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Abstract

Individual and organizational knowledge is a key asset for organizations in today’s
business environment. Organizational knowledge refers to a dynamic mix of
experiences, expert insights, unique know-how (Nonaka & Konno, 1998) Knowledge
management as an important enabler for company success and competitive advantage
has received considerable attention in recent years from both practitioners and
researchers. In particular, 'kiiowledge sharing is a central process of managing
knowledge (Eisenhardt & Santos, 2002) and is crucial because it helps organizations
promote best practices and reduce redundant learning efforts or ‘reinventing the wheel’
(Hansen, 2002; McDermott and O’Dell, 2001). To remain competitive in the
marketplace, organizational knowledge and expertise must be shared (Gold et al.,
2001; Zack, 1999) because it is a prerequisite for innovation (Brown & Eisenhardt,
1995; Verona, Prandelli, & Sawhney, 2006), organizational learning (Senge, 2006),
arid the development of capabilities and best practices (Argo_te, Ingram, Levine, &

Moreland, 2000).

Knowledge sharing behaviour among employees provides opportunities for mutual
learning, which result in improved employee performance, team effectiveness and
organizational performance. The main motivation in developing the argument here is
the growing realization that knowledge sharing behaviour within organization is a

critical process affecting employee performance achievements. While the causal
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factor inducing knowledge sharing behaviour have been ranging from individual
disposition to wider organizational environment, the lack of emphasis on investigating
and comparing these antecedents has been surprising, particularly considering
knowledge acquisition and provision these two facets of knowledge sharing behaviour
simultaneously. Building on the work of goal orientations significantly impact
knowledge sharing behaviour (Swift, 2011). This study proposes four dimensions of
goal orientation differently related to performance rating mediated by knowledge
acquisition and provision. In this study, the whole elaboration further the extant
knowledge base by examining how the adoption of a goal orientation create a
framework for self regulation via knowledge sharing behaviour, which are behaviour
manifestations of the self-regulatory goal string process that mediate the relationship

between goal orientation and performance.

Before describing the antecedent and consequences of knowledge sharing behaviour
among employees, it’s important to identify when knowledge sharing occurs. A
critical challenge in knowledge sharing behaviour is in motivating potential providers
to share their knowledge with seekers since knowledge refers to the critical resource
embedded in employees that can help employees and organizations to sustain
advantage on competitive environment. Strong motives can help knowledge provider
overcome the perceived costs incurred in taking time and expending effort to share
knowledge. Base on individual-level knowledge sharing behaviour domain, through

demonstrating, examining, and comparing three dominant perspectives that account
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for knowledge sharing behaviour and performance rating empirically. By identifying
limitations inherent in each perspective and drawing upon the emerging research
focus highlighted, this study address the existing research issues and assess our new
perspective’s unique explanatory power relative to previous explanations by
simultaneously considering both individual trait and context factors as antecedents of
the knowledge sharing engagement level and by testing whether knowledge sharing
behaviour is an underlying mechanism through which these antecedents affect

performance rating.

This study conducted with one knowledge intensive industry—banking. This survey
covered within two division firms affiliated with one finance group: one in Shenzhen,
the other in Nanjing, both of which are from China. Preliminary interviews revealed
that both firms were midlevel professionals engaged in knowledge-intensive work,
including research and development, financial modelling, and customer relationship
management and so on. The employees involved in this survey relied heavily on
colleagues for information to solve problems and coordinate work. Having sites from
three different cities and branches increased our confidence in the study’s external
validity. Based on a sample of 322 employees in knowledge-intensive positions, we
tested the effects of the dispositional goal orientations of employees on their
knowledge provision and knowledge acquisition behaviours, as well as their indirect
effects on performance ratings. The results showed that goal orientations accounted
for a significant portion of the variations of knowledge sharing behaviours among
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employees on top of the existing perspectives. Goal orientations of employees in
knowledge-intensive positions also affected their performance ratings indirectly

through knowledge provision and knowledge acquisition as intervening variables.

The main research question being addressed in this dissertation is the reasoning
behind the organizational phenomena that why some employees engage in a high
level of knowledge sharing behaviour why some employees are reluctant to do so.
Building on the work of the goal orientation theory, four patterns of goal orientations
play a key role in how individuals cognitively value the costs and benefits of engaging
in knowledge sharing which subsequently affects their knowledge providing
behaviour. This line of research has focused on the proximal consequences of goal
orientation in order to better explain the mechanisms between goal orientation and
distal performance outcomes. The central research objective is to establish a religious
understanding to the antecedents, forming mechanisms, and consequences of
knowledge sharing behaviour by opening a black box of goal orientation, eventually

helping to explain the employee achievement variance.

