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ABSTRACT:-  

A synthesis of existing trade four.0 literature depicts that information management and 

higher cognitive process methods area unit crucial factors for organizations. This article 

highlights the necessity and develops a framework for information management and de-

cision-making vogue by reviewing existing management literature. This research pro-

poses a framework that supports the relationship between knowledge management en-

abling factors (i.e., organizational member's collaboration, T-shaped skills, learning, and 

IT-support) and organizational performance, and the mediating effect of the knowledge 

creation process. The article conjointly proposes that the decision-making vogue (i.e., 

intuitive and/or rational) can moderate the link between information creation method and 

structure performance. A set of propositions that represent an empirically-driven re-

search agenda, and also describe the relationships between the focal variables are pre-

sented to enhance the audience's understanding within a business context. 
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Introduction:-  

Managers are saddled with the responsibility of leading their organizations to achieve 

objectives and stated goals. This does not only require versatility and prowess but more 

adequate knowledge management with excellent decision-making. The term 

“knowledge” has been viewed and defined from differing perspectives. According to 

Davenport and Prusak (1998), knowledge is a blend of contextual information, framed 

experience, expert's experience and value that results in innovation and pristine experi-
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ence. Knowledge is also regarded as organizational culture, skills, reputation, intuition, 

and codified theory that influences human behavior and thought (Hall & Andriani, 2003). 

 

Nonaka (1991) classified knowledge into “Tacit” and “Explicit” knowledge based on the 

ease of coding and transferring the available knowledge. Explicit knowledge is easily 

transferable and coded, while tacit knowledge is rooted deeply in the system within the 

organization. In its passive form, knowledge is useless, however, when activated 

through creative processes for application, replenishing and sharing, it may lead to out-

standing performance. Therein, knowledge management is the process of activating 

passive knowledge for the benefits of organizations and to gain a competitive edge 

(Duffy, 2000, Van Buren, 1999). 

 

Knowledge management is a meticulous approach toward the optimization of a firm's 

knowledge economy. It involves several elements like human resources practices, 

technology, culture and organizational structures (Du Plessis, 2007). Several knowledge 

management models propose that knowledge management framework should include 

knowledge management enablers and processes. Knowledge management framework 

should have a basic understanding of knowledge operations and infrastructures to sup-

port the organizational operations. In Lee and Choi's (2003) opinion, knowledge man-

agement enablers are mechanisms employed by organizations to foster consistent 

knowledge usage. 

 

Organizational performance in its simplistic state is the realization of organizational ob-

jectives. It is important that organizations have measurable objectives as this has been 

found to be integral to employees’ engagement and commitment toward the organiza-

tion. Financial benefits, profitability and organizational learning are some ways to as-

sess organizational performance. The burden of achieving performance within an or-

ganization lies directly on the leadership of the organization, as they are required to 

make and implement decision/strategies that will result in achieving the goals and ob-

jectives of the organization. 
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PROBLEM STATEMENTS 

Many studies have addressed the importance of knowledge management on organiza-

tional outcomes such as organizational learning, innovation, product quality, besides 

creative, financial, economic and organizational performance (Adams and Graham, 

2017, Brix, 2017, Esterhuizen et al., 2012, Li et al., 2009, Vila et al., 2015). However, 

what is lacking in the literature and practice of knowledge management and organiza-

tional performance is sound judgment and research on the influences of decision-

making style on the processes and enablers of knowledge management on organiza-

tional performance. This presents a gap that this research intends to bridge. This work 

seeks to outline a comprehensive view of the integrative process-oriented approach of 

knowledge management and organizational performance by proposing a model which 

incorporates both rational and intuitive decision-making styles as moderators of the rela-

tionship between knowledge management and organizational performance. 

 

CONTRIBUTION OF THE STUDY 

This research contributes in several ways toward achieving a clearer understanding of 

the role of knowledge management and decision-making styles to an organization's per-

formance. First, it creates a robust operational and theoretical approach to organiza-

tional performance through the utilization of knowledge related theoretical framework. 

Second, prior research suggests that knowledge enablers and processes guarantees 

organizational success through organizational performance, this study contributes to 

practice, as accurate decision-making effort by decision makers can amplify the rela-

tionship chain. More subtly, we propose the moderating role of intuitive and rational de-

cision-making styles on the relationship between knowledge creation process and or-

ganizational performance. 

 

OVERVIEW OF PRIOR STUDIES 

Knowledge management processes and enablers 

Knowledge management is the process of using meticulous steps to acquire, design, 
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manage and share knowledge within an organization to achieve better performance 

such as reduced costly rework, faster work and use of best practices (Nonaka and 

Takeuchi, 1995, Pasternack and Viscio, 1998, Pfeffer and Sutton, 1999, Ruggles and 

Holtshouse, 1999). The key characteristic of knowledge management is its “save it, it 

will be useful later” approach to content. Knowledge management processes have var-

ied classifications by different scholars. De Long (1997) identified knowledge manage-

ment processes as capture, transfer, and application. Spender (1996) identified it as 

creation, transfer, and application. Probst, Romhardt, and Raub (2000) known it as 

identification, capture, development, sharing, dissemination, application and storage. 

According to Alavi and Leidner (2001), knowledge process involves 4 factors: creation, 

retrieval/storage, transfer, and application. This classification received support from oth-

er scholars (i.e., knowledge acquisition, knowledge protection, knowledge conversation, 

and knowledge application) as noted by Park (2006), and (i.e., knowledge capture, 

knowledge creation, knowledge storage, knowledge organization, knowledge applica-

tion and knowledge dissemination) as noted by Lawson (2003). The following sections 

will discuss each factor in detail. 

Knowledge Creation Process – is a dynamic, multidimensional and complex process. 

It is the ability of an organization to formulate and circulate knowledge in their services, 

products, and systems (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). Effective, consistent creation and 

application of knowledge in an organization are crucial to the success of such an organ-

ization (Mousavizadeh, Harden, Ryan, & Windsor, 2015). To properly comprehend the 

dynamism of information creation in organizations, Nonaka and Nishiguchi (2001) pro-

posed a model detailing the elements of knowledge creation. Knowledge is created 

through the interaction of these elements. The knowledge creation elements are as fol-

lows: knowledge assets which include the outputs, inputs, and brokers of the knowledge 

creation process, knowledge creation through the transformation of tacit knowledge to 

explicit knowledge, and the communal perspective for knowledge creation (Barker, 

2015, Hubers et al., 2016) 

Knowledge Capture Process – is the process involving the creation of new content 

and the replacement of existing ones (Pentland, 1995). It is necessary for organizations 
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to capture both explicit and implicit knowledge (Park, 2006). For intra-organization ex-

ploration, active or passive means can be used to capture knowledge (i.e., personal 

knowledge and experiences, trial and error practices and/or learning by doing) as dis-

cussed by Raj and Ha-Brookshire (2016). Furthermore, traditional methods and new 

technologies (i.e., video conferences, voice recognition tools, and data mining) are 

some of the tools required to capture knowledge (Sharma, Gupta, & Vickrama singhe, 

2004). 

Knowledge Organization method – is related to information sharing method and addi-

tionally indicates information structure, listing, and modeling. There are three stages in-

volved in knowledge organization process namely: selection and evaluation, organiza-

tion and “weeding” or re-selection. Additionally, selection and evaluation are continuous 

processes because knowledge needs to be re-evaluated and updated on a regular ba-

sis (Rowley, 2000). Knowledge organization should be defined based on the following 

development phases (1) knowledge creation, (2) knowledge implementation/adoption, 

(3) knowledge dissemination/sharing and (4) knowledge modification/revision (Bhatt, 

2000). 

Knowledge Storage Process – the creation of new knowledge is not sufficient, having 

a mechanism to store and retrieve the knowledge when needed is more important (Ala-

vi, 2000). This gave rise to organization memory concept, which simply means the ex-

istence of knowledge in various structures and formats (i.e., electronic databases, writ-

ten documentation, individual and team tacit knowledge, and codified knowledge (Tan, 

Teo, Tan, & Wei, 1998). Organizational memory comprises of personal memory (an in-

dividual's actions, experiences and observation) as well as information archives (inside 

and outside of the organization), shared knowledge and interactions, ecology (physical 

work setting) and structure culture, transformations, structure (formal organizational 

roles) as noted by Walsh and Ungson (1991). 

Knowledge Dissemination Process – also known as knowledge sharing is defined as 

the process of transferring knowledge between individuals, groups or organizations us-

ing a variety of means or communication channels (Alavi & Leidner, 2001). Gupta and 

Govindarajan (2000) equated knowledge sharing to knowledge flow. Knowledge sharing 
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is a set of behaviors that involve the exchange of information or assistance to others 

(Connelly & Kevin Kelloway, 2003). Knowledge sharing behaviors of individuals are in-

fluenced by a number of factors, ranging from “soft issues” (i.e., provision of incentives 

and motivations to inspire knowledge sharing, personal values and self-identity, organi-

zational culture, trust, national culture, organizational resources like space, time and ac-

cess to knowledgeable people in the organization) to “hard issues” (i.e., technologies 

and modern tools) as noted by (Chennamaneni, 2006). Human Resources (HR) prac-

tices are crucial elements affecting knowledge sharing. For instance, new products and 

service quality are affected by employees degree of participation in knowledge dissemi-

nation (Duffy, 2000, Yang, 2008); and knowledge sharing is known to inspire innovative 

behaviors (Huarng & Mas-Tur, 2016). 

Knowledge Application Process – the essential point in knowledge management is 

ensuring that the knowledge is applied productively to profit the organization (Probst et 

al., 2000). Knowledge application includes applying knowledge action, problem-solving 

and for decision-making protection which can ultimately result in knowledge creation. 

The created knowledge needs to be captured, shared and applied; hence, the cycle en-

sues. Implying from Becerra-Fernandez and Sabherwal (2006), Knowledge Manage-

ment Systems (KMS) assist processes by which individuals utilize others knowledge. 

Reduction of price and increase in potency square measure a number of the ad-

vantages of effective data application (Davenport & Klahr, 1998). 

 

Knowledge management enabling factors 

According to Chan and Chau (2008), knowledge enablers are characterized as influenc-

ing factors and can expedite knowledge management activities such as arraying and 

disseminating knowledge capital among individuals. Yeh, Lai, and Ho (2006) noted that 

knowledge management enablers are the systems in which organizations use in devel-

oping their knowledge, stimulating, creating, sharing and protecting knowledge. Studies 

by (Gold and Arvind Malhotra, 2001, Laupase, 2003, Syed-Ikhsan and Rowland, 2004) 

shows that there is a significant impact of knowledge management enablers and pro-

cesses on the effectiveness of knowledge. Three key knowledge management enabling 
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factors were identified from the above studies namely: (1) structure, (2) culture, and (3) 

technology. 

Organizational Structure – effective information management among a corporation is 

stifled by structure (O’Dell, Grayson, & Essaides, 1998). Organizational structure has 3 

dimensions, formalization, centralization/decentralization, and specialization. Dekoulou 

and Trivellas (2017) defined formalization as “the degree to which decisions, work rela-

tionships, and operational routines are governed by specific standard rules, regulations, 

policies, and procedures”. Centralization refers to the hierarchical level of authority in 

decision-making within an organization and is the degree in which those with authority 

make the right decisions and evaluate organizational activities. More specifically, this 

assesses the structure and location of authority, strategy and resource allocation. Final-

ly, specialization asses however worker or groups accomplish a spread of duties, and 

also how tasks are distributed across the organization (Dekoulou & Trivellas, 2017). 

Organizational Culture and Entities – are set of people norms, beliefs, values, proce-

dures and meanings shared by members of an organization (Robbins, 2001). Organiza-

tional culture affects individuals’ interpretation and response to various situations (Far-

rell & Mavondo, 2004). Effective and economical structure culture will stimulate infor-

mation management activities and exchange (Janz & Prasarnphanich, 2003). Every or-

ganization should have a prevailing culture where trust, sociability, and values stimulate 

knowledge sharing and interaction among the staff (Ngoc, 2005). Collaboration is de-

fined as the extent to which individuals help and support one another in group work (Lee 

& Choi, 2003). Research shows that collaboration has three elements: voluntary collab-

oration, parity in relationships and goal interdependence (Slater, 2004). A collaborative 

environment gives opportunities for successful knowledge management programs and 

individuals can openly share their knowledge (Duffy, 2000, Pfister and Eppler, 2012). 

Intangible and tangible rewards can be used to motivate and stimulate knowledge shar-

ing among personnel, thereby making it an essential part of the knowledge manage-

ment process (Hurley & Green, 2005). 

Information Technology – plays a central role in eliminating communication barriers in 

organizations. Enabling collaborative learning, knowledge seeking and communication 
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are the important roles of information technology (Ngoc, 2005). According to Davenport 

and Prusak (1998), information technology is a crucial enabling factor and has a dynam-

ic role in knowledge management. Gold and Arvind Malhotra (2001) opined that there 

must be a comprehensive investment in technological infrastructures to aid various sys-

tematic activities within the organization. We there opined that to increase the success 

of knowledge management projects and applications, investing in information technolo-

gy is unavoidable. 

 

Decision-making style 

Scott and Bruce (1995) defined decision-making style as the habitual, learned response 

pattern an individual exhibit when tackled with a problem or situation. Behling, Gifford, 

and Tolliver (1980) associated decision-making style with cognitive style, because it is 

believed that those who gather information intuitively are more likely to be “feeling as 

information evaluators” while those who gather information systems are more likely to 

be “thinking as information evaluators”. A classification scheme for decision-making 

style proposed by Harren (1979) includes two opposing categories in regards to infor-

mation gathering and evaluation: intuitive and rational. Therefore, individuals can be 

classified as consistently intuitive or consistently analytical in information gathering and 

evaluation. 

Intuitive Decision-Making Style – intuition denotes “a vague feeling” or “sense of feel-

ing of pattern or relationships”. It is also referred as “holistic thinking, immediate insight, 

seeing the answer without knowing how it was reached” (Thorne, 1990), or as “a tech-

nique of swiftly retrieving hunks and forms of information shaped from previous experi-

ence” (Seal, 1990). Decision-makers might sense patterns, feelings, and objects in 

seemingly unconnected facts. Intuition is often perceived by people as a sudden aware-

ness of information (Ritter and Dijskterhuis, 2014, Sauter, 1999). Intuition also provides 

the decision-makers with relationships and facts without understanding why such rela-

tionship or facts existed. Zander, Horr, Bolte, and Volz (2016) explained how intuition 

works, the authors stated that “unconscious thought is a process wherein disorganized 

information becomes more and more organized until some kind of threshold is reached 
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and conclusions can be transferred to consciousness.” Thus resulting in higher individ-

ual and organizational  performance. 

Sauter (1999) proposed a number of ways by which intuition can be elicited. Detection; 

wherever the mind uncovers empiric truths which will solve the matter. Evaluation; is 

plagued with the inherent confusion of emotion and feelings (Hodgetts et al., 2017, Sau-

ter, 1999).  

The role of intuition in decision-making has been hypothesized as a two-step 

process: 

 (1) Explicit decision – made by the use of emotions; (2) implicit decision – made by 

referencing previous decisions (Bierman, Destrebecqz, & Cleeremans, 2005). Patton 

(2003) identified three sources of intuition used by decision makers: (1) general experi-

ence – the learning that occurs during the normal process of accumulating and aging of 

experience  

(2) Innate response – the instinct that brings subconscious but appropriate reactions to 

situations. It is usually inborn not learned; and  

(3) focused learning – the learning that originates from deliberate efforts to cultivate 

habits and attain intuitive responses. A recent study by Açıkgöz, Günsel, Bayyurt, and 

Kuzey (2014) found that intuition enhances project success and corporate performance. 

Rational Decision-Making Style – causes decision makers to be obliged to consider a 

number of alternative scenarios and probabilities for each alternative before making a 

decision (Busari and Spicer, 2015, Oliveira, 2007). According to Dean and Sharfman 

(1993), rationality is “the extent to which the decision-making process involves the col-

lection of information relevant to the decision and the reliance upon analysis of this data 

in creating the selection.” Rational decision-making incorporates the critical evaluation 

of evidence and a structured process that requires time and conscious effort (Fitzgerald, 

Mohammed, & Kremer, 2017). Rational procedures facilitate call manufacturers to es-

tablish relevant call criteria, determine a comprehensive set of alternatives, and judge 

the individual alternatives objectively (Kaufmann, Kreft, Ehrgott, & Reimann, 2012). 

In contrast to intuitive decision-making style, rational decision-making style encompass 

cautious and methodical thoughtfulness of all conceivable decision choices (Baird, 
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1989, Tetlock et al., 1993). Scrutinizing the available options by means of rational deci-

sion-making style necessitates the decision maker to deliberately appraise options and 

their relevant probable consequences. In addition to being a cognizant and thoughtful 

process, rational decision-making style is largely free from ridiculousness and predispo-

sitions, and thus results in enhanced decision (Pacini & Epstein, 1999), higher work and 

organizational performance (Busari and Spicer, 2015, Singh, 2014, Smolka et al., 2016, 

Uzelac et al., 2016) 

 

Individual and organizational performance 

Much attention has been given to defining and understanding the underlying structure of 

individual and organizational performance (Austin & Villanova, 1992). Borman and Mo-

towidlo (1993) defined performance as the actions or behaviors that are pertinent to the 

organization's goals. Therefore, individual work performance includes behaviors under 

the individual's control and excludes actions or behaviors constrained by the environ-

ment (Viswesvaran & Ones, 2000). 

Koopmans et al. (2011) proposed a heuristic framework of individual work performance 

and consisted of four generic and broad dimensions. One, contextual performance sig-

nifies employee behaviors that support the organizational, psychological and social en-

vironment that ensures fundamental job tasks are executed (Pulakos, Arad, Donovan, & 

Plamondon, 2000). Two, task performance delineates the proficiency within which 

worker executes the elemental jobs (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993). Three, counterpro-

ductive work behavior is a harmful behavior that hinders the organizations’ well-being 

(Viswesvaran & Ones, 2000). Four, adaptive performance indicates employee's adept-

ness in acclimating to changes in environment or work roles (Sinclair & Tucker, 2006). 

The need to integrate individual performance into organization performance was ex-

pressed by Gavin, Green, and Fairhurst (1995), who stated that individuals like manag-

ers also need information about their performance. It has been proven over time that 

teams respond positively when they can assess their performance with standards or 

target goals (Salas et al., 2017, Sorensen and Stanton, 2016). 

Similarly, organizations can monitor their performance by comparing targets and actual 
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performance. It is expedient to identify a set of indicators when examining organization-

al performance so as to achieve accuracy. Some of these indicators are an independent 

financial audit, a formal mission statement, information systems, HR systems and stra-

tegic plan (Herman and Renz, 1998, Stone et al., 1999). KMS can improve organization 

operational processes (Wu, 1998) and reduce the frequency of solving operational ob-

stacles (Arora, 2002). Consequently, KMS provide better solutions in terms of decision-

making support system (Boomer, 2004, Foster, 1999, Skyrme, 2007) which fosters bet-

ter decisions (Frey, 2001). Thus, KMS can be considered as a performance indicator for 

organizations. 

 

PROPOSITIONS 

T-shaped skills, knowledge creation process and performance 

Competence depicts a non-random ability to sustain the coordinated deployment of as-

sets and resources enabling firms or individuals to obtain or protect acquired resources 

and inimitable competitiveness (Tomenendal, Raffer, Stockklauser, & Kirch, 2017) re-

quired to achieve stated goals. This corresponds to the resource-based view since it fo-

cuses on the internal capacity (Tomenendal et al., 2017). Individuals with T-shaped 

skills are needed, those with T-shaped skills have adequate knowledge of the discipline 

and know how to cooperate with others to function as a team (Hamdi, Silong, Omar, & 

Rasdi, 2016). In other words, they can expand their ability across several areas, and 

develop systemic thinking skills (Lee & Choi, 2003), by combining both theoretical and 

practical knowledge (Madhavan & Grover, 1998). 

T-shaped skills include the horizontal of the “T” (broad) and the vertical part of “T” 

(deep). The horizontal refers to the ability to collaborate with experts in other discipline 

and use knowledge garnered from them, while the vertical refers to the expert's 

knowledge and experience in a particular field. People who possess these skills are 

valuable for their knowledge creation abilities, as they can integrate diverse knowledge 

assets, investigate various knowledge fields and their applications (Leonard-Barton, 

1995). They are also able to combine both theoretical and practical knowledge; under-

stand how there can be an interaction between their field of knowledge with other disci-
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plines. For instance, Hansen and Oetinger (2001) noted that the simultaneous commit-

ment to one's specific work or area of expertise (vertically) and to other areas in the or-

ganization (horizontally), so as to share knowledge and interact with other organization 

members is known as T-shaped skills. 

Consequently, the people having T-shaped skills can extend their skills to several oper-

ational fields, and therefore create new knowledge (Madhavan & Grover, 1998). Accord-

ing to Johannessen, Olsen, and Olaisen (1999), people with these skills can help their 

teams coordinate market and technical knowledge in an efficient and systematic way. 

This means that T-shaped skills give individuals the ability to comprehend diverse new 

information, the nitty-gritty of the process for creating knowledge and integration of new-

ly created knowledge with existing ones. A number of empirical studies found that T-

shaped skills have a positive impact on innovation speed (Hamdi et al., 2016, Zhang 

and Yin, 2012). Logically, this could impact organizational performance. Based on these 

arguments, we propose the following proposition: 

Proposition 1 

(a) structure members’ T-shaped skills can completely influence the data creation pro-

cess; (b) and structure performance. 

Collaboration, knowledge creation process and performance 

Temporal stability is the shared history of working together and expectation of ongoing 

collaboration, where this “conceptualization is intrinsically linked to the team's life span” 

(Alge, Wiethoff, & Klein, 2003). The relationship between collaboration and knowledge 

creation is non-linear because collaboration is largely affected by the strength of ties 

among collaborators. Wang (2016) added that “weak ties have low cognitive capital 

(i.e., shared knowledge and understanding) and relational capital (i.e., trust, norm, and 

obligation).” Such type of ties is mostly associated with epistemological and communi-

cational drawbacks, which affects the sharing of ideas and information. Strong ties have 

higher cognitive and relational capital, and as a result, the collaboration can result in a 

better knowledge creation process (Guan, Yan, & Zhang, 2017) 

Intra-team trust can influence team performance, hence it facilitates collaboration, which 

in turn enhance organizational performance (De Jong, Dirks, & Gillespie, 2016). In par-
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ticular, the lack of intra-team trust may increase opportunistic behavior and impede 

knowledge sharing (Wang, 2016), which hampers organizational performance. A num-

ber of empirical work (i.e., Bapuji and Crossan, 2004, Dodgson, 1993, Inkpen and Cros-

san, 1995, Levinson and Asahi, 1995, Melton and Hartline, 2013) noted that collabora-

tion correlates with organizational learning and new knowledge creation (Bapuji and 

Crossan, 2004, Mowery et al., 1996). Therefore, collaboration can be linked to 

knowledge creation through utilization lens, that is knowledge can be generated via in-

formation, shared ideas and coalesced through exchange relationships (Bapuji and 

Crossan, 2004, Day, 1994, Nonaka and Konno, 1998, Nonaka et al., 1994). 

Learning new things requires participation, hence eclectic inter-organizational relation-

ships and linkages (De Jong et al., 2016). These affiliations facilitate conversing of indi-

vidualistically developed ideas and thoughts and results in having shared understand-

ings and common language which are conducive for facilitation and creation of new 

knowledge (Nonaka et al., 1994). Collaboration enhances the organization's ability to 

create and transfer knowledge between processes and units in an organization. Darr, 

Argote, and Epple (1995) and Epple, Argote, and Murphy (1996) added that collabora-

tion contributes to organizational performance both in manufacturing and service indus-

try. 

Collaboration in term of knowledge management “is a complex process that subsumes 

knowledge sharing, knowledge transfer, and knowledge creation” (Gao, Guo, Chen, & 

Li, 2016). Knowledge collaboration has been proven to have a positive relationship with 

enterprise performance, team performance, management performance and innovative 

performance (Gao et al., 2016, Shi et al., 2013, Xu and Zheng, 2010, Zhou and Jiang, 

2012). Goerzen and Beamish (2005) declare that collaboration can pave the way to in-

crease market penetration, value, condense innovation time-span and finally tie match-

ing technological competences. Intellectual capital acquired by employees through col-

laboration formation gives an organization a great expanse of flexibility, as it allows or-

ganizations to get resources and skills that would be too expensive to acquire and sus-

tain. Organizations use collaboration to influence employees comparative competencies 

(Latta, 2009), by providing a loyal, truthful and mutual working environment that is fo-
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cused on optimizing resources, reducing cost thereby improving organizational perfor-

mance. Based on these arguments, we propose the following proposition: 

PROPOSITION 2 

(a) Organizational member's collaboration will positively influence knowledge creation 

process; (b) and organizational performance. 

IT-support, knowledge creation process and performance 

The extent to which knowledge management is reinforced by the use of information 

technology is referred to as information technology support. By different researchers 

(Davenport and Prusak, 1998, Raven and Prasser, 1996) IT has been found to be a key 

element for effective and efficient knowledge process because it expedites swift collec-

tion, storage, and exchange of knowledge on a magnitude not feasible in the past. IT 

integrate fragmented knowledge, thus, it eliminates barriers to communication within the 

organization, in doing so supports knowledge processes such as generating, facilitating, 

expending and transferring. 

IT-support through participation and autonomy facilitate creativity, reduce inhibiting or-

ganizational barriers, and support knowledge creation process (Gallupe et al., 1992, 

Gold and Arvind Malhotra, 2001, Zuboff, 1988). IT-support also increases the organiza-

tion's capacity to absorb knowledge and exchange of ideas (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990). 

Subsequently, Prasarnphanich and Wagner (2009) found that the success of the coop-

erative data creation model embedded in Wikipedia seems to be associated with wiki 

technology. This simply means IT and its supportive apparatus can improve organiza-

tional ability to discover and exploit opportunities and to respond quickly in harsh market 

conditions (Su, Lin, & Chen, 2015). Technology-oriented KMS practices have been 

linked with innovations (Inkinen, Kianto, & Vanhala, 2015). 

In a recent study, Little and Deokar (2016) noted that social competencies and the in-

teraction between people and IT processes are factors impacting knowledge creation. 

Little and Deokar (2016) concluded that “training and support opportunities are methods 

that can enhance our understanding of how knowledge system tasks are connected”. 

According to Cohen and Olsen (2015), IT-support for “knowledge management and 

codification practices (converting tacit knowledge into explicit) that built on human capi-
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tal knowledge management capabilities were directly linked with financial and market 

performance”. Hence, IT-support can expedite the exchange of information and its inte-

gration will stimulate creativity and learning within the organization, which results in or-

ganizational performance. Based on these arguments, we propose the following propo-

sition: 

PROPOSITION 3 

(a) IT-support will positively influence knowledge creation process; (b) and organiza-

tional performance. 

Learning, knowledge creation process and performance 

The perception of beneficial activities that aids employees to create, acquire, and trans-

fer knowledge (dialogue, knowledge inquiry and application) is known as perceived 

learning climate (Marsick & Watkins, 2003). Perceived learning, grant employees, the 

opportunities to engage in dialogue, share knowledge, and also to get along with the 

organization's vision, moreover, perceived learning helps employees develop a deeper 

connection with their jobs and organizational goals. Learning is obtaining new 

knowledge by people who have the ability and willingness to apply that knowledge in 

influencing others or in decision-making. According to Swap, Leonard, Shields, and 

Abrams (2001), organizations need to adopt a learning culture and also afford different 

means of learning like education, training and mentoring for effective knowledge crea-

tion processes. 

Perceived learning has a positive effect on engagement because the learning environ-

ment creates the confidence that goals can be accomplished and fulfills the employees’ 

need to belong (Eldor & Harpaz, 2016). The relationship between learning and organi-

zational cognizance is crucial because cognitive processes of organizational members 

determine successful “change” practices in the organization (Reger, Gustafson, De-

marie, & Mullane, 1994). March and Simon (1958) added that rationality and sound de-

cision are promoted by formal problem-solving methods that allow organizations to cap-

ture, generate and apply knowledge systematically. Organizational learning is the com-

petence within an organization based on experience for the purpose of maintaining or 

improving performance. 
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The learning activities include knowledge acquisition (the creation or development of 

relationships, insights and skills), knowledge sharing (the dissemination to acquired 

knowledge by some to others), and knowledge utilization (integration of learning so that 

it is broadly available, assimilated and can be universal for new situations) as noted by 

(DiBella, Nevis, & Gould, 1996). The main objective of organizational learning is to cre-

ate, maintain and enlarge its customer base; enhance performance quantity and quality, 

achieve more support and allow the organization to increase and improve sales. Fur-

thermore, organizations that learn and do so quickly increase their strategic proficiency 

which gives and sustain their competitive advantage position and consequently im-

proves organizational outcomes. Based on these arguments, we propose the following 

proposition: 

PROPOSITION 4 

(a) Organizational Learning will positively influence knowledge creation process; (b) and 

organizational performance. 

Knowledge creation process and performance 

In recent years an interesting research stream “knowledge creation”, appears to be 

linked to the knowledge view of enterprises, and in particular to the knowledge man-

agement perspective. According to Kao and Wu (2016), knowledge creation is a multi-

dimensional theme that covers various fields of practice and research (i.e., human be-

havior, organizational behavior, leadership, technology, environment, strategic thinking, 

and management). Several studies (Gold and Arvind Malhotra, 2001, Kogut and Zan-

der, 2003) suggested that knowledge creation plays a key role in organizational suc-

cess. Calabretta, Gemser, and Wijnberg (2017) noted that knowledge creation process 

subsumes “embedding new ideas, cognitive frames, and manners of thinking in organi-

zations requires adaptation (i.e., translation) to the specific practices and socio-cultural 

context of the target organization.” 

Therefore, knowledge can be generated through various types of individual social inter-

actions that subsumes communication, coordination, and collaborate for various pur-

poses (Kao & Wu, 2016). Knowledge is extensively acclaimed as a strategic source 

(Grant, 1996, Teece, 1998), creating and utilizing knowledge is ambiguous, but it ena-
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bles organizations to develop a sustainable competitive advantage (Grant, 1996, Matus-

ik and Hill, 1998, Zack, 1999). Scholars like (i.e., Fidel et al., 2015, Ferraris et al., 2017, 

Tseng, 2016, Yeşil et al., 2013) further explain that knowledge creation process (i.e., 

knowledge creation, transfer, and storage) is the main source for innovation and corpo-

rate performance. Furthermore, leadership characteristics and organizational arrange-

ments were found to be important meddling factors in the relationship between 

knowledge creation process and organizational performance (Inkinen, 2016). 

The discursive assemblages of processes of knowledge creation served as a tool of imi-

tation to learn, copy, and produce duplicative copies from the learning organization per-

spective (Bi, Sarpong, Botchie, & Rao-Nicholson, 2017). Organizations that are able to 

connect knowledge in distinct and new ways, provide added value for their clients (No-

naka & Konno, 1998), which enhances organizational innovation, competitive ad-

vantages, effectiveness and efficiency (Chia, 2003). Moreover, improving knowledge 

creation processes can lead to creative, financial, market and organizational perfor-

mance, (Kao and Wu, 2016, Quinn et al., 1996). Organizational performance can be 

said to be the output of knowledge processes. Hence, when an enterprise possesses 

rich strategic resources and capabilities, it is easier for it to survive, grow, and earn prof-

its in a competitive market (Kiessling et al., 2009). Based on these arguments, we pro-

pose the following proposition: 

PROPOSITION 5 

The knowledge creation process will positively influence organizational performance. 

Rational decision-making style, knowledge creation process, and performance 

Considering the complexities associated with achieving organizational performance and 

effective utilization of knowledge within the organization through knowledge manage-

ment, we find a reason to assume that knowledge managers require some level of deci-

sion-making abilities to achieve their objectives. Organizations need to make on spot 

decision (Vester, 2002), thus knowledge managers must be able to analyze, prioritize, 

interpret, and use the available information to deliver timely results. Skyrme (2002) stat-

ed that there is a direct link between knowledge management and decision-making. 

Like knowledge management, decision-making involves organizational, group and indi-
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vidual levels (Bryant, 2003, Harrison, 1999). Likewise, as required in knowledge man-

agement, step by step procedures must be followed when using a rational decision-

making style (Hellriegel et al., 2001, Hendry, 2000). 

Researchers (i.e., Chater et al., 2003, Mangalindan, 2004, Nutt, 1984) asserted that in 

rational decision-making processes, there is a need to pinpoint the problem, generate 

possible solutions, select the most feasible solution, and lastly applying and appraising 

the selected solution. Every step of decision-making is influenced by data management 

(Nicolas, 2004) and the complete decision-making process (Holsapple, 1995). In prac-

tice, practitioners impartially analyze the entire information to arrive at a decision. 

The relationship between rational decision and organizational performance has been a 

subject of extensive empirical research and debate. Among notable studies of decision-

making and structure outcomes, the degree of rationality has been found to be crucial 

(Fredrickson, 1984, Marusich et al., 2016, Walker et al., 2017). Rationality is the associ-

ate incessant preventive quest to find issues and prospects employing a formal design-

ing method and in-depth analyses. Rationality can also accentuate participative and 

ample decision-making (Ferretti and Parmentola, 2015, Fredrickson, 1983, Fredrickson, 

1984). Managers are supposed to evaluate both internal and external organizational 

environment to make strategic decisions based on unbiased criteria and systematic 

analysis. Meta-analyses by Schwenk and Shrader (1993) and Miller and Cardinal 

(1994) shows that there is a relationship between rationality and performance. Based on 

these arguments, we propose the following proposition: 

PROPOSITION 6 

Rational decision-making style will moderate the relationship between knowledge crea-

tion process and organizational performance 

Intuitive decision-making style, knowledge creation process, and performance 

Studies have shown that information processing capabilities of individual are often lim-

ited by the extents of our cognitive capacities (Ariely, 2010, Simon, 1976) and also in-

fluenced by the inherent arrangement of a neural substrate (Kahneman, 2011, Tranel et 

al., 1994). Hebert Simon opined that within the context of business, human behavior is 

“intendedly” but rarely exclusively rational (Simon, 1976). This view has been shared by 
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many scholars, suggesting that intuition guides complex information processing (Tranel 

et al., 1994). Building on Simon's study, scholars (Klein, 1998a, Klein, 1998b, Klein et 

al., 2002) demonstrated that decision makers rely on inner feelings to make quick deci-

sions of the seemingly complex situation. 

These inner feelings (intuitions) reinforce the information and ensures faster decision-

making due to hidden information embedded in the prior experience that was used in 

similar situations. Intuitive decision-making style is a type of right-brain decision-making 

approach that encourages the use of feelings over facts in the process of making a de-

cision (Wray, 2017). It basically involves the use of the impulsive and amorphous pro-

cedure to consider the available information to make a decision (Busari, Mughal, Khan, 

Rasool, & Kiyani, 2017). By doing so, the pressure of logical reasoning and calculations 

required for rational decision-making are relieved and the mind is freed to engage in 

other cognitive assignments as may be required (Kahneman, 2003, Kahneman and 

Klein, 2009). 

Sadler-Smith (2008) asserted that human decision has an intertwined aspect of both 

intuition and deliberation. More generally, complex information processes depend on 

faint signals from the brain which results in considerations (Tranel et al., 1994). Further, 

when these faint signals are no longer faint but strong enough to break the individual's 

awareness threshold, it becomes an intuition (Becker, 2004). It is important to note that 

the choice of decision-making style is the premise of the nature of the problem and the 

atmosphere. For example, some problems require the use of effortful information, delib-

eration and precise rule to make a decision. Other problems demand no predefined 

rules to arrive at a solution. This exertion is the focal quality that differentiates intuitive 

from rational decision-making style (Dijksterhuis and Nordgren, 2006, Kahneman, 

2011). 

The nature of knowledge creation processes requires knowledge practitioners and pro-

fessionals to gather, process and use knowledge in a measured manner. This is often 

due to the need to make knowledge decisions within a very short time space, which re-

quires loads of deliberation and thoughtfulness. Organizational performance, on the 

other hand, is concerned with the measurable achievement of organizational objectives 
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which may require knowledge management at its best. While knowledge management 

and organizational performance may require certain procedures to be followed or cur-

tained conditions to be fulfilled, there are no specific rules on processes or how these 

procedures must be followed. As such, we argue that intuitive decision-making style that 

enjoys the flexibility of decision makers to consolidate available knowledge with their 

intuitions can alter the influence of the knowledge creation process on organizational 

performance. Based on the above arguments, we propose the following proposition: 

 

PROPOSITION 7 

Intuitive decision-making style will moderate the relationship between knowledge crea-

tion process and organizational performance. 

 

Discussion and future research direction:- This paper reviews knowledge manage-

ment enablers, knowledge creation processes, organizational outcomes, and decision-

making theories, together with extant empirical work and develops testable propositions. 

The central bi-dimensional goal of knowledge management subsumes recognition-

oriented approach, which views knowledge as anything that can be encrypted, systema-

tized, stored and retrieved when the need arises. Whereas the professional technical-

oriented approach accentuates the role of novel information and communicative tech-

nology in processing the knowledge (Ekbia & Hara, 2008). Knowledge is built with a he-

lix of pairs of apparently opposing concepts like mind and body, induction and deduc-

tion, macro and micro, chaos and order, explicit and tacit (Nonaka & Nishiguchi, 2001). 

Knowledge management is built around interactions of various entities that results in 

social knowledge, moreover, social knowledge as the aggregate of what people and 

system know is known to affect the creation of knowledge in an organization (Goucher, 

2007). 

First, the authors highlight the importance of T-shaped skills in the knowledge creation 

process and organizational performance. T-Shaped professionals are the “Industry 4.0 

style workforce” (Hecklau et al., 2016, Pfeiffer, 2015) and managers, who are loyal to 

their individual work units, and also break out of the traditional corporate hierarchy to 
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share knowledge across the organization. Employees with T-Shaped skills are endowed 

with competencies required for innovative and creative performance, as they leverage 

on their problem-solving and decision-making capabilities. This view allows us to draw 

the conclusions that T-shaped skills have a significant impact on knowledge creation 

processes and organizational performance. 

Second, from a theoretical perspective, the positivist research stream has been most 

concerned with describing the governance mechanisms that collaboration has on team 

performance. This article posits that collaboration is effective in kerb information con-

cealing behaviors, which is known to be an obstacle of innovation (Labafi, 2017), it 

mostly occurs among co-workers, hence, the quality of their relationship is important. 

More generally, the dissemination of knowledge among colleagues, through collabora-

tion facilitates knowledge creation processes, which is likely to improve competitive ad-

vantage and can help organizations to outperform rivals. This view allows us to draw the 

conclusions that collaboration has a significant impact on knowledge creation processes 

and organizational performance. 

Third, IT-support helps in the acquisition, dissemination, and storage of knowledge, 

however, the exegesis of knowledge is contingent upon mankind or professionals. 

Kautz and Thaysen (2001) added that “IT can only assist implicitly in providing infor-

mation to support the processes and circumstances that enable knowledge creation and 

knowledge management”. Furthermore, knowledge creation processes can increase 

work efficiency through the reuse of valuable knowledge (Wang, Clay, & Forsgren, 

2015). Gregory, Ngo, and Karavdic (2017) side that in information-intensive trade, IT-

support will enhance work and business potency, that enhance overall performance. 

This view allows us to draw the conclusions that IT-support has a significant impact on 

knowledge creation processes and organizational performance. 

Fourth, knowledge creation takes place through participation and/or apprenticeship, 

new and/or market knowledge which are essential for updating and reactivating 

knowledge (Marsh & Stock, 2006). Organizations must have sufficient prior technologi-

cal and market knowledge, as it is necessary for enhancing firm performance (Chih et 

al., 2016, Hernández-Espallardo et al., 2010). Therein, learning can affect how much 
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knowledge can be applied in exploitative opportunities, knowledge created can be ap-

plied to new products, services or business processes. This view allows us to draw the 

conclusions that learning has an impact on knowledge creation processes and organi-

zational performance. 

Fifth, the crucial point of knowledge management is to maintain a balance between cre-

ation and application (Bi et al., 2017), and generate positive organizational outcomes 

(i.e., organizational learning, financial performance, market performance, corporate per-

formance, innovation and creative performance) as noted by (Ferraris et al., 2017, Fidel 

et al., 2015, Kao and Wu, 2016, Tseng, 2016). The extant empirical and conceptual evi-

dence allows us to draw the conclusions that knowledge creation processes can en-

hance overall organizational performance. 

Finally, research shows that people often have an affinity for intuition or rationality over 

another. In intuition decision-making, decision-maker create a problem-solving ap-

proach that links information in an unrelated manner. Knowledge creation results in un-

processed knowledge, disorganized information becomes more and more organized 

through unconscious thought (Zander et al., 2016), by which conclusions could be 

drawn from. Rational decision-making relies on rational methods, structured procedures 

and methodologies to reduce ambiguity and uncertainty (Calabretta et al., 2017). Ra-

tional decision makers are mostly uncomfortable and even reject potential outcomes 

when the cause-effect logic is unclear. Thus, resulting in tension between the conscious 

(rational) and sub-consciousness decision-making (intuition). 

According to Phillips, Fletcher, Marks, and Hine (2016), the effectiveness of rational and 

intuitive decision-making is context dependent. Contrariwise to prior work that concep-

tualizes intuition and rationality as alternative decision-making approaches (Dayan and 

Elbanna, 2011, Witteman et al., 2009), we argue that intuitive and rational approaches 

can complement each other, this notion received support from (Elbanna, 2006, Elbanna 

and Child, 2007). The extant literature shows that knowledge creation has an impact on 

organizational performance. This view allows us to draw the conclusions that both ra-

tional and intuitive decision-making style can strengthen the impact of knowledge crea-

tion processes on organizational performance. 
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The framework in Fig. 1 highlights several interesting issues for future research. The 

proposed model presents a partial view of the knowledge-intensive world, although it is 

valid, but also ignores a good bit of the complexity of the business processes that heavi-

ly depend on human capital. We recommend that knowledge management researchers 

should look beyond the existing knowledge management literature, to harvest more in-

dustrial development. For knowledge management researchers, the pay-off now is in 

empirical research, as such we encourage researchers to test the proposed model em-

pirically. Moreover, longitudinal evidence is needed to enhance our understanding of 

how the aforementioned antecedents can promote knowledge creation process and per-

formance. It important to note that decision-making style varies across cultures, as such 

the impacts and magnitude may vary, this could be a useful area to look into. Future re-

search should also try to explore the following questions empirically: 

1. Does decision-making style impact the influence of knowledge management on or-

ganizational success (i.e., financial, market, corporate, innovative and entrepreneurial 

performance)? To what extent does decision-making style impacts this relationship? 

2. Does knowledge enablers facilitate knowledge creation better? And under which 

condition does knowledge creation deliver the best performance? 

3. Which decision-making style better performs? With what enablers does it deliver an 

optimum result? 

4. Does team unit, managerial decision-making interact with employees T-shaped 

skills? 
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Fig. 1. Conceptual framework. 
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