the subject organizations. As per their findings social network can help in identifying 

potential losses, determining the leaders, establishing standards to differentiate knowledge 

diffusers from knowledge repository, and identifying the elements of future knowledge sharing. 

Furthermore, social networks can be established with the help of social intra and extranets 

services such as online blogs, media sharing pages etc.(Grant, 2016), communication systems, 

technical support programs, and trainings (Cudney, et al., 2014), and face-to-face social 

networks such as brainstorming, problem solving, consulting other employees, learning via 

teaching, trainings and job rotation of employees in the organization (Saifi, 2016). To sum up, 

the importance of social network over knowledge sharing is undeniable, therefore, organizations 

more specifically higher education institutions such as University of Peshawar should establish 

infrastructure of social networks to facilitate and encourage knowledge sharing in the university. 

5.3.2  The effect of social trust on knowledge sharing 

The current study hypothesized that social trust is a positive predictor of knowledge 

sharing. The empirical results of the study supported this hypothesis (path coefficient of 0.12, the 

t-value of 3.6, and p-value .000) which showed that trust had a positive significant influence on 

knowledge sharing. Thereby it lent support to several  studies (Aycan et al., 2000; Chowdhury, 

2005; J.S. Coleman, 2005); Ismail & Yusof, 2010; Wing S. Chow  & Chan, 2008; (Renzl, 2008; 
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Van den Hooff & de Leeuw van Weenen, 2004). There could be many reasons. One most 

promenent reason is trust by itself a very poisitive human behaviour that engenders positive 

behaviour among those with whom one interacts. Second possible reason may be that faculty 

members are convinced that the shared knowledge would be appropraitely used by the other co-

workers. Third, in organizational interactions, trust offers a way to accept knowledge in the 

nonexistence of ways to verify its veracity. That is why Khesal, Samadi, Musram, and Zohoori 

(2013) believe that when there is lack of trust in organization, members of that organization often 

scare of losing their position in the organization by passing on the knowledge to the other 

members’. And it results in a non-sharing attitude. Therefore, the role of trust in knowledge 

sharing is beyond doubt. 

However, there is a need of creating and encouraging an environment wherein social trust 

nourishes and where individuals could easily understand and be sure that the rest of the members 

and the organization as a whole are interested to extent their knowledge to benefit them. This 

would only be possible by constructing a sense of competence and benevolence based trust 

between the source and knowledge seekers. Although trust can only be obtained by people 

interaction and their firsthand negotiation, still managers, and supervisors’ role is substantial in 

creating the circumstances through which trust is established and fostered (Levin, Cross, 

Abrams, & Lesser, 2002). Hence, the organizations need to establish trust in order to promote 

knowledge sharing. 
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5.3.3  The effect of shared goals on knowledge sharing 

The current study hypothesized that shared goals as positive predictors of knowledge 

sharing. The empirical results of the study supported this hypothesis (the path coefficient of 0.08, 

the t-value of 2.19, and p-value .029) which validated the view that shared goals strongly affect 

knowledge sharing in the target population. It means that if organizational goals are shared 

among employees they feel more inclined towards passing knowledge to other members and 

organizations experience more knowledge sharing. This is also because they believe that “the 

force that holds people together and lets them share what they know” (Chow & Chan, 2008, p. 

460). These findings are in line with previous studies on the effect of shared goals on knowledge 

sharing (Chow & Chan, 2008; Sangmook Kim, 2018). 

The general environment of any business requires that there should prevail a positive 

attitude among the employees. And this attitude nourishes if the business sets definite goals that 

are required to be achieved and that they be shared with all. If both employees and management 

feel separated from these goals it becomes difficult for and organization to achieve overall 

objective, therefore, shared goals play vital role for an organization to move ahead, sustain and 

grow a business over the long haul by expediting the process of knowledge sharing (Kooser). 

Goal sharing has been termed as the product of shared understanding which greatly affects 

knowledge sharing (Wasko & Faraj, 2005). Sharing of goals is advocated because this behavior 

promotes both integration and combined responsibility because organizations define and enact 

shared goals along with its mission and values from the context of exchanging knowledge and 

taking collective actions (James S. Coleman, 1990). It is clear from the discussion that it 
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becomes easier for an organization to integrate all the components of the organization because 

shared vision, mission and goals bring collective responsibility on employees. 

It can therefore be concluded, from the above discussion, there exists a positive link 

between goal sharing and knowledge sharing. Therefore, if organizations decided to promote 

shared understanding, organizational goals will be shared which would increase the knowledge 

sharing in organizations. 

5.3.4  The effect of individuals’ perception on knowledge sharing 

This study also hypothesized that individuals’ perception is a positive predictor of 

knowledge sharing. The empirical results of the study supported this hypothesis (the path 

coefficient of 0.38, the t-value of 8.16, and p-value .000 were highly significant), it is easy to 

conclude that the current empirical data validates the previous researches that individuals’ 

perception strongly affects knowledge sharing in an organization. If paraphrased in simple 

words, it would mean that if employees have positive perception of knowledge to be passed on to 

other members, the organization will experience more knowledge sharing. The results of the 

current study are in line with the results of the previous studies (e.g., Davenport & Prusak, 1998; 

Khan, 2014; Molly & Samer, 2013). 

The relationship of individuals’ perception and knowledge sharing has great bearing on 

social exchange theory (Blau, 1965). This theory posits that persons engaged in social interface 

based on an expectation that such interactions will lead in some way to societal rewards such as 

respect, status and approval. This suggests that individual’s perception (i.e. enhanced reputation 

in the organization) greatly affects their participation especially in the form of sharing 
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knowledge. A study on why knowledge should be shared by Wasko and Faraj (2013) explored 

the role of individual’s perception regarding reputation, enjoy helping others and helpfulness of 

contribution. The researchers found that mostly, individuals with the perception of good 

reputation in the social network and helpfulness of sharing the knowledge were more prone to 

share knowledge. Therefore, it can be concluded that employee’s perception, whether in the form 

financial or social gains in mind, greatly and positively influence the sharing of knowledge in an 

organization. The message for organization is that they should not ignore human perception for 

designing and placing best practices to develop the human behavior towards knowledge sharing. 

5.3.5 The effect of organizational members’ knowledge of the situation on knowledge 

sharing 

The next relationship that the current study hypothesized was that organizational 

members’ knowledge of the situation is a positive predictor of knowledge sharing. The empirical 

results of the study supported this hypothesis (the path coefficient of 0.13, the t-value of 3.8, and 

p- value .000 were highly significant) which signifies that knowledge of the situation is one of 

the factors that affects employees’ behavior in terms of knowledge sharing. The findings of the 

current study are again in line with the findings of the previous studies (Fracker, 1989; Frymier 

& Nadler, 2017; Härtel, et al., 1989; Krishnananda, 1983; Paulin & Suneson, 2012b; Szulanski, 

1996). Frymier and Nadler (2017) argue that situations encourage individual’s internal states 

such as belief, attitude and values, which ultimately affect the process of knowledge sharing in 

an organization. While discussing about the relationship of attitude and behavior these 

researchers further explain that a person having better understanding of the situations (i.e. 
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individual situation, de-individual situation and scripted situation) has more command over his 

attitude and feelings resulting in different types of knowledge sharing behaviors in individuals.  

Likewise, Järvinen and Ylinenpää (2017) opine that various situations (like competitive) 

greatly influence the individuals’ attitude to share the knowledge. They further explain their 

views by claiming that it the situation that molds an individual’s attitude regardless of her/his 

position in that situation. For them it is the situation that directly influences the attitude and 

knowledge sharing behavior of a person in an organization. The positive relationship between 

situation and knowledge sharing is also supported by Kelly’s theory of personal construct (1955), 

which has remained very popular for personality and cognitive development. According to this 

theory every individual sees the world through her/his own exclusive set of preconceived notions 

about it, whereas these constructs usually change due to the exposure of individuals to new 

situations. The theory claims that with new situations individuals get new experiences and 

practices which frame new behaviors in them resulting in changed behavior. 

From the empirical results of the current study which validate the previous researches, it 

can be concluded that while working for creating and encouraging such an environment wherein 

knowledge sharing could take place, the importance of the situation can hardly be overlooked. 

5.3.6 The effect of organizational members’ attitude on knowledge sharing 

The next relationship that the current study hypothesized was that organizational 

members’ attitude is a positive predictor of knowledge sharing. The empirical results of the study 

supported this hypothesis (the path coefficient of 0.11, the t-value of 2.9, and p- value .003 were 

highly significant) which again signifies that employees’ attitude matters in affecting knowledge 



161 

 

sharing in organization. The findings of the current study are again in line with the findings of 

the previous studies (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Khan, 2014; Kuo & Young, 2008; Luturmas & 

Indarti, 2016; Olatokun & Nneamaka, 2013; M. S. Rahman, Osmangani, Daud, & AbdelFattah, 

2016; Tohidinia & Mosakhani, 2010). 

These results can be found in conformity with the most popular theory of reasoned action 

presented by Ajzen (1967). This theory postulates that behavior of a person is thoughtfully 

planned in advance. As per this theory a person’s intention is very much important to commit an 

action such as sharing knowledge. In the light of this theory, the current scenario confirmed that 

the faculty members at the University of Peshawar are greatly influenced by their attitude while 

sharing knowledge in the organization. Ideally, it may be said that positive attitudes manifest 

good behaviors. However, in some situations the case can be vise verse, which means if attitude 

of a person is changed the behavior will automatically change.  

To conclude, attitude of a person plays vital role in the determination of behavior. And 

knowledge sharing could not be termed as an exception. Findings of the current study and the 

extant literature warrant policy makers should give proper attention while formulating strategies 

to share knowledge.  

5.3.7 The effect of subjective norms on knowledge sharing 

The current study hypothesized that subjective norms is a positive predictor of knowledge 

sharing. The empirical results of the study supported this hypothesis (the path coefficient of 0.16, 

the t value of 3.2, and p- value .001 were highly significant) which again signifies that, like other 

variables in the model, subjective norms of individual also affect employees’ behavior regarding 



162 

 

knowledge sharing in organization. These results clearly support the view that subjective norms 

strongly affect knowledge sharing in an organization, as outcomes of the current study showed 

that it causes 16 percent variations in the dependent variable. In other words, it would mean that 

employees in an organization consider subjective norms as an important factor while sharing 

knowledge and they believe that subjective norms positively relate to knowledge sharing in an 

organization. The findings of the current study are again in line with the findings of the previous 

studies on the effect of subjective norms on knowledge sharing (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; 

Castaneda & Ríos, 2013; Chow & Chan, 2008; Shih & Farn, 2008). 

Theory of reasoned action (Ajzen, 1980) supports the importance of subjective norms 

while understanding the factors effecting knowledge sharing. As per TRA subjective norms pay 

vital role in changing once intention to share knowledge which supports the knowledge sharing 

behaviors of employees in an organization. However, by close study of the findings, it is clear 

that though subjective norms play important role in sharing knowledge, the share (16 %) is less 

compared to other studies and as postulated by the TRA. This might be because the literature 

shows less contribution on Knowledge management and particularly knowledge sharing from the 

research perspective within the context of Pakistan (Shah & Mahmood, 2015). 

In nutshell, subjective norms have very strong bearing as a predictor on knowledge 

sharing behavior of employees in an organization as justified by literature, but in current study it 

has shown less contribution towards KS. It may also be added that there is a need to make the 

employees well aware about the importance of subjective norms for enhancing knowledge 

sharing culture in all organizations especially in education sector, which is possible by providing 

awareness sessions like seminars, workshops, trainings etc. 
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5. 4 Limitations 

Since no study can be without limitations, the current study also has certain limitations 

given as follows… 

1. The data was collected from the faculty members only; 

2. This is a sample based study and relies on individual perceptions; 

3. The data was collected from Peshawar university only;  

4. All variables could not be included; 

5. Close ended research questions were used; 

6. Researcher could only check the direct relationship. 

5. 5 Implications of the Research 

The present study examined knowledge sharing as a dependent variable and social 

network, social trust, shared goals, individuals’ perception of situation, knowledge of the 

situation, attitude towards knowledge sharing and subjective norms of the individual as 

independent variables. The results have both theoretical and practical implications. Firstly, this 

study provides the theoretical or very first study regarding the antecedents and significances of 

knowledge sharing in the public sector university (Peshawar University) of Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa. Though knowledge sharing is a much studied topic, but the emphasis of such 

studies was more in developed countries from one perspective and was done by multination 

companies (Sven C. Voelpel & Han, 2005) from the other perspective. Similarly, it has been 

identified that the research on multinational companies that working on the basis of knowledge 

management throughout their globally dispersed branches, very little is known about the 

characteristics of practicing knowledge management from the aspect of a specific country. 
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Previously, researchers identified Pakistan as “under-researched” country in the area of human 

resource practices (Aycan, et al., 2000), and knowledge sharing behavior of employees in the 

education sector of developing countries (Schacter, et al., 2011). Likewise, Akbari and Ghaffari 

(2017) observed and suggested that there is need to design and develop strategic perspectives in 

the area of human resource, because human resource empowerment plays key role in the 

formation and development of knowledge-based organizations. Keeping in view the importance 

of knowledge, researchers have started showing keen interest in conducting knowledge sharing 

studies in the public sector organizations because private sector companies are already practicing 

it (Amayah, 2013; Soonhee Kim & Lee, 2005). However, the focus of these studies has mostly 

been either corporate sector or non-education sector. There is little research in this regard in the 

education sector (Schacter, et al., 2011; Sohail & Daud, 2009). This research addresses that 

paucity of research in education sector, in general and in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa in particular. The 

study looks at a very important issue which supposed to be the forte of the education sector in 

one of the oldest university of the province. This study will provide a base for conducting such 

studies in other universities. 

Secondly, this study has been conducted within a knowledge house and the respondents 

are the faculty members of wherein their attitude and behavior play very critical role in 

knowledge sharing, which might provide validity to the research findings. University of 

Peshawar, being the oldest and major Public Sector University and is considered the mother of 

the universities (both public and private) in the province, research findings here may need further 

investigation for which this study is expected to be a beacon light. 
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Thirdly, managing knowledge and sharing it has become a strategic resource which 

serves as foundational weapon that empower universities to upturn their competitive advantage 

and survival chances. Thus, this study helps in understanding how knowledge sharing can be best 

practiced in the education setup along with various significant factors affecting it. Fourth, the 

findings of this study help the stakeholders in the education department with insight into the 

understanding and formation of knowledge sharing cell and its importance for the success of the 

university by documenting employees’ expertise and utilizing these in proper direction to affect 

positive attitudinal and behavioral changes in them.  

Fifth, the results of this study have revealed that if the objective is to affect actual 

knowledge sharing, which is vital for any organization, individuals’ perception has to be given 

serious attention as it has strong influence on the knowledge sharing capabilities of the 

employees. From these result it is not difficult to infer that people at the helm of affair should 

take serious note of all those factors that affect this perception. Though some factors like 

attitude, knowledge of the situation, individual perception toward knowledge sharing and 

subjective norms may come, to some extent, within the exclusive domain of an individual, the 

remaining factors like trust, shared goals, and social network come within the domain of the 

organization. There will be serious positive and negative effects on the viability of the 

organization if they are taken care of or ignored. 

Sixth, one of the basic motive of any university in today’s world to take upon itself the 

onus of delivering high quality education, creating better environment for education, meeting the 

new challenges of global world, taking care of the teaching staff in terms of up to date 

knowledge sharing systems. Competing the global challenges by providing quality education has 
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become a greater challenge for the education sector, which is directed linked with the updated 

knowledge sharing system in the organizations therefore; no one can deny the need and 

importance of knowledge sharing. In simple world, there is need to understand the importance of 

knowledge sharing and the factor affecting it both at employees and organizational level. 

Therefore, recognizing all these factors to promote knowledge sharing system through a 

purposeful intervention might be helpful in stirring managements and employees’ perceptions for 

developing new policies that encourage and facilitate knowledge sharing in the organization. 

To sum up, the results warrant the creation and promotion of an organizational 

environment wherein faculty members are encouraged to share their skills, expertise, information 

and all other resources with ease and interest. Top management and policy designers in public 

sector universities, in general and Peshawar University, in particular, should plan and implement 

operative policies to foster KS attitude and behavior for enhancing the creativity and 

modernization. There is a need of establishing specific centers to work on such factors and to 

foster supportive behavior on faculty as well as management levels. This could help in the 

establishment of knowledge sharing culture which would directly affect employees’ morale and 

cause proliferation in their contribution towards quality outputs. 

5. 6 Recommendations for Future Research 

Through the current study an effort has been made to provide a conceptual foundation for 

knowledge sharing in the target population. This study has built upon the previous research on 

the issue of knowledge sharing in organizations and has added something to the level of 

understanding of the reader. Notwithstanding, it cannot be claimed as something final in the field 

of knowledge sharing. There are a number of possibilities for future research. First, future 
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research should examine the ways (such as the use of cognitive therapy and cognitive behavior 

therapy to change the attitude of the employees requiring psychological treatment (Ford-Martin, 

2017). This will boost the current identified factors and to suggest better strategies to officially 

implement those ways. Second, this study has looked at some common factors from quantitative 

perspective. Therefore, future studies can be conducted from qualitative perspective for more in-

depth understanding of the relationship. 

Third, the study can be replicated in other organizations/corporate settings to validate 

these findings or otherwise. As, generally, universities are supposed to be career oriented and 

teaching staff are considered more qualified and profession oriented, the comparative weightage 

of knowledge sharing could differ as a purpose of the organizational setups. Therefore, 

comparative analysis between academic institutes and corporate sector; and private and public 

education sectors could give broader validity to the relationship. In other words, future research 

carried out in other settings can help in further improvement and in the enhancement of the 

generalizability of the research findings. Fourth, the target population for the current study is 

faculty members, future research should include the university management with these factors to 

see if there is any difference between these two groups within the same organization. Fifth, this 

study is conducted in one time and in one university; therefore, a longitudinal study is 

recommended as it would be more contributive by means of comparing the continuous responses 

and changes over the time. Sixth, research is also desired to explore other factors affecting 

knowledge sharing which would have theoretical base in knowledge management research with 

the endeavor to look at a broader organizational atmosphere. Lastly, future studies may consider 

the controlling variables (demographics) and mediating/ moderating variables for looking at the 

intensity of differences within and across the groups and indirect relationships. 
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5. 7 Research Conclusions 

The phenomenon of interest in the current study was the factors effecting employees’ 

knowledge sharing in organizations. Specifically, the research examined faculty members in one 

of the oldest and biggest university of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa. Here the variables of particular 

interest were the effect of social network, social trust, shared goals, knowledge of the situation, 

perception of the employees, attitude, and subjective norms on knowledge sharing, which have 

been found to influence knowledge sharing behavior, in this setting. A model was proposed on 

the basis of theoretical backgrounds and was put to empirical test. The results of the tested model 

revealed that factors (social network, social trust, shared goals, knowledge of the situation, 

faculty’s attitude toward knowledge sharing, and subjective norms) have positive and significant 

effect on knowledge sharing in the target population with various degrees of intensity. 

Therefore, it is assumed that the results of this study have sufficient food for thoughts for 

management and policy makers with guidelines to formulate better policies giving importance to 

the identified factors. It is also presumed that the decision makers would also be benefited from 

the current study while making their judgments about faculty members to promote knowledge 

sharing culture.  
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Appendix A 

 

QUESTIONNAIRE 
Dear Madam/Sir, 

I would like to invite you to join me in a research that is about Knowledge Sharing in 

Organization. This is a purely academic research endeavor, being undertaken by Ms. Rabia Ishrat 

and has no secondary motives. The purpose of this research is to empirically look into the 

feasibility of knowledge sharing model in the subject organizations. Dr. Wali Rahman, Assistant 

Professor, Sarhad University of Science & IT, Peshawar, is supervising this research. This 

research will help the scholar to complete her Doctorate degree in Management Science. Your 

cooperation and participation will be of tremendous help to this research. 

There is no right or wrong answers in this survey. We would like to know your personal opinion. 

Let us again assure you that this is a purely academic pursuit and is research oriented. Your 

responses in this questionnaire will be held in the strictest confidence. All data collected from 

this questionnaire will be analyzed and reported as group data and will only be accessed by the 

researcher. 

Please try to answer all the questions candidly and return it by the address given below. If you 

have any concern or question(s), please feel free in your expression. 

Your time sparing and cooperation is, once again, whole heartedly appreciated! 

Yours sincerely, 

Rabia Ishrat 
PhD Scholar 
 

Address: 

Sarhad University, 

Landi Akhun Ahmad, Ring Road (Kohat Road-Hayatabad Link Road), Peshawar, Pakistan 

Email: rabia.ba@suit.edu.pk 

Phone No. 92-91-5230931-32-33 
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RESPONDENT INFORMATION 

 

1)  University Name:   --------------------------------------- 

2)  Gender (Tick one):   [1]Female [2]Male 

2)  Age (tick relevant box): [1] 25-35; [2] 36-45; [3] 46-55; [4] 56 & above 

3) Designation/Job title (tick relevant box): [1] Lecturer; [2] Asst. Professor;   

  [3] Professor; [4] Others 

4)  Experience Overall (tick relevant box):  [1] 1-5 yrs. [2] 6-10 yrs. [3] 11-15 yrs.  

  [4] 16-20 yrs. [5] 21-25 yrs. [6] 25 & above 

5) Experience in current university: -------------------- 

 

 

 

Social Network 

# Description 1 2 3 4 5 

1. In general, I have a very good relationship with my organizational 

members. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. In general, I am very close to my organizational members. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. I always hold a lengthy discussion with my organizational members. 1 2 3 4 5 

 

Social trust 

# Description 1 2 3 4 5 

1. I know my organizational members will always try and help me out if 

I get into difficulties. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. I can always trust my organizational members to lend me a hand if I 

need it. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. I can always rely on my organizational members to make my job 

easier. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. Generally speaking, I think that majority of the people can be trusted. 1 2 3 4 5 

5. I think majority of the people try to take benefit from me if they get a 

chance. 

1 2 3 4 5 

6. I think that most of the times people try to be helpful. 1 2 3 4 5 

 

  

Strongly Disagree    =  1 
Neutral   =  3 

Agree  =  4 

Disagree                    =  2 Strongly Agree   =  5 
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Shared goals 

# Description 1 2 3 4 5 

1. My organizational members and I always agree on what is important 

at work. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. My organizational members and I always share the same ambitions 

and vision. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. My organizational members and I are always enthusiastic about 

pursing the collective goals and missions of the whole organization. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Attitude toward knowledge sharing 

# Description 1 2 3 4 5 

1. I think sharing of my knowledge with organizational members is 

always good. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. I think sharing of my knowledge with organizational members is 

always beneficial. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. I think sharing of my knowledge with organizational members is 

always an enjoyable experience. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. I think sharing of my knowledge with organizational members is 

always valuable to me. 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. I think sharing of my knowledge with organizational members is 

always a wise move. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Subjective norm about knowledge sharing 

# Description 1 2 3 4 5 

1. My Head / supervisor always thinks that I should share my knowledge 

with other members in the organization. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. My boss always thinks that I should share my knowledge with other 

members in the organization. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. My colleagues always think that I should share my knowledge with 

other members in the organization. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Individual Perception of the Situation 

# Description 1 2 3 4 5 

1. I evaluate the appropriateness of the situation and then share my 

knowledge with other members in the organization. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. Keeping in view the context, I share my knowledge with other 

members in the organization. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. My knowledge sharing behavior is subject to such behavior exhibited 

by my other members in the organization. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Individual’s knowledge of the situation 

# Description 1 2 3 4 5 

1. I share my knowledge with other members of my organization 

because my experience guides me to do so. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. I have a very positive experience in my organization in terms of 

knowledge sharing. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. When I share knowledge with other members of my organization, I 

am sure it will benefit me. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Knowledge Sharing 

# Description 1 2 3 4 5 

1. I share my work reports and official documents with my 

organizational members more frequently. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. I always share my manuals, methodologies and models with my 

organizational members. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. I always share my experience or know-how from work with my 

organizational members. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. I always share my contact, availability and information of knowing 

other learned people at the request of my organizational members. 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. I always try to share my expertise obtained from education and 

training with my organizational members in a more effective way. 

1 2 3 4 5 

       

   

Variables Definitions Sources 

KS 

 

It is a process through which new knowledge is created by mutually 

exchanging the individual’s (implicit / explicit) knowledge. 

(Van-den-Hooff & 

Leeuw-van-Weenen, 

2004) 

SN Social network (SN) is an interactive network composed of social 

contact of those people who mutually understand and recognize one 

another, which is akin to established relationship. 

(Guo & Chen, 2010) 

ST “ Social Trust is the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the 

actions of another party, with the expectation that the other will perform 

a particular action important to the trust or, irrespective of the ability to 

monitor or control that other party” 

(Mayer, Davis, & 

Schoorman, 1995, p. 

712) 

SG “Goals that articulate what the teams stand for and their shared vision” (Global, 2017) 

IP “Individual Perception is the process of culmination of discovery” (Woodworth & 

Marquis, 2014, p. 421) 

IK Individuals Knowledge of the situation is "the knowledge that results 

when attention is allocated to a zone of interest at a level of abstraction" 

(Fracker, 1988, p. 102) 

Att  “A psychological tendency that is expressed by evaluating a particular 

entity with some degree of favor or disfavor is called attitude”. 

(Eagly & Chaiken, 

1993, p. 1) 

SNO Subjective norms may be defined as "the perceived social pressure to 

perform or not to perform the behavior" 

(Ajzen, 1991, p. 188) 

 

Thank you for sparing your precious time! 
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Annexure B 

Details of Faculties, Departments and Number of Faculty Members in each Department 

Faculties # Department Names Male Female Total 

Arts & 

Humanities 

1 Department of Archaeology 7 1 8 

2 Department of Art and Design  2 6 8 

3 
Department of English and Applied 

Linguistics  

4 5 9 

4 Department of History 7 1 8 

5 Department of Philosophy 5 2 7 

Islamic & 

Orient 

Studies 

7 Department of Arabic  5 1 6 

7 Department of Islamiyat  7 0 7 

8 Department of Pashto  4 1 5 

9 Department of Persian  4 1 5 

10 Department of Seerat Studies  3 0 3 

11 Department of Urdu  5 1 6 

12 Pashto Academy 4 2 6 

Life and 

Environment

al Sciences 

13 
Centre for Disaster Preparedness and 

Management  

5 3 8 

14 
Centre of Biotechnology and 

Microbiology 

10 8 18 

15 Centre of Plant Biodiversity 5 0 5 

16 Department of Botany 9 0 9 

17 Department of Environmental Sciences  4 3 7 

18 Department of Geography  8 3 11 

19 Department of Geology 12 1 13 

20 Department of Pharmacy 17 2 19 

21 
Department of Urban and Regional 

Planning  

6 1 7 

22 Department of Zoology 8 5 13 

http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-Archaeology
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-Art-and-Design
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-English-and-Applied-Linguistics
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-English-and-Applied-Linguistics
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-History
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-Philosophy
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-Arabic
http://islamiyat.uop.edu.pk/
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-Pashto
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-Persian
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-Seerat-Studies
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-Urdu
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Pashto-Academy
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Centre-for-Disaster-Preparedness-and-Management
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Centre-for-Disaster-Preparedness-and-Management
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Centre-of-Biotechnology-and-Microbiology
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Centre-of-Biotechnology-and-Microbiology
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Centre-of-Plant-Biodiversity
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-Botany
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-Environmental-Sciences
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-Geography
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-Geology
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-Pharmacy
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-Urban-and-Regional-Planning
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-Urban-and-Regional-Planning
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-Zoology
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23 Institute of Chemical Sciences  20 6 26 

Management 

& 

Information 

Sciences 

24 College of Home Economics  0 65 65 

25 
Department of Journalism and Mass 

Communication 

11 0 11 

26 
Department of Library and Information 

Science  

6 0 6 

27 Institute of Management Studies  17 5 22 

28 Qaid-e-Azam College of Commerce  13 3 16 

Numerical & 

Physical 

Sciences 

29 Department of Computer Science  14 5 19 

30 Department of Electronics 13 0 13 

31 Department of Mathematics  15 0 15 

32 Department of Physics  16 2 18 

33 Department of Statistics  6 0 6 

Social 

Sciences 

34 Department of Criminology 1 0 1 

35 Department of Economics  11 3 14 

36 Department of Gender Studies  3 5 8 

37 Department of International Relations  4 3 7 

38 Department of Political Science  7 2 9 

39 Department of Psychology  1 9 10 

40 Department of Regional Studies  4 1 5 

41 Department of Social Anthropology 2 2 4 

42 Department of Social Work  4 3 7 

43 Department of Sociology 6 0 6 

44 Institute of Education and Research  9 3 12 

45 Institute of Peace and Conflict Studies  4 2 6 

46 Law College  6 2 8 

Total 

 
 

334 168 502 

 

  

http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Institute-of-Chemical-Sciences
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=College-of-Home-Economics
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-Journalism-and-Mass-Communication
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-Journalism-and-Mass-Communication
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-Library-and-Information-Science
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-Library-and-Information-Science
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Institute-of-Management-Studies
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Quaid-e-Azam-College-of-Commerce
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-Computer-Science
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-Electronics
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-Mathematics
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-Physics
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-Statistics
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-Criminology
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-Economics
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-Gender-Studies
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-International-Relations
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-Political-Science
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-Psychology
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-Regional-Studies
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-Social-Anthropology
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-Social-Work
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Department-of-Sociology
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Institute-of-Education-and-Research
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Institute-of-Peace-and-Conflict-Studies
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/?q=Law-College
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Annexure C 

Names of Faculty Members in Peshawar University 

S. No. Names S. No. Names 

1 Dr. Mukhtar Ali Durrani 26 Dr. Salman Bangash  

2 Dr. Gul Rahim Khan 27 Dr. Javed Iqbal  

3 Dr. Ibrahim Shah  28 Dr. Syed Minhaj ul Hassan  

4 Dr. Muhammad Naeem Qazi  29 Altaf Qadir  

5 Dr. Muhammad Nasim Khan  30 Dr. Syed Waqar Ali Shah  

6 Dr. Zakirullah Jan  31 Dr. Hanif ur Rahman  

7 Mr. Nidaullah Sehrai 32 Mr. Muhammad Daniyal Khan  

8 Ms. Zubaida Yousaf  33 Ms. Seema Afridi  

9 Dr. Muhammad Sher Ali Khan  34 Dr. Syed Minhaj ul Hassan  

10 Farida Rashid  35 Dr. Shuja Ahmad  

11 Younas Masood  36 Mr. Sher Wahab  

12 Farah Javed 37 Mr. Suhail Ahmad Mian  

13 Qurrat-ul-Ain 38 Dr. Samina  

14 Shadab Khalil  39 Mr. Sherzada  

15 Sonia Rauf 40 Syeda Noureen Fatima  

16 Zarqa Bakhtiar  41 Dr. Yaqoob Khan  

17 Dr. Rubina Rahman  42 Dr. Mohammad Saleem  

18 Dr. Nasir Jamal Khattak  43 Dr. Mussarat Jamal  

19 Dr. Shazia Sadaf  44 Dr. Khansa al Jaji  

20 Dr. Amjad Saleem  45 Dr. Muhammad Zahir Shah  

21 Arif Khan  46 Dr. Ahmad Saeed Jan  

22 Fatima Khaliq  47 Dr. Miraj 

23 Hina Habib  48 Dr. Muhammad Alam 

24 Muhammad Farooq  49 Muhammad Iltemas khan 

25 Sameera Shahbaz  50 Mr. Hafeez 

 

  

http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=111&q=Dr-Salman-Bangash
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=107&q=Dr-Javed-Iqbal
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=782&q=Dr-Ibrahim-Shah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=108&q=Dr-Syed-Minhaj-ul-Hassan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=81&q=Dr-Muhammad-Naeem-Qazi
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=110&q=Altaf-Qadir
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=75&q=Dr-Muhammad-Nasim-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=109&q=Dr-Syed-Waqar-Ali-Shah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=85&q=Dr-Zakirullah-Jan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=915&q=Dr-Hanif-ur-Rahman
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=112&q=Mr-Muhammad-Daniyal-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=779&q=Ms-Zubaida-Yousaf
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=114&q=Ms-Seema-Afridi
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=576&q=Dr-Muhammad-Sher-Ali-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=108&q=Dr-Syed-Minhaj-ul-Hassan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=103&q=Farida-Rashid
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=118&q=Dr-Shuja-Ahmad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=104&q=Younas-Masood
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=116&q=Mr-Sher-Wahab
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=577&q=Farah-Javed
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=117&q=MrSuhail-Ahmad-Mian
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=574&q=Qurrat-ul-Ain
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=119&q=DrSamina
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1136&q=Shadab-Khalil
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=134&q=Mr-Sherzada
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=580&q=Sonia-Rauf
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=120&q=Syeda-Noureen-Fatima
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1137&q=Zarqa-Bakhtiar
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=723&q=Dr-Yaqoob-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=95&q=Dr-Rubina-Rahman
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=136&q=Dr-Mohammad-Saleem
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=93&q=Dr-Nasir-Jamal-Khattak
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=892&q=Dr-Mussarat-Jamal
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=96&q=Dr-Shazia-Sadaf
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1129&q=Dr-Khansa--al-Jaji
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=97&q=Dr-Amjad-Saleem
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1031&q=Dr-Muhammad-Zahir-Shah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=573&q=Arif-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1133&q=DrAhmad-Saeed-Jan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=572&q=Fatima-Khaliq
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1111&q=Hina-Habib
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=571&q=Muhammad-Farooq
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=569&q=Sameera-Shahbaz
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S. No. Names S. No. Names 

51 Mr. Muhammad Nawaz 81 Mr. Mushtaq Ahmad Jan 

52 Mr. Saleem 82 Engr. Syed Azmat Ali Shah  

53 Mr. Saifullah 83 Mr. Kamal Ahmed 

54 Prof. Dr. Roohullah  84 M r. Shah Nawaz Khan  

55 Dr. Abdul Waheed  85 Maria Ghani  

56 Dr. Ahmad Ali  86 Shandana  

57 Dr. Nagina Khanam  87 Dr. Sumera Afzal  

58 Dr. Shakeel Ahmad  88 Dr. Bashir Ahmad  

59 Dr. Miraj-ul-Islam Zia  89 Prof. Dr. Ghosia Lutfullah  

60 Dr. Nusrat Jehan  90 Dr. Ibrar Khan  

61 Dr. Shafqat Jehan  91 Dr. Irshad-ur-Rehman  

62 Dr. Yousaf Hussain  92 Dr. Jamshaid Ahmad 

63 Dr. Saeed Maqsood Ahmad  93 Dr. Kafeel Ahmad  

64 Dr. Mursal Farman  94 Dr. Nafees Bacha  

65 Dr. Qibla Ayaz  95 Dr. Sadiq Azam  

66 Dr. Ziaullah  96 Dr. Saeed Khattak  

67 Dr. Robina Shaheen  97 Mr. Fida Hassan  

68 Dr. Salman Ali  98 Mr. Muhammad Jawad Khan  

69 Dr. Badshah Munir Bukhari  99 Ms. Durkho Farhad  

70 Dr. Sohail Ahmad  100 Ms. Fardah Shahid  

71 Dr. Wali Muhammad  101 Ms. Farida Zai  

72 Mr. Anwar-ul-haq  102 Ms. Gul-e-Sehra Mujeeb  

73 Dr. Nasrullah Jan Wazir  103 Ms. Hira Mushtaq  

74 Dr. Farkhanda Hayat  104 Ms. Nida Munir 

75 Dr. Muhammad Javed Khalil  105 Ms. Sahar Nigar  

76 Dr. Noor Muhammad Danish  106 Dr. Asad Ullah  

77 Dr. Bushra Khatoon  107 Dr. Syed Ghias Ali  

78 Dr. Shear Zaman Seemab  108 Mr. Basheer Khan  

79 Prof. Dr. Noor Jehan  109 Mr. Usman Ali  

80 Mr. Amjad Ali 110 Mr. Syed Mukaram Shah 

 

  

http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=318&q=Mushtaq-Ahmad-Jan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1135&q=Engr-Syed-Azmat-Ali-Shah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1116&q=KAMAL-AHMED
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=163&q=Prof-DrRoohullah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=319&q=M-r-Shah-Nawaz-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=159&q=Dr-Abdul-Waheed
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1086&q=Maria-Ghani
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=582&q=Dr-Ahmad-Ali
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=787&q=Shandana
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1051&q=Dr-Nagina-Khanam
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=702&q=Dr-Sumera-Afzal
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1052&q=Dr-Shakeel-Ahmad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=169&q=Dr-Bashir-Ahmad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=126&q=Dr-Miraj-ul-Islam-Zia
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1134&q=Professor-Dr-Ghosia-Lutfullah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=154&q=Dr-Nusrat-Jehan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=180&q=Dr-Ibrar-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=155&q=Dr-Shafqat-Jehan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1022&q=Dr-Irshad-ur-rehman
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=733&q=Dr-Yousaf-Hussain
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=172&q=Dr-Jamshaid-Ahmad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1053&q=Dr-Saeed-Maqsood-Ahmad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=175&q=Dr-Kafeel-Ahmad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1084&q=Dr-Mursal-Farman
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=174&q=Dr-Nafees-Bacha
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1067&q=Dr-Qibla-Ayaz
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=789&q=Dr-Sadiq-Azam
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=954&q=Dr-Ziaullah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1023&q=Dr-Saeed-khattak
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=846&q=Dr-Robina--Shaheen
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=181&q=Mr-Fida-Hassan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=844&q=Dr-Salman-Ali
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=187&q=Mr-Muhammad-Jawad-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=847&q=Dr-Badshah-Munir-Bukhari
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=703&q=Ms-Durkho-Farhad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=848&q=Dr-Sohail-Ahmad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=179&q=Ms-Fardah-Shahid
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=849&q=Dr-Wali-Muhammad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=188&q=Ms-Farida-Zai
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1117&q=MrAnwar-ul-haq
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=185&q=Ms-Gul-e-Sehra-Mujeeb
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=691&q=Dr-Nasrullah-Jan-Wazir
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=183&q=Ms-Hira-Mushtaq
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=924&q=Dr-Farkhanda-Hayat
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=186&q=Ms-Nida-Munir
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=955&q=Dr-Muhammad-Javed-Khalil
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=178&q=MsSahar-Nigar
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=692&q=Dr-Noor-Muhammad-Danish-Bettani
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=309&q=Dr-Asad-Ullah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=925&q=Dr-Bushra-Khatoon
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1042&q=Dr-Syed-Ghias-Ali
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=926&q=Dr-Shear-Zaman-Seemab
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1043&q=Mr-Basheer-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1082&q=Prof-Dr-Noor-Jehan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1044&q=Mr-Usman-Ali
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=316&q=Amjad-Ali
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=311&q=Syed-Mukaram-Shah
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S. No. Names S. No. Names 

111 Dr. Muhammad Ibrar  141 Dr. Asghar Ali  

112 Dr. Ghulam Dastagir  142 Dr. Sajjad Ahmad  

113 Dr. Siraj-ud-Din  143 Dr. Muhammad Sajid 

114 Dr. Zahir Muhammad  144 Dr. Suleman Khan  

115 Dr Tanvir Burni  145 Mr. Gohar Rehman  

116 Dr. Lal Badshah  146 Mr. Muhammed Irfan Faiz  

117 Dr. Sami Ullah 147 Mr. Naveed Anjum 

118 Dr. Nadeem Ahmad  148 Muhammad A. Farooq Swati 

119 Mr. Rehman Ullah  149 Mr. Nowrad Ali 

120 Dr. Fazal Hadi  150 Mr. Abdus Saboor  

121 Dr. Hizbullah Khan  151 Sadaf Fida Khan  

122 Dr. Muhammad Nafees  152 Dr. Muhammad Saeed  

123 Dr. Sardar Khan  153 Dr. Zafar Iqbal  

124 Dr. Bushra Khan  154 Dr. Amir Zada Khan  

125 Dr. Asif Khan Khattak  155 Dr. Fazal Subhan 

126 Dr. Saeeda Yousaf  156 Dr. Fazli Nasir 

127 Dr. Shahla Nazaneen  157 Dr. Jamshaid Ali Khan  

128 Dr. Iffat Tabassum  158 Dr. Muhammad Ismail  

129 Dr. Atta-ur-Rahman  159 Dr. Shumaila Rauf  

130 Dr. Fazlur-Rahman  160 Dr. Fazli Khuda 

131 Dr. Ihsanullah  161 Dr. Gowhar Ali  

132 Dr. Muhammad Jamal Nasir  162 Dr. Inamullah Khan  

133 Dr. Anwar Saeed khan  163 Dr. Muhammad Ismail Tajik  

134 Dr. Sami Ullah 164 Dr. Samiullah 

135 Miss. Safura Ahmad  165 Dr. Syed Muhammad Ashhad  

136 Ms. Shehla Gul  166 Dr. Zakiullah  

137 Mr. Saifullah  167 Ms. Halima Begum  

138 Zahid Khan  168 Mr. Abuzar Khan  

139 Dr. Sajjad Ahmad  169 Mr. Arsalan  

140 Dr. Fayaz Ali  170 Mr. Haseeb Ahsan  

  

http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=198&q=Dr-Muhammad-Ibrar
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=266&q=Dr-Asghar-Ali
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=197&q=Dr-Ghulam-Dastagir
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=267&q=Dr-Sajjad-Ahmad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=836&q=Dr-Siraj-ud-Din
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=272&q=Dr-Muhammad-Sajid
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=199&q=Dr-Zahir-Muhammad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=268&q=Dr-Suleman-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=920&q=Dr-Tanvir-Burni
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=271&q=Mr-Gohar-Rehman
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=704&q=Dr-Lal-Badshah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1046&q=Mr-Muhammed-Irfan-Faiz
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1112&q=Dr-Sami-Ullah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=269&q=Mr-Naveed-Anjum
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=894&q=DrNadeem-Ahmad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=586&q=Mr-Rehman-Ullah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=783&q=Mr-Nowrad-Ali
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1113&q=Dr-Fazal-Hadi
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=274&q=MrAbdus-Saboor
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=233&q=Dr-Hizbullah-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1037&q=Sadaf-Fida-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=234&q=Dr-Mohammad-Nafees
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=277&q=Dr-Muhammad-Saeed
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=232&q=Dr-Sardar-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=275&q=Dr-Zafar-Iqbal
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=237&q=Dr-Bushra-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=283&q=Dr-Amir-Zada-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1085&q=Dr-Asif-Khan-Khattak
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1109&q=Dr-Fazal-Subhan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=236&q=Dr-Saeeda-Yousaf
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=285&q=Dr-Fazli-Nasir
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=239&q=Dr-Shahla-Nazaneen
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=279&q=Dr-Jamshaid-Ali-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=249&q=Dr-Iffat-Tabassum
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1115&q=Dr-Muhammad-Ismail
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=251&q=Dr-Atta-ur-Rahman
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1122&q=Dr-Shumaila-Rauf
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=245&q=Dr-Fazlur-Rahman
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1100&q=Dr-Fazli-Khuda
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=252&q=Dr-Ihsanullah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1128&q=Dr-Gowhar-Ali
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=243&q=Dr-Muhammad-Jamal-Nasir
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1121&q=Dr-Inamullah-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=255&q=Dr-Anwar-Saeed-khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=287&q=Dr-Mohammad-Ismail-Tajik
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=246&q=DrSami-Ullah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1114&q=Dr-Samiullah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1073&q=Miss-Safura-Ahmad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1102&q=Dr-Syed-Muhammad-Ashhad-Halimi
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=254&q=MsShehla-Gul
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=775&q=Dr-Zakiullah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1077&q=SAIF-ULLAH
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=282&q=Ms-Halima-Begum
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1078&q=Zahid-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1110&q=Mr-Abuzar-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=257&q=Dr-Sajjad-Ahmad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=839&q=Mr-Arsalan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=265&q=Dr-Fayaz-Ali
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1118&q=Mr-Haseeb-Ahsan
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S. No. Names S. No. Names 

171 Dr. Bashir Ahmad  201 Dr. Ata-ur-Rahman  

172 Dr. Syed Akhtar Ali Shah  202 Dr. Gul Rahman  

173 Dr. Niaz Ahmad  203 Dr. Kashif Gul  

174 Dr. Zulfiqar Ali  204 Dr. Muhammad Yaseen  

175 Ms. Sana Khan  205 Dr. Salman Zafar  

176 S. Naisr Ali Shah  206 Dr. Shaukat Ali  

177 Tufail Ahmad  207 Dr. Waqas Ahmad  

178 Dr. Inayat Ali Shah Jehan 208 Dr. Waseem Hassain  

179 Dr. Akram Shah  209 Dr. Zahid Khan  

180 Dr. Sanaullah Khan  210 Dr. Nauman Ali 

181 Dr. Farrah Zaidi  211 Dr. Sajjad Ullah  

182 Dr. Muhammad Khisroon  212 Dr. Humaira Shahzad  

183 Dr. Nazma Habib Khan  213 Mr. Kifayat Ullah  

184 Dr. Shumaila Noreen  214 Mrs. Fatima Syed  

185 Dr. Sobia Wahid  215 Mrs. Raheela Taj 

186 Dr. Syed Basit Rasheed  216 Mrs. Saima Sohni  

187 Mr. Zaigham Hassan  217 Dr. Syeda Kaniz Fatima Haider  

188 Muhammad Adnan  218 Dr. Fanila Far  

189 Mrs. Ayesha Kausar  219 Dr. Ghazala Nizam  

190 Qaisar Jamal 220 Dr. Farhat-un-Nisa Shehzad  

191 Dr. Jasmin Shah 221 Dr. Kausar Takreem  

192 Dr. Mohammad Rasul Jan  222 Dr. Samina Ashfaq  

193 Dr. Ghias-ud-Din 223 Dr. Shabana Rafique  

194 Dr. Imtiaz Ahmad  224 Dr. Shahnaz Parveen Khattak  

195 Dr. Muhammad Ishaq  225 Dr. Shazia Ghulam Muhammad 

196 Prof. Dr. Yousaf Iqbal  226 Dr. Syeda Nabahat Ashar  

197 Dr. Anwar-ul-Haq Ali Shah 227 Dr. Zil-e-Huma Mujib  

198 Dr. Muhammad Imran  228 Ms. Amina Rahat  

199 Dr. Rasool Khan  229 Ms. Azra Yasmin Amjad 

200 Dr. Adnan Khan  230 Ms. Faiza Tauqeer  

 

  

http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=169&q=Dr-Bashir-Ahmad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=714&q=Dr-Ata-ur-Rahman
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=244&q=Dr-Syed-Akhtar-Ali-Shah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=877&q=Dr-Gul-Rahman
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=253&q=Dr-Niaz-Ahmad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=713&q=Dr-Kashif--Gul
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=250&q=Dr-Zulfiqar-Ali
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=716&q=Dr-Muhammad-Yaseen
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1035&q=Ms:-Sana-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=918&q=Dr-Salman-Zafar
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1034&q=S-Naisr-Ali-Shah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1038&q=Dr-Shaukat-Ali
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1036&q=Tufail-Ahmad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1057&q=Dr-Waqas-Ahmad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=708&q=Dr-Waseem-Hassain
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=295&q=Dr-Akram-Shah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=711&q=Dr-Zahid-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=919&q=Dr-Sanaullah-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=588&q=DrNauman-Ali
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=298&q=Dr-Farrah-Zaidi
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=228&q=DrSajjad-Ullah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=296&q=Dr-Muhammad-Khisroon
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1059&q=Dr-Humaira-Shahzad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1131&q=Dr-Nazma-Habib-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=227&q=Mr-Kifayat-Ullah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=306&q=Dr-Shumaila-Noreen
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=223&q=Mrs-Fatima-Syed
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1132&q=Dr-Sobia-Wahid
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=222&q=Mrs-Raheela-Taj
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1123&q=Dr-Syed-Basit-Rasheed
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=225&q=Mrs-Saima-Sohni
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=297&q=Mr-Zaigham-Hassan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=345&q=Dr-Syeda-Kaniz-Fatima-Haider
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=798&q=Muhammad-Adnan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=338&q=Dr-Fanila-Far
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=794&q=Mrs-Ayesha-Kausar
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=337&q=Dr-Ghazala-Nizam
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1124&q=Qaisar-Jamal
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=342&q=Dr-Farhat-un-Nisa-Shehzad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=213&q=Dr-Jasmin-Shah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=354&q=Dr-Kausar-Takreem
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1061&q=Dr-Mohammad-Rasul-Jan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=341&q=Dr-Samina-Ashfaq
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=207&q=Dr-Ghias-ud-Din
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=348&q=Dr-Shabana-Rafique
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=216&q=Dr-Imtiaz-Ahmad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=344&q=Dr-Shahnaz-Parveen-Khattak
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=214&q=Dr-Muhammad-Ishaq
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=365&q=Dr-Shazia-Ghulam-Muhammad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=212&q=Prof-DrYousaf-Iqbal
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=346&q=Dr-Syeda-Nabahat-Ashar
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=217&q=Dr-Anwar-ul-Haq-Ali-Shah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=347&q=Dr-Zil-e-Huma-Mujib
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=220&q=Dr-Muhammad-Imran
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=349&q=Ms-Amina-Rahat
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=710&q=Dr-Rasool-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=340&q=Ms-Azra-Yasmin-Amjad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1060&q=Dr-Adnan-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=351&q=Ms-Faiza-Tauqeer
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S. No. Names S. No. Names 

231 Ms. Farhana Qazi  261 Ms. Noushaba Taufiq 

232 Ms. Farzana Rahman Safi  262 Ms. Nuzhat Ayub  

233 Ms. Imrana Semi  263 Ms. Razia Begum  

234 Ms. Neelam Mukhtar  264 Ms. Sadaf Asghar  

235 Ms. Razia Tariq khan  265 Ms. Safia Naz  

236 Dr. Mussarat Tariq  266 Ms. Salma Naz Gul 

237 Dr. Rabia Chishti  267 Ms. Samina Mukhtiar 

238 Dr. Salma Aslam  268 Ms. Sana Jamil 

239 Ms. Abeera Ilyas  269 Ms. Shaista Ali  

240 Ms. Amina Khattak  270 Ms. Shumaila Waheed  

241 Ms. Ayesha Anwar  271 Ms. Sidra Ali Khan 

242 Ms. Ayesha Zakir  272 Ms. Somaya Moiz  

243 Ms. Beenish Khan  273 Ms. Tehmina Zia  

244 Ms. Fariha Gul  274 Ms. Urooj Syed  

245 Ms. Faryal Yousaf  275 Ms. Wasaf Inayat  

246 Ms. Fazia Ghaffar  276 Ms. Zahin Anjum  

247 Ms. Gul-e-Rana Jamil  277 Ms. Zainab Gul  

248 Ms. Hoor ur Ain  278 Ms. Zubaida Mughal  

249 Ms. Kanwal Imran  279 Ms. Shazia Durrani  

250 Ms. Madeeha Aman  280 Ms. Shehla Javed 

251 Ms. Madiha Zeb  281 Dr. Faizullah Jan 

252 Ms. Maimoona Khalid  282 Dr. Altafullah Khan  

253 Ms. Maleeha Khan  283 Mr. Ali Imran Bangash  

254 Ms. Mehnaz Gul  284 Mr. Bakht Zaman  

255 Ms. Misbah Shehzad  285 Mr. Naeem Gul 

256 Ms. Mumtaz Begum  286 Muhammad Noman Khan  

257 Ms. Nayyar Kamal  287 Mr. Syed Irfan Ashraf 

258 Ms. Nazish Bangash  288 Dr. Amir Hamza Marwan  

259 Ms. Nazish Masood  289 Engr. Fida Ullah  

260 Ms. Noreen Mehmood  290 Mr. Gul Wahab 

 

  

http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=378&q=Ms-Farhana-Qazi
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=353&q=Ms-Noushaba-Taufiq
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=357&q=Ms-Farzana-Rahman-Safi
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=371&q=Ms-Nuzhat-Ayub
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=350&q=Ms-Imrana-Semi
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=376&q=Ms-Razia-Begum
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=362&q=Ms-Neelam-Mukhtar
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=387&q=Ms-Sadaf-Asghar
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=352&q=Ms-Razia-Tariq-khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=934&q=Ms-Safia-Naz
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=358&q=Dr-Mussarat-Tariq
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=375&q=Ms-Salma-Naz-Gul
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=360&q=Dr-Rabia-Chishti
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=370&q=Ms-Samina-Mukhtiar
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=932&q=Dr-Salma-Aslam
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1088&q=Ms-Sana-Jamil
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=743&q=Ms-Abeera-Ilyas
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=364&q=Ms-Shaista-Ali
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=392&q=Ms-Amina-Khattak
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=389&q=Ms-Shumaila-Waheed
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=368&q=Ms-Ayesha-Anwar
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=381&q=Ms-Sidra-Ali-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=377&q=Ms-Ayesha-Zakir
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=745&q=Ms-Somaya-Moiz
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=872&q=Ms-Beenish-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=741&q=Ms-Tehmina-Zia
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=744&q=Ms-Fariha-Gul
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=935&q=Ms-Urooj-Syed
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=366&q=Ms-Faryal-Yousaf
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=367&q=Ms-Wasaf-Inayat
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=355&q=Ms-Fazia-Ghaffar
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=363&q=Ms-Zahin-Anjum
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=361&q=Ms-Gul-e-Rana-Jamil
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=383&q=Ms-Zainab-Gul
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1087&q=Ms-Hoor-ur-Ain
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=374&q=Ms-Zubaida-Mughal
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=372&q=Ms-Kanwal-Imran
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=356&q=MsShazia-Durrani
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=742&q=Ms-Madeeha-Aman
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=386&q=Shehla-Javed
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=390&q=Ms-Madiha-Zeb
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=324&q=Dr-Faizullah-Jan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=382&q=Ms-Maimoona-Khalid
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=320&q=Dr-Altafullah-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=873&q=Ms-Maleeha-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=330&q=Mr-Ali-Imran-Bangash
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=359&q=Ms-Mehnaz-Gul
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=328&q=Mr-Bakht-Zaman
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=871&q=Ms-Misbah-Shehzad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=322&q=Mr-Naeem-Gul
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=369&q=Ms-Mumtaz-Begum
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=327&q=Muhammad-Noman-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=373&q=Ms-Nayyar-Kamal
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=326&q=Syed-Irfan-Ashraf
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=746&q=Ms-Nazish-Bangash
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=329&q=Dr-Amir-Hamza-Marwan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=933&q=Ms-Nazish-Masood
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1045&q=Engr-Fida-Ullah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=384&q=Ms-Noreen-Mehmood
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=325&q=Mr-Gul-Wahab
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S. No. Names S. No. Names 

291 Mr. Inam-ur-Rehman  321 Mr. Aqsa Siddeeq 

292 Dr. Muhammad Abid  322 Mr. Rahman Ali 

293 Dr. Asad Khan  323 Mr. Syed Muhammad Abbas 

294 Dr. Muhammad Ismail  324 Mr. Aurang Zeb 

295 Mr. Sajjad Ahmad 325 Ms. Ayesha Sami 

296 Mr. Syed Liaqat Ali 326 Mr. Dost Muhammad 

297 Mr. Fauz Dar Khan 327 Mr. Faheem Ullah Qureshi 

298 Dr. Sajjad Ahmad  328 Mr. Faisal Khan 

299 Dr. Bushra Hamid  329 Mr. Ghulam Farooq 

300 Dr. Muhammad T. Abdullah  330 Mr. Ilyas Sharif 

301 Dr. Ali Muhammad  331 Mr. Jamal Ahmed 

302 Dr. Imad Shah  332 Muhammad Farrukh  

303 Dr. Muhammad Ali Noor  333 Mr. Munazza Saleem 

304 Dr. Muhammad Junaid  334 Mr. Syed Hamid Ali Shah 

305 Dr. Mumtaz Hussain Shah  335 Mr. Syed Muhammad Majid Shah 

306 Dr. Niamatullah Khan  336 Dr. Shah Khusro  

307 Dr. Zia Obaid  337 Dr. Azhar Rauf  

308 Dr. Mehboob-ur-Rashid  338 Dr. Muhammad Abid  

309 Miss. Afifa Anjum Khattak  339 Dr. Saeed Mahfooz  

310 Miss. Johaina Khalid  340 Dr. Sara Shahzad  

311 Mr. Amir Hussain  341 Dr. Abdul Haseeb Malik  

312 Mr. Muhammad Hashim Khan  342 Dr. Asim Jalal 

313 Mr. Muhammad Kamran  343 Dr. Huma Javed  

314 Mr. Naveed Ahmad  344 Dr. Muhammad Haseeb  

315 Mr. Saifullah Khan  345 Dr. Muhammad Naeem  

316 Ms. Amen Wasai  346 Dr. Naveed Ahmad  

317 Ms. Dur-i-Nayab Gul  347 Dr. Waheed ur Rehman  

318 Shakeel Khan  348 Mr. Ibrar Ahmad  

319 Syed Mussawir Shah  349 Mr. Javed Iqbal  

320 Yorid Ahsan Zia  350 Mr. Qazi Ejaz Ali 

 

  

http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=323&q=Mr-Inam-ur-Rehman
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=752&q=Aqsa-Siddiq
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=6&q=Dr-Muhammad-Abid
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=753&q=Rahman-Ali
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=960&q=Dr-Asad-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=756&q=Syed-Muhammad-Abbas
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=959&q=Dr-Mohammad-Ismail
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1095&q=Aurang-Zeb
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=961&q=Sajjad-Ahmad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1099&q=Ayesha-Sami
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=957&q=Syed-Liaqat-Ali
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1091&q=Dost-Muhammad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=962&q=Fauz-Dar-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1104&q=Faheem-Ullah-Qureshi
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=602&q=Dr-Sajjad-Ahmad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=826&q=Faisal-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=600&q=Dr-Bushra-Hamid
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=832&q=Ghulam-Farooq
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=601&q=Dr-Muhammad-Tanveer-Abdullah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=754&q=Ilyas-Sharif
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=689&q=Dr-Ali-Muhammad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=829&q=Jamal-Ahmed
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=807&q=Dr-Imad-Shah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1098&q=Muhammad-Farrukh
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=687&q=Dr-Muhammad-Ali-Noor
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=825&q=Munazza-Saleem
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=686&q=Dr-Muhammad-Junaid
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1092&q=Syed-Hamid-Ali-Shah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=684&q=Dr-Mumtaz-Hussain-Shah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=755&q=Syed-Muhammad-Majid-Shah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=685&q=Dr-Niamatullah-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=8&q=Dr-Shah-Khusro
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=603&q=Dr-Zia-Obaid
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=7&q=Dr-Azhar-Rauf
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=605&q=Dr-Mehboob-ur-Rashid
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=6&q=Dr-Muhammad-Abid
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=606&q=Miss-Afifa-Anjum-Khattak
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1&q=Dr-Saeed-Mahfooz
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=609&q=Miss-Johaina-Khalid
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=15&q=Dr-Sara-Shahzad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=611&q=Mr-Amir-Hussain
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=705&q=Dr-Abdul-Haseeb-Malik
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=615&q=Mr-Muhammad-Hashim-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=936&q=Dr-Asim-Jalal
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=610&q=Mr-Muhammad-Kamran
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=14&q=Dr-Huma-Javed
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=604&q=Mr-Naveed-Ahmad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=940&q=Dr-Muhammad-Haseeb
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=608&q=Mr-Saifullah-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=9&q=Dr-Muhammad-Naeem
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=612&q=Ms-Amen-Wasai
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=941&q=Dr-Naveed-Ahmad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=607&q=Ms-Dur-i-Nayab-Gul
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=11&q=Dr-Waheed-ur-Rehman
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1090&q=Shakeel-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=10&q=Mr-Ibrar-Ahmad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=690&q=Syed-Mussawir-Shah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=12&q=Mr-Javed-Iqbal
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=750&q=Yorid-Ahsan-Zia
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=13&q=MrQazi-Ejaz-Ali
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S. No. Names S. No. Names 

351 Ms. Fatima Tuz Zuhra  381 Mr. Rashid Ali Jan 

352 Mr. Muhammad Amir  382 Dr. Haider Ali  

353 Mr. Muhammad Sadeequllah  383 Dr. Rohul Amin 

354 Mr. Saif ur Rehman  384 Mr. Fawad Khan  

355 Mr. Shaukat Ali  385 Mr. Imran Khan  

356 Ms. Nosheen Fayyaz  386 Dr. Yaseen Iqbal  

357 Ms. Sumaira Shahid  387 Dr. Anisa Qamar  

358 Dr. Muhammad Abid  388 Dr. Shahid Naseer  

359 Dr. Engr. Muhammad Asif  389 Dr. Afzal Khan  

360 Dr. Imtiaz Rasool  390 Dr. Hidayatullah Khan  

361 Dr. Sana-ul-Haq  391 Dr. Javid Iqbal  

362 Mr. Adeel Ahmad  392 Dr. Khan Alam 

363 Mr. Falak Naz Khalil  393 Dr. Mutabar Shah  

364 Mr. Muhammad Kamran  394 Dr. Shah Haider Khan  

365 Mr. Muhammad Saeed Shah  395 Dr. Shahid Ali  

366 Mr. Sadiq Akbar Kakar  396 Mr. Raja Inayatullah Khan 

367 Mr. Anwar Khan  397 Dr. Imtiaz Ahmed 

368 Mr. Muhammad Qaisar Azeem  398 Dr. Muhammad Uzair  

369 Mr. Muhammad Wasimuddin  399 Mr. Akhlaq Hussain  

370 Mr. Muhammad Zubair  400 Mr. Muhammad Ali 

371 Dr. Imran Aziz  401 Mr. Sajjad Ali  

372 Dr. Abdul Samad  402 Mr. Ziaullah  

373 Dr. Akbar Zada  403 Ms. Ayesha Samreen  

374 Dr. Muhammad Adil Khan  404 Dr. Syed Muhammad Asim  

375 Dr. Muhammad Farooq  405 Dr. Muhammad Iqbal  

376 Dr. Suhail Khan  406 Dr. Qamruz Zaman  

377 Dr. Tahir Hussain  407 Dr. Alamgir  

378 Dr. Tahir Saeed  408 Mr. Moneeb Javed  

379 Mr. Muhammad Asif  409 Mr. Muhammad Atif  

380 Mr. Nadeem Raza 410 Dr. Basharat Hussain  

 

  

http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=16&q=Ms-Fatima-Tuz-Zuhra
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=709&q=Mr-Rashid-Ali-Jan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=937&q=Mr-Muhammad-Amir
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=63&q=Dr-Haider-Ali
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=943&q=Mr-Muhammad-Sadeequllah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=62&q=Dr-Rohul-Amin
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=938&q=Mr-Saif-ur-Rehman
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=60&q=Mr-Fawad-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=939&q=Mr-Shaukat-Ali
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=59&q=Mr-Imran-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=942&q=Ms-Nosheen-Fayyaz
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=895&q=Dr-Yaseen-Iqbal
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=706&q=Ms-Sumaira-Shahid
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=896&q=DrAnisa-Qamar
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=6&q=Dr-Muhammad-Abid
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=897&q=Dr-Shahid-Naseer
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=696&q=Dr-Engr-Muhammad-Asif
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=901&q=Dr-Afzal-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=889&q=Dr-Imtiaz-Rasool
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=900&q=Dr-Hidayatullah-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=695&q=Dr-Sana-ul-Haq
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=905&q=Dr-Javid-Iqbal
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=40&q=Mr-Adeel-Ahmad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=904&q=Dr-Khan-Alam
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=41&q=Mr-Falak-Naz-Khalil
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=902&q=Dr-Mutabar-Shah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=44&q=Mr-Muhammad-Kamran
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=899&q=Dr-Shah-Haider-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=45&q=Mr-Muhammad-Saeed-Shah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=903&q=Dr-Shahid-Ali
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=43&q=Mr-Sadiq-Akbar-Kakar
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=898&q=Raja-Inayatullah-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=913&q=Mr-Anwar-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=906&q=Dr-Imtiaz-Ahmed
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=890&q=Mr-Muhammad-Qaisar-Azeem
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=908&q=Dr-Muhammad-Uzair
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=881&q=Mr-Muhammad-Wasimuddin
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=909&q=Mr-Akhlaq-Hussain
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=891&q=Mr-Muhammad-Zubair
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=911&q=Mr-Muhammad-Ali
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=57&q=Dr-Imran-Aziz
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=912&q=Mr-Sajjad-Ali
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=53&q=Dr-Abdul-Samad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=910&q=Mr-Ziaullah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=56&q=Dr-Akbar-Zada
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=907&q=Ms-Ayesha-Samreen
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=777&q=Dr-Muhammad-Adil-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=64&q=DrSyed-Muhammad-Asim
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=55&q=Dr-Muhammad-Farooq
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=74&q=Dr-Muhammad-Iqbal
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=840&q=Dr-Suhail-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=71&q=Dr-Qamruz-Zaman
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=58&q=Dr-Tahir-Hussain
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=72&q=Dr-Alamgir
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=54&q=Dr-Tahir-Saeed
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=757&q=Mr-Moneeb-Javed
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=61&q=Mr-Muhammad-Asif
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=561&q=Mr-Muhammad-Atif
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=52&q=Mr-Nadeem-Raza
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1069&q=Dr-Basharat-Hussain
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S. No. Names S. No. Names 

411 Dr. Zilakat Khan Malik  441 Dr. Abdul Rauf  

412 Dr. Eatzaz Ahmad  442 Dr. Zahid Anwar  

413 Dr. Muhammad Naeem  443 Aamer Raza  

414 Dr. Nasir Ali Khan  444 Dr. Muhammad Ayub Jan  

415 Dr. Naila Nazir  445 Muhammad Zubair  

416 Dr. Ahmed Farhan Saeed  446 Noreen Naseer  

417 Dr. Amjad Amin  447 Sami Raza 

418 Dr. Sajjad Ahmad Jan  448 Shahida Aman  

419 Nadeem Iqbal  449 Muhammad Jahanzeb Khan  

420 Shafiqullah 450 Farhana Jehangir  

421 Danish Alam  451 Erum Irshad  

422 Fahim Nawaz  452 Summiya Ahmad  

423 Sanam Wagma Khattak  453 Hayat Muhammad  

424 Suleman Amin  454 Mrs. Uzma Gilani  

425 Dr. Anoosh Khan  455 Nosheen Iffat Zehra  

426 Abida Bano  456 Roomana Zeb  

427 Aisha Alam  457 Mrs. Nadia Ibrahim  

428 Anwar ul Haq  458 Mrs. Nazma Nasir  

429 Ayesha Khurshid  459 Ms. Saima Arzeen  

430 Derwish Khan  460 Ruqaia Gul 

431 Muhammad Iftikhar  461 Dr. Babar Shah  

432 Nazia Hassan  462 Dr. Tahseena Usman  

433 Dr. Syed H. Shaheed Soherwordi 463 Asghar Khan  

434 Dr. NasreenGhufran  464 Mr. Zahid Ali  

435 Dr. Minhas Majeed Khan  465 Muhammad Faheem  

436 Dr. Noor Shah Jahan  466 Dr. Mohammad Taieb  

437 Dr. Saima Gul  467 Mr. Shabir Ahmad  

438 Khurshid Ahamd  468 Ms. Sadaf Arbab  

439 Zia ur Rahman Zia  469 Ms. Shadab Rana  

440 Dr. A. Z. Hilali  470 Dr. Rashid Khan  

 

  

http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=399&q=Dr-Zilakat-Khan-Malik
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=428&q=Dr-Abdul-Rauf
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1083&q=Dr-Eatzaz-Ahmad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=592&q=Dr-Zahid-Anwar
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=396&q=Dr-Muhammad-Naeem
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=432&q=Aamer-Raza
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=393&q=Dr-Nasir-Ali-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=429&q=Dr-Muhammad-Ayub-Jan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=401&q=Dr-Naila-Nazir
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=433&q=Muhammad-Zubair
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1081&q=Dr-Ahmed-Farhan-Saeed
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=430&q=Noreen-Naseer
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=949&q=Dr-Amjad-Amin
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=434&q=Sami-Raza
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=950&q=Dr-Sajjad-Ahmad-Jan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=431&q=Shahida-Aman
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=951&q=Nadeem-Iqbal
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=445&q=Muhammad-Jahanzeb-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=400&q=Shafiqullah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1120&q=Farhana-Jehangir
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=402&q=Danish-Alam
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=447&q=Erum-Irshad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1089&q=Fahim-Nawaz
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=448&q=Summiya-Ahmad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=403&q=Sanam-Wagma-Khattak
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1119&q=Hayat-Muhammad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1080&q=Suleman-Amin
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=679&q=Mrs-Uzma-Gilani
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=472&q=Dr-Anoosh-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=681&q=Nosheen-Iffat-Zehra
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=476&q=Abida-Bano
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=449&q=Roomana-Zeb
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=474&q=Aisha-Alam
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=819&q=Mrs-Nadia-Ibrahim
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=931&q=Anwar-ul-Haq
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=682&q=Mrs-Nazma-Nasir
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=478&q=Ayesha-Khurshid
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=680&q=Ms-Saima-Arzeen
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=475&q=Derwish-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=450&q=Ruqaia-Gul
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=473&q=Muhammad-Iftikhar
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=683&q=Dr-Babar-Shah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=480&q=Nazia-Hassan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=878&q=Dr-Tahseena-Usman
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1047&q=Asghar-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=419&q=Dr-NasreenGhufran
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=113&q=Mr-Zahid-Ali
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1075&q=Dr-MINHAS-MAJEED-KHAN
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=880&q=Muhammad-Faheem
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=420&q=Dr-Noor-Shah-Jahan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=87&q=Dr-Mohammad-Taieb
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=424&q=Dr-Saima-Gul
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=91&q=Mr-Shabir-Ahmad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1041&q=Khurshid-Ahamd
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1050&q=Ms-Sadaf-Arbab
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1125&q=Zia-ur-Rahman-Zia
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1028&q=Ms-Shadab-Rana
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=425&q=Dr-A-Z-Hilali
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1074&q=Dr-Rashid-Khan
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S. No. Names S. No. Names 

471 Dr. Muhammad Ibrar  487 Mr. Nadeem Khan  

472 Dr. Shakeel Ahmed  488 Ms. Uzma Dayan  

473 Ms. Sumera Farid  489 Dr. Jamil Ahmad 

474 Mr. Faiq Sajjad  490 Bilal Shaukat  

475 Ms. Farhana Naureen  491 Dr. Imran Ahmad Sajid  

476 Ms. Nasira Nasreen  492 Hina Habib  

477 Dr. Arshad Ali  493 Muhammad Asfandyar Marwat  

478 Dr. Muhammad Rauf  494 Rabia Fayyaz  

479 Dr. Hafiz M Inamullah  495 Mr. Inayatullah Khan  

480 Dr. Shafqat Parveen  496 Dr. Fayyaz ur Rehman  

481 Dr. Syed Munir Ahmad  497 Mr. Anees Iqbal  

482 Dr. Amjad Reba  498 Mr. Muhammad Nadeem  

483 Dr. Muhammad Naeem Butt  499 Mr. Muhammad Nadeem Azam  

484 Dr. Parveen Ishaq  500 Ms. Sobia Bashir  

485 Mr. Shah Hussain 501 Mr. Muhammad Qaiser Shah  

486 Mr. Izaz Ali  502 Ms. Hina Allauddin 

 

  

http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=820&q=Dr-Muhammad-Ibrar
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=415&q=Mr-Nadeem-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=812&q=Dr-Shakeel-Ahmed
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=416&q=Ms-Uzma-Dayan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=813&q=Ms-Sumera-Farid
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=88&q=Dr-Jamil-Ahmad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=814&q=Mr-Faiq-Sajjad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=884&q=Bilal-Shaukat
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=815&q=Ms-Farhana-Naureen
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1076&q=Dr-Imran-Ahmad-Sajid
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=818&q=Ms-Nasira-Nasreen
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=885&q=Hina-Habib
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=409&q=Dr-Arshad-Ali
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=886&q=Muhammad-Asfandyar-Marwat
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1064&q=Dr-Muhammad-Rauf
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=888&q=Rabia-Fayyaz
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=410&q=Dr-Hafiz-M-Inamullah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=439&q=Mr-Inayatullah-Khan
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=407&q=Dr-Shafqat-Parveen
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=436&q=DrFayyaz-ur-Rehman
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1065&q=Dr-Syed-Munir-Ahmad
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=442&q=Mr-Anees-Iqbal
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=414&q=Dr-Amjad-Reba
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=748&q=Mr-Muhammad-Nadeem
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1063&q=Dr-Muhammad-Naeem-Butt
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=438&q=Mr-Muhammad-Nadeem-Azam
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=1056&q=Dr-Parveen-Ishaq
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=440&q=Ms-Sobia-Bashir
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=408&q=Mr-Shah-Hussain
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=749&q=Mr-Muhammad-Qaiser-Shah
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=417&q=Mr-Izaz-Ali
http://www.uop.edu.pk/departments/Teaching-Faculty/?r=443&q=Ms-Hina-Allauddin
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Annexure D 
List of Public Sector Universities KP 

 

# Name Sector City 

1 Abbottabad University of Science and Technology (AUST) Public Abbottabad 

2 Abdul Wali Khan University Public Mardan 

3 Bacha Khan University Public Charsada 

4 Gomal University Public Dera Ismail Khan 

5 Hazara University Public Mansehra 

6 Institute of Management Sciences Public Peshawar 

7 Islamia College University Public Peshawar 

8 Khushal Khan Khattak University Public Karak 

9 Khyber Medical University Public Peshawar 

10 Kohat University of Science and Technology Public Kohat 

11 Pakistan Military Academy Public Abbottabad 

12 Shaheed Benazir Bhutto University Public Upper Dir 

13 Shaheed Benazir Bhutto Women University Public Peshawar 

14 Shuhada-e-Army Public School University of Technology, 

Nowshera  

Public Nowshehra 

15 The University of Agriculture Peshawar  Public Peshawar 

16 University of Engineering & Technology Public Peshawar 

17 University of Engineering & Technology (UET), Mardan  Public Mardan 

18 University of FATA  Public Kohat 

19 University of Haripur  Public Haripur 

20 University of Malakand  Public Malakand 

21 University of Peshawar  Public Peshawar 

22 University of Science & Technology Public Bannu 

23 University of Swabi  Public Swabi 

24 University of Swat  Public Swat 

25 Women University Mardan  Public Mardan 

26 Women University, Swabi  Public Swabi 

Source (HEC) 

http://hec.gov.pk/english/universities/Pages/KPK/Islamia-College-University.aspx
http://hec.gov.pk/english/universities/Pages/KPK/Khushal-Khan-Khattak-University.aspx
http://hec.gov.pk/english/universities/Pages/KPK/Khyber-Medical-University.aspx
http://hec.gov.pk/english/universities/Pages/KPK/Kohat-University-of-Science-and-Technology.aspx
http://hec.gov.pk/english/universities/Pages/KPK/Pakistan-Military-Academy.aspx
http://hec.gov.pk/english/universities/Pages/KPK/Shaheed-Benazir-Bhutto-University.aspx
http://hec.gov.pk/english/universities/Pages/KPK/Shaheed-Benazir-Bhutto-Women-University.aspx
http://hec.gov.pk/english/universities/Pages/KPK/Shuhada-e-Army-Public-School-University-of-Technology,-Nowshera.aspx
http://hec.gov.pk/english/universities/Pages/KPK/Shuhada-e-Army-Public-School-University-of-Technology,-Nowshera.aspx
http://hec.gov.pk/english/universities/Pages/KPK/The-University-of-Agriculture-Peshawar.aspx
http://hec.gov.pk/english/universities/Pages/KPK/University-of-Engineering--Technology.aspx
http://hec.gov.pk/english/universities/Pages/KPK/University-of-Engineering--Technology-Mardan.aspx
http://hec.gov.pk/english/universities/Pages/KPK/University-of-FATA.aspx
http://hec.gov.pk/english/universities/Pages/KPK/University-of-Haripur.aspx
http://hec.gov.pk/english/universities/Pages/KPK/University-of-Malakand.aspx
http://hec.gov.pk/english/universities/Pages/KPK/University-of-Peshawar.aspx
http://hec.gov.pk/english/universities/Pages/KPK/University-of-Science--Technology.aspx
http://hec.gov.pk/english/universities/Pages/KPK/University-of-Swabi.aspx
http://hec.gov.pk/english/universities/Pages/KPK/University-of-Swat.aspx
http://hec.gov.pk/english/universities/Pages/KPK/Women%20University%20Mardan.aspx
http://hec.gov.pk/english/universities/Pages/KPK/Women%20University,%20Swabi.aspx
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Annexure E 

Face Validity Form 

 

University         Date: 

I-FVI rater form 

 

Dear Dr. / Associate Professor / Professor, 

 

You are requested to complete the attached expert rater form in connection with research 

proposing to use an adapted version of factors effecting knowledge sharing scales.  

The proposed factors effecting Knowledge sharing scale consists of seven dimensions.  

As you would be aware, it is standard practice when adapting research instruments to seek input 

from qualified experts as part of overall validation procedures. Expert approval of item- and 

scale-level features such as relevance, coverage and clarity is thought to go towards establishing 

validity of adapted instruments.  

As such, your kind cooperation is sought in helping to validate the adapted instrument. You are 

requested to evaluate the items carefully and describe the construct you think they are 

measuring. 

If you agree to take part, please simply complete the attached expert rater form. 

Should you have any queries, or have additional comments as to items, constructs or the scale as 

a whole which cannot be made on the form, please do not hesitate to email me at 

rabiaishrat4@gmail.com. 

Sincerely, 

Rabia Ishrat 

Doctoral Candidate 

Sarhad University of Science & Information Technology 
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Knowledge of the situation is "the knowledge that results when attention is allocated to a zone 

of interest at a level of abstraction" Fracker, 1988, p. 102). 

 

Individuals’ perception may be defined as “the process of culmination of discovery” 

(Woodworth & Marquis, 2014, p. 421). 

 

Once Again thank you for sparing your precious time. 

Individuals 

knowledge of 

the situation 

Answer:  

Items 

1. I share my knowledge with other members of my organization because 

my experience guides me to do so. 

2. I have a very positive experience in my organization in terms of 

knowledge sharing. 

3. When I share knowledge with other members of my organization, I am 

sure it will benefit me. 

Individuals 

perception of 

the situation 

Answer:  

Items 

1. I evaluate the appropriateness of the situation and then share my 

knowledge with other members in the organization. 

2. Keeping in view the context, I share my knowledge with other members 

in the organization. 

3. My knowledge sharing behaviour is subject to such behaviour exhibited 

by my other members in the organization. 