In answering the research question, it’s expected that this study will make
contribution to the literature on knowledge management, social exchange theory,
social network theory, and goal orientation theory. This dissertation is also expected
to contribute to the opening of a new perspective to explain the whole mechanism for
knowledge sharing behaviour--self regulation perspective, which differs from

previous works in four important ways. First, in response to extant incomplete
Vi



discussion about knowledge sharing behaviour, major objective is to examine and
compare the multiple mechanisms through which knowledge sharing behaviour is
activated upon different perspectives. Second, this study offers a theoretical
understanding on the conceptual model regarding the formation of goal striving
process motivated by different goal orientation. Third, this research explores a new
perspective by developing a theoretical model indentifying and linking
cognitive-motivational factors to explain and examine knowledge sharing behaviour
mechanism towards fullest potential. Last but not the least; we propose a model
simultaneously considering the knowledge providing and knowledge seeking
behaviour. In this way, managerial policy makers are able to learn how to precisely
encourage knowledge sharing behaviour from a broader horizon and deeper level

rather than a few narrow and separable focal points.

This study proposes the following implications for individuals initiating knowledge
sharing practices or desiring to encourage knowledge sharing within their
organizations. First, emphasizing organizational rewards (such as salary incentives,
bonuses, promotion incentives, or job security) as a primary knowledge sharing
mechanism is not cost-effective, because extrinsic rewards secure only temporary
compliance (Alfie, 1993). This means that organizational rewards may provide
temporary incentives for knowledge sharing, but is not fundamental force forming
employee knowledge sharing behaviours. Second, effects to foster the
learning-oriented aptitude of employees are necessary for creating and maintaining

knowledge sharing culture. A highly self-regulatory staff can be established by
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recruiting and selecting employees who are active learners, and who have high

cognitive aptitude and self presentational.

VIII



ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

I would like to take this opportunity to thank those who helped and supported my

challenging and tough research journey.

I gratefully acknowledge my co-author Prof. Law’s numerous research design,
theoretical suggestions, and statistical analysis techniques from Nov 2011 to now.
Without his guidance and help, I would never have finished my studies and my thesis.
It’s him to let me insist to the end of my research trip. Particularly, I am indebted to
my parents for their endless love, support, and understanding during these tough five

years study.

Moreover, I thank my friends and colleagues at the Department of Building and Real
Estate for their support and suggestions. 1 extend my thanks to the student helpers
who facilitated the distribution of the questionnaires and to the interviewees and

questionnaire respondents who helped complete the survey.

Compare to most other research students, my whole PhD study is filled up with

hardship and resignation. I majored in Economics for my bachelor degree and get
master degree in E-business and Knowledge management. After completing my
contract with school of Accounting and Finance in PolyU, I was looking for a new job
in educational institution and industries. During that period, Dr. Patrick Fong had a
public job post recruiting for research associate for his project. Since he is conducting
knowledge management which is fit for my interesting and qualified filed, I signed
the contract with him. At the same time, I also got a new job in the department of
management and marketing in PolyU. Considering my academic background and
career development, I am more inclined to stay in business school rather than building
and reseal estate department, but I insist my choose since Dr. Fong provided me offer

a little bit earlier than MM department . During I was a research associate period, to

IX



my surprise, since Dr. Fong’s potential PhD students reject the PhD offer, and I
become the one who filled up with this quota. Since time is very impressing that time,
I do not have enough time to consider carefully whether I should take up this
challenge since research student life and future is totally different from a temporary
research associate job. I admit that both me and Dr, Fong do not have a carful

planning for this decision and future arrangement.

During my PhD study, I met a lot of academic problems and issues, since Dr. Fong is
major in qualitative study, I must design the whole research process by myself. But I
did not mind it at all. In fact, since the day I begin with my PhD study, I have made
the great determination to accomplish to the end no matter how difficult it is. I try to
do the research design, collect literature review, and find the data source myself.
However, I have a communication problem with Dr. Fong after July 2011 , worse still,
his research student Jodith Leung make use of this misunderstanding to let our
supervisor-student relationship into crash. Therefore, since July 2011, in addition to
deal with the academic challenges, I was pushed to face a lot of difficulties and
obstacles brought from this poor relationship. I never require any help during these
years, I only hope to avoid further conflicting and therefore seldom contact with Dr.
Fong since the beginning of 2012, only send blessing during X mas and Thanksgiving
days. The object for me is rather clear and reasonable, which is, I try to finish the PhD
degree to the end and avoid troubles. Admittedly, there is no one can start and finish a
PhD study totally by oneself, therefore, I asked Prof. Law’s guidance for my research
at the end of 2011 and start my totally new research project under his supervision. My
PhD thesis topic therefore changed from social capital to knowledge sharing from

then on.

After great pains and struggle, I finally got a very good job and only waiting for my
PhD degree confirmation. I have stayed in HK for the lunar year for intensive revision
and waited these days for your approval for revision stratification. More importantly, I

have courteously highlight to my greatest extant that I am waiting for the Feb 24
X



deadline for RC committee in 18™ Mar, so that I can meet my conditional offer based
on PhD certification requirement. However, Dr.Fong did not give me any response.
Just as he said several time, you do not care my placement. I have officially asked Dr.
Fong several times in 2011 and 2012 that if you have strong opposition for my study
condition or personality, I can withdraw or change supervisor. He should remember
that you always said that you hope me continue with my study, that’s why I persist to
the end to finish the tough journal until successful oral examination. To my
astonishment, Dr Fong always negatively complains or traduces me in front of the
public. Objectively, I do well in my PhD course, attend conference, and get good
result for the thesis; personally, I never do anything to negatively influence anyone
else. I never ask for any help no matter in academic or life. The only thing I hope he
may help these days is that speeding up the final administrative procedure for my PhD

degree. But he rejected finally.

Here are some insights and suggestions for researchers who have interest to view my
thesis.

First, As a scholar, try to be objective and never impose imputation to others without
concrete evidence. After all, No one is the judge.

Second, it’s really shameful to make up story to attack others.

Finally, justice never fades no matter how evils try to cover it.
This research was funded by the department of Building and real estate of PolyU from

January 2010 to December 2012. My great thanks also go to PolyU for providing me

the opportunity to work on this research project.

XI



TABLE OF CONTENTS

CERTIFICATE OF ORIGINALITY I
Abstract I
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT VI
Chapter 1: Introduction 1
1.1 Research Back@round ..........cooeeieiiiiienieieniencniiiieiiie e 1
1.1.1 Reasons for studying the knowledge sharing behavior in knowledge intensive
510 0L T PP 3
1.1.2 Reasons for identifying the self regulation perspective for explaining
PREMOMEIION. . ...ttt et 5
1.1.3 Reasons for investigating goal orientation as antecedents for knowledge
sharing behavior .........oiiiiii 6
1.2 RESCATCH GAD ..o msssesse ettt 8
1.3 ReSearch ODBJECTIVES ....ooueeeievieiirtiriirieeictcieie ettt se e eens 10
1.4 ReSEarch DIESIZI c.veeuveienieeieiieiieteeiec ettt et 11
1.5 Structure Of the TRESIS ......iioiieeieeieeeee ettt s 14.
1.6 Summary of the Chapter .........cccoviririiieiiciiceeciie et 16
Chapter 2: Literature ReVIEW ... eeeenieiiiiccceicnennssncscnnenesssetcsesnssassssesssnones 17
2.1 The importance of manage knowledge in organization ............ccocoeeeiinncnn. 17
2.1.1 Organizational knowledge definition ..........cccccooiiiiiiiniiiniiies 17
2.1.2 Knowledge management in knowledge intensive firms.........ccccoooeennnnne. 18.
2.1.3 Knowledge sharing behavior: knowledge acquisition and provision............. 19.
2.2 Knowledge sharing behavior motives: Drivers Vs impediments............... 21
2.2.1 Drivers and impediments and knowledge sharing........................... 21
2.2.2 Extrinsic motivation and Intrinsic motivation of knowledge acquisition......22
2.2.3 Extrinsic motivation and Intrinsic motivation of Knowledge provision...... 23
2.3 The positive relationship between knowledge sharing behavior and employee
performances..............cocooiiiii. e 24
2.3.1 The rationale for knowledge sharing behavior influence employee
PETTOITNANCES. .« ..uee et ettt et 24
2.4 Three dominant theoretical perspectives predicting knowledge sharing
DERAVIOL vttt ettt ettt s sttt b e s e a b e ns e e e raeas 27
2.4.1 Social network theory........oviiiiiii i 29
2.4.2 Social exchange theory...........oooiiiiiiiiiiiii i 30
2.4.3 Dispositional theory..........coovuiiiiiiiiiiii i 32
2.5 Summary of the theoretical limitation in extant three perspectives............... 33
2.6 Summary of the Chapter ........ccoceevieririeiinireciinie et 37

XII



Chapter 3: Identification of a new perspective explaining knowledge sharing

L0 1T 40

3.1 Identifying determinants of knowledge sharing behavior.......................... 40

3.2 Goal orientation in organizational research......................coiL 42

3.2.1 Goal orientation definition: a conceptual and empirical foundation....... 42

3.2.2 Goal orientation dimensionality: Dual bipolar dimensions.................... 45

3.2.3 Goal orientation definition: dispositional trait versus situational............. 46

3.3 Goal orientations as antecedents of knowledge sharing behavior.................. 47
3.3.1 Performance-prove and performance-avoid orientation and knowledge

1] L0 00 T) o) PO 47
3.3.2 Performance-prove and performance-avoid orientation and knowledge

ACQUISTELOIL. -+ o ettt ettt e ettt e 48

3.3.3 Learning-prove and learning-avoid orientation and knowledge provision....49
3.3.4 Learning-prove and learning-avoid orientation and knowledge acquisition...51

3.4 Knowledge sharing behavior and employee performance ......................... 53
3.5 Self regulation theoretical perspective..............oooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiien.. 55
3.5.1 Self regulation theory at work............... 53
3.5.2 Knowledge acquisition and provision as two types of self regulation
L5107 0 (03P 57
3.5.3 The influence of goal orientation and self regulation tactics on employee
01538 L0040 1 Lot SO 58
3.6 The model explaining the knowledge sharing behavior............................... 63
3.7 Summary of the Chapter..........ooviiiiii e 65
Chapter 4: Research Methodology......cccovviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiininenn 67
4.1 Scope 0f the Chapler ......cccoeviirieie ettt e 67
4.2 Selection of research method............o. 67
4.2.1 Organizational phenomena appropriate for quantitative method.................. 68
4.2.2 Research questions appropriate for a Survey..........ooooeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiniinn. 70
4.3 Organizational setting and participants .........cc..cocevererersierienieneieees e eeees 71
4.4 SUIVeY Preparation. ... ......vueueeuint ittt ettt et et aaan 72
4.4.1 The logic of survey research............c.oooiiiiiiiiiiiii i, 72
4.4.2 In-depth INTEIVIEW ......oomiiiiiieie et ettt s sa et aa 73
4.4.3 QUESHONNAITE SUTVEY ..eccuiiiieiieiiieeiieeieete st te et e e saee et est e sae e taa s e esessaeeenns 80
4.5 Data ColleCtion. ... ..o.iiuiuiiii e 80
4.5.1 SamPLING ..ottt e 81.
4.5.2 PLOCEAUIES ..uvitiiiiieieieit ettt ettt ettt st e e s te e ee e seesbe b e s seeebaesseessaaenns 81
4.5.3 Sampling frame........oooiniiii i 83
4.5.4 Questionnaires items formulation................cooiii i 85
T Y [ 1] 1 (O 84
4.6.1 Dependent Variables...........oooiiiii i 85
4.6.2 Independent Variables. . ........ouieiiiiiiiiii e 87
4.6.3 Mediating Variables..........oiiiiiiiiiii e 89



Chapter 5: Data Analysis and Results

5.1 Data AnalySiS.....ueenurerie et 94
5.1.1 Descriptive Statistics, Correlations and Reliability............................ 94
5.1.2 Confirmatory Factor Analysis........ccoouiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiia s 94
5.1.3 Aggregation TestS......ocvuiiiniei i 95
5.1.4 Hierarchical regression model...........cooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 95
5.1.5 Bootstrap Method for Testing Meditating effect..........................o.. 95

5.2 Hypothesis Testing and Result...............c..oo 96
5.2.1 Four Perspectives Explanatory Power Comparison...................ocoeeenens 98

Goal Orientation---Knowledge Sharing Behavior (Hypotheses 1a-1b)............ 98
5.2.2 Main Effect of Goal Orientation on Knowledge Sharing Behavior............ 99
5.2.2.1 Performance-prove and Performance-avoid goal orientation----Knowledge

Provision (Hypotheses 2a-2b).......cooiiiiiiii i 99
5.2.2.2 Performance -prove and Performance-avoid goal orientation----Knowledge

Acquisition (Hypotheses 3a-3b).......o.oiiiiiiii 99
5.2.2.3 Learning-prove and Learning-avoid goal orientation---- Knowledge

Provision (Hypotheses 4a-4b).........c.oooiiiiiiiiiii 99
5.2.2.4 Learning-prove and Learning-avoid goal orientation---- Knowledge

Acquisition (Hypotheses 5a-5b).........cooiiiiiii 99
5.2.3 Knowledge sharing behavior and employee performance

10215101~ PRt 101
5.2.3.1 Knowledge sharing behavior Employees Performance (Hypotheses

BA-0D) ..ottt 101

5.2.3.2 Knowledge provision mediate the positive relationship between
Performance-prove Goal Orientation (PPGO) and performance rating
(HYPOtRESES 7@). .ottt e e 101
5.2.3.3 Knowledge provision mediate the negative relationship between
Performance-avoid Goal Orientation (PAGO) and performance rating
(HYPORESES 7D . ettt e 101
5.2.3.4 Knowledge acquisition mediate the positive relationship between
Performance-prove Goal Orientation (PPGO) and performance rating
(HYPOthESES 7€) eeentit it 101
5.2.3.5 Knowledge acquisition mediate the negative relationship between
Performance-avoid Goal Orientation (PAGO) and performance rating
(Hypotheses 7d).....ouenninniii i 101
5.2.3.6 Knowledge provision mediate the positive relationship between
Learning-prove Goal Orientation (LPGO) and performance rating
(HYPORESES 7€) . eneeetet ettt 101
5.2.3.7 Knowledge acquisition mediate the positive relationship between
Learning-prove Goal Orientation (LAGO) and performance rating

X1V



(Hypotheses 7). ..o e 101
5.2.3.8 Knowledge provision mediate the negative relationship between
Learning-prove Goal Orientation (LPGO) and performance rating
(HypOotheses 7@) ... eueenii e e e 101
5.2.3.9 Knowledge acquisition mediate the positive relationship between
Learning-prove Goal Orientation (LAGO) and performance rating

(Hypotheses 7h)........oeiii e 101
5.2.4 Mediating effect of knowledge sharing behavior between goal orientation and
PErfOrmMAanCe TALINE. . ... ettt e 104
5.3 Validity of @analysis. .....oeeuiniiiii i 105
5.3.1 Research design validity.............oooiiiiiiiiiii e 105
5.3.2 Research result validity.............ooii i 110
54 Summary of the Chapter............cooiii i 112

Chapter 6 Conclusion and Discussion

6.1 Contribution for this study.........coooi i 104
6.2 Theoretical contribution.......... ..o 106
6.3 Managerial contribution.......... ... 109
6.4 Limitations and Suggestions for future study.............................. 111
6.5 Summery of the chapter.............oo 113
7 Appendices ; 115

8 References . 123.

XV



XVI



Chapter 1: Introduction

Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1 Research background

The nature of firm competition and the sources of competitive advantage in many
industries have shifted toward knowledge-based resources. This is particularly the
case in knowledge intensive industries, wherein a firm’s competitive advantage is
highly dependent on its ability to generate and deploy new knowledge solutions.
Many knowledge intensive firms have spent enormous amounts of time and money
trying to find ways to better manage their knowledge resources. Effective leveraging
of knowledge resources through the transfer and reuse of existing knowledge is an

important challenge for contemporary organizations.

Organizational knowledge refers to a dynamic mix of experiences, expert insights,
unique know-how, important values, and situational information (Nonaka & Konno,
1998). Knowledge is a strategically criticalr organizational resource that helps to build
sustainable competitive advantages for organizations and employees are the reservoirs
that store these resources (Argote et al, 2003; Barney, 1991; Grant, 1996). In an
organization, knowledge sharing is a fundamental process through which employees
can contribute to the transfer and utilization of these resources by leveraging
individual knowledge into collective knowledge. The resulting collective knowledge
would then be characterized as a prerequisite for innovation (Brown & Eisenhardt,
1995; Verona et al.,, 2006), organizational learning (Senge, 2006), and the

development of capabilities and best practices (Argote et al., 2000).
1
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Growing evidence has shown the knowledge embedded within employees,
particularity in the emerging matrix organizational structure, effectiveness is
dependent on how well knowledge is shared between individuals, teams, or units
(Alavi and Leidner 2001, Argote et al. 2000). However, despite the emphasis on and
interest in motivational factors when studying the knowledge sharing and utilization
process, there are several limitations of the existing literature. There are no coherent,
integrated, theoretical frameworks of the motivational factors that explain how
knowledge is transferred between knowledge providers and recipients. More
importantly, the documented empirical studies have rarely considered both providers
and recipients simultaneously as they are engaged in the process of knowledge

exchange and utilization, and then are utilized in ways that benefit performance.

Previous research has noted that organizational knowledge sharing behaviour involves
important social processes (Argote et al., 2000; Lindqvist, 2005). For example,
Bresnen and colleagues (2003) examine the social factors that enhance the transfer of
knowledge in project-based organizations, and find that knowledge transfer in project
settings relies very heavily on social forces. Following this line of research, with its
focus on the social forces that underlie the knowledge management process, some
researchers have turned to behavioural theories to better understand the knowledge
transfer process. To this end, we begin to address existing research limitations in this

study by drawing upon three complementary motivational theories and promoting a
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new powerful theory to explain the motivational mechanisms underlying knowledge
transfer and utilization. A wealth of evidence indicated that, a new and powerful
perspective which brings out well should first highlight at least below three main

focal reasons prior to unfolding the well-justified theorization.

1.1.1 Reasons for studying the knowledge sharing behavior in knowledge
intensive firms

Knowledge sharing behaviour among employees provides opportunities for mutual
learning (Huber, 1991), which result in improved employee performance (Reinholt et
al., 2011), team effectiveness (Tsai, 2001) and organizational performance (Hansen,
2002).As the term implies, knowledge sharing presumes a relation between at least
two parties, one that possess knowledge and the other that acquires knowledge. Both
parties in a dyadic relationship have important strategic considerations before
providing or seeking knowledge. For this reason, there have been active researches in
understanding the drivers and impediments concerning employees’ knowledge
provision and acquisition in the literature (Bordia et al., 2006; Bock et al., 2005;
Kankanhalli et al., 2005; Quigley et al., 2007; Reagans and McEvily, 2003). Previous
studies have emphasized the causal factors concerning knowledge sharing behaviour
from various perspectives. Extant research acknowledges the properties of knowledge
itself, such as its degree of articulation and aggregation (Spender,1996) and the
properties of the individuals who share (or fail to share), such as the degree of
motivation, opportunity, and ability as predictors of knowledge sharing (Adler &

Kwon, 2002; Argote et al., 2003; Hansen & Nohria, 2004; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998;
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Szulanski, 1996). Considering macro-level environmental properties, Wang and Noe
(2010) provided a more comprehensive review and summarized five categories of
factors that facilitate knowledge sharing. They were organizational contextual factors
such as climate and rewards; interpersonal and team characteristics such as diversity
and social network; cultural characteristics for knowledge sharing in multinational
firms; individual characteristics such as personalities; and motivational factors such as

trust and attitudes.

To frame and explore mainstream perspectives from multiple factors impacting
knowledge sharing at the individual level, we identifies team characteristics,
motivational factors and the individual characteristics from above five categories that
dominated the knowledge sharing literature. Among various team characteristics,
network centrality and tie strength are the key constructs identified for knowledge
sharing to take place (Cross & Cummings, 2004). We label this as the network
perspective in studying knowledge sharing. As for motivational factors, perceived
costs and benefits, justice, and trust are the key constructs of interest. Since these
scholars put heavy emphases on the social exchange between the knowledge sharing
parties (Gagné, 2009), we label this as the relational perspective in studying
knowledge sharing. The third major factor leading to knowledge sharing relates to
personal characteristics of the employees such as their altruistic inclinations

(McNeely & Meglino, 1994). Since this view focuses on dispositional factors of the
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employees, we label this as the dispositional perspective in studying knowledge

sharing.

1.1.2 Reasons for identifying the self regulation perspective for explaining
phenomenon

Researchers have increasingly drawn on principles of self-regulation to understand
motivated behaviour in organizations (Bolino, 2012; Carver & Scheier, 1998; Lord et
al., 2010; Vancouver, 2008; Vancouver & Day, 2005). An established documentary
view has shown that knowledge sharing enables individuals to adapt and respond to
continuously changing goals and role expectations (De Stobbeleir et al., 2011; Tsui &
Ashford, 1994) and improve their task performance (Chen et al., 2007). Knowledge
provision and acquisition in this view are two tactics used to achieve better fit with a
highly competitive environment through transferring specific expertise and accessing
to best practise. This framing fits the tenets of self-regulation theory very well,
because the process that employees actively engage in knowledge sharing behaviour,
manifested as establishing professional image, learning best practice, acquiring
task-specific feedback is consistent with self-regulation theory’s emphasis on
individuals® ability to guide their own goal-directed activities and performance by
setting their own standards, monitoring their progress toward these standards, and
seeking feedback to reduce the discrepancies between the current state and one’s goal
(Carver & Scheier, 1981; Vohs & Baumeister, 2004). Self-regulation scholars have
recommended that such goal striving process model reflects how distal dispositional

traits influence outcomes through progressively more proximal processes (Chen,
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Whiteman, Gully, & Kilcullen, 2000; Kanfer & Heggestad, 1997; Vallerand, 2000;
VandeWalle et al., 1999). Further, growing evidences suggest that, employees who
skilled in self-regulation are more productive and can respond to the complexity and
dynamic pace of their immediate environment in a timely fashion (Ashford & Tsui,
1991; Bell & Kozlowski, 2002). In this pursuit, a new perspective explaining
knowledge sharing might brighten a promising avenue for examining a full spectrum
of motivational and self-regulation processes that lead to knowledge sharing and

performance outcome.

1.1.3 Reasons for investigating goal orientation as antecedents for knowledge
sharing behaviour

Although there are strong theoretical reasons to expect a strong connection between
self-regulation and goal achievement (Creed, 2009; Kanfer, 1990; Vancouver, 2000),
researches have yet to verify this linkage empirically. Given that self-regulation
research has highlighted the importance of goals, it has typically focused narrowly on
a single task goal and has neglected the mediating tactics between goals and job
performance (Porath & Bateman, 2006). In the working environment, individuals
have multiple goals continuously vying for the control of attention. The impressive
supports for the role of dispositional individual difference and context factors in
employee performance (Janssen & Yperen, 2004) suggest this linkage should be
expanded to goal orientation theory, which has become the leading paradigm in
achievement motivation research (DeShon & Gillespie, 2005). Goal orientation

construct has been examined as a function of trait-based individual difference, but can
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be activated by a variety of situational factors, such as the task difficulty, structure
and responsibility that are given (Kozlowski et al, 2001). Goal orientations are
believed to create different perceptual-cognitive frameworks for how individuals
approach, interpret, and respond to achievement situations (Barron & Harackiewicz,
2000; Duda, 2001; Dweck, 1999; Pintrich, 2000; Van Yperen, 2003). Different goal
orientations predispose the nature, focus, and quality of self-regulatory goal striving
process. Achievement goal theorists have delineated two distinct types of goals that
vary as a function of how competence is defined (Dweck, 2006), namely,
performance goal and learning goal. During the process of knowledge provision and
acquisition, performance goals should orient the focus of self-regulation to improve
performance scores; in contrast, learning goals should orient the focus of
self-regulation to the task mastery and proficiency. Researchers have further
distinguished each goal into a bipolar construct, which includes approach and
avoidance dimensions differ as a function of valence (Elliot & Thrash, 2002). Two
approach-based orientations motivate affective and cognitive processes that facilitate
optimal task engagement, whereas two avoid-based orientation‘s' motivate
self-protective processes that interfere with optimal task engagement (Porath &
Bateman, 2006). In our subsequent interest, particularly, are the rationale and unique
contribution offered by approach and avoidance distinctions on basis of knowledge

sharing motivation and the resulting performance.
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1.2  Research Gap

The above three perspectives stated at the beginning of this chapter have pinpointed
most common competing individual factors explaining knowledge sharing. However,
they have been deficient in one or more of the key issues identified below. Network
perspective may be problematic as network position advantage benefits only a few
key people who occupy rich resources in an organization, which little attention is paid
to heterogeneity across individuals. More importantly, network position in an
organization or a group is difficult to build but easy to change in today’s team-based
organizational structures which filled up with uncertainty and vulnerability (Gargiulo
et al., 2009). Such relatively thin micro-foundation may fail to capture vital
explanatory mechanism on the individual level. Thus, Reinholt et al., (2008) argues
that insights in relational motivation needed to be integrated with network measures to
better illustrate knowledge sharing in organizations. Empirically, scholars holding
social exchange perspective verified that employees who have high level of centrality
and tie strength in the network may not have knowledge sharing behaviours when
there is a lack of trust and reciprocity in such networks (Gargiulo, et al., 2009;
Obstfeld, 2005).Arguably, however, underlying social exchange perspective is the
assumption that the positive relationship between trust and knowledge sharing
behaviour is endogenous with respect to the dynamic exchange environment.
However, knowledge providers and seekers are always adjusting their exchange
relationship with each other to weather volatile task situations and competitive

environment. Dispositional perspective, benefits from its stable attributes, rise in
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response to above controversial issues. However, researchers cast altruism as a distal
variable only account for knowledge provision, which remains to be an incomplete
theorization in the sense that it has not shed much light on the more proximal
motivation mechanism of both knowledge provision and acquisition. Failing to
account for these omissions might result in inappropriate applications of above three

dominant theories and inaccurate portrayals of casual order and endogeneity.

To this end, a new and powerful perspective which brings out well should ﬁrst
highlight at Jeast three main foci prior to unfolding the well-justified theorization.

First, there are no coherent, integrated, theoretical frameworks of the motivational
factors that explain how knowledge is transferred between knowledge providers and
recipients and then is utilized in ways that benefit performance (Quigley et al., 2007).
Principally, among precious perspectives, there is a common assumption that in most
knowledge intensive work setting, knowledge sharing is a complex process triggered
both by the static personality difference and dynamic task demands. Therefore,
Following Kanfer (1991) that used a distal-proximal framework for examining trait
based dispositional effects in a more theoretical context, knowledge sharing behaviour
should be better predicted by simultaneously modelling the cognitive, affective and

behaviour constructs to identify the whole picture of knowledge sharing phenomenon.
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1.3 Research Objectives

The main objective of this study is to bridge theoretical gaps in three perspectives and
proceed towards a comprehensive understanding for employee knowledge sharing
continuance. Under the knowledge intensive work domain, knowledge sharing
behaviour is a far higher bar than the one for exchange information, because seckers
must be motivated by the goal that knowledge acquired is superior to what they
already know at the risk of possible perceived incompetence judged by colleagues. At
the same time, contributors must be stimulated by the goal that knowledge provided is
instrumental to career enhancement at the expense of time and resources. The
increasing emphasis on the processes that enable an individual to guide goal directed
activities over time and across changing circumstances is emerging (Deci & Ryan,
2000), which is grounded on the premise that employees initiate and persist in
knowledge sharing behaviour to the extent that they believe such behaviour will lead

to desired outcomes or goals.

The knowledge shared is an intangible private asset in the context of an organization,
when their efforts are neither directly measurable nor sanctionable. My research
question then proposed given the extensive literature review and organization
observation: Why some employees engage in a high level of knowledge sharing
behaviour while others are reluctant to do so? The whole mechanism examined
through the my new and promising lens of work on knowledge sharing behaviour

study, I model knowledge acquisition and provision two different facets of knowledge
10



Chapter 1: Introduction

sharing methods in this study and link them together into a comprehensive and
multi-theoretical model to discover the reasoning behind a high level of knowledge

sharing behaviour and subsequent performance rating enhancement.

1.4 Research Design

In an attempt to address these important research issues discover from literature
review and observation from the real world, I carry the study of the knowledge
sharing behaviour within two knowledge intensives firms under the same financial
group. King and Zeithaml (2003) proposed a four-step methodology for studying
organizational knowledge that I follow in the present study: (1) defining scope; (2)
protocol design; (3) data collection: interviews; and (4) data collection: survey.

I first defined the scope of the study. I selected research site as a large corporate bank
that is highly engaged in trying to reuse knowledge as a basis for competitive
advantage. Banking is a knowledge-intensive industry, in which a firm’s ability to use
its knowledge resources to create solutions for its clients is its main source of

competitive advantage.

The second step of the study, protocol design, consisted of a number of telephone
conference calls with executives at the target firm to better understand the company’s
knowledge management efforts and to design an appropriate research study. These
conversations indicated that knowledge sharing behaviour has been increasing

important for managerial practice throughout the whole company operations. How to

11
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activate the motivators has drawn more and more attention for human resource and

strategic management.

I settled on a two-phase data collection process consisting of in-depth interviews
followed by a large sample survey.

In the first phase of the data collection I conducted 20 in-depth interviews with
employees from various departments within a large division of the firm. Respondents
in phase one were asked questions concerning the knowledge sharing motivation,
obstacles, issues in their working environments. The goals of these interviews were to
refine the research questions and theoretical model within the context of the research
site, to identify the relevant knowledge provision and acquisition in organization
setting, to become familiar with the terminology used by members of the organization
in order to design a survey instrument for the second phase of the study, and to
identify the appropriate sample for the survey (the survey instrument and procedure
are described in detail in the chapter four method section). These interviews helped
me gain an understanding of the whole knowledge sharing behaviour process and
provided us with the theoretical perspectives we used to develop my conceptual
model of knowledge sharing behaviour. The in-depth interviews were summarized in

the chapter four in detail for my theorization in this study.

Based on these interviews, I developed a multi-theoretical model, linking knowledge
acquisition and provision, as shown in our theoretical model depicted in Figure 2 of

12
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chapter three. My theoretical model incorporates two sections, namely, extant
theoretical perspective compression and a new theoretical perspective opening, each
of which addresses one of two research questions. First, we use social exchange
theory, social network theory, and dispositional theory to develop a set of hypotheses
regarding the factors that influence the frequency with which individuals contribute
their valuable knowledge to colleagues in need and individuals acquire knowledge
from colleagues. In the second section of the model, we use goal orientation theory
and self-regulation perspective to generate a model of the factors that explaining
employees engage in different level of knowledge acquisition and provision,
respectively, and in turn, self regulate these two behaviours into accordingly
performance rating. To better investigate and verify the research model effectiveness
proposed in this study, I then test the whole set of hypotheses introduced in chapter
three. This study was conducted in three main stages: literature review, analysis of the
knowledge sharing behaviour mechanism, and verification, which portrayed in figure

1 list at the end of the chapter below.
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1.5  Structure of the Thesis

This paper is organized into six sections including this introduction. The next section
surveys the salient literature to identify antecedents to employees' attitudes regarding
knowledge sharing, and describes our data gathering activities to complement the
existing literature. The third section presents the research model and develops the
research hypotheses characterizing the relationships depicted in the model. The fourth
section describes our research methods, while the fifth discusses the results and their
implications for research and practice. The last section summarizes the study's

contributions.
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Research design

Stage 1: Literature

review

Action:

1, Indentify definition of
knowledge sharing behaviour
2, Review characteristics of
goal orientations

3, Review drivers and
impendent of knowledge
provision and acquisition

4, review of self regulation
perspective

Outcomes:
Research gap

Chapters :
Chapters: 1, 2

Figure 1

Stage 2: Analysis of
knowledge sharing

behaviour mechanism

Actions:

1 Pilot study

1.1 In-depth interview for

theorization

1.2 Questionnaire survey

2 Data collection:
Questionnaire survey

3 Data analysis

3.1 CFA Analysis

3.2 Hierarchical regression

analysis

3.3 Bootstrapping method

Outcomes

Obejectivel: A profile of
drivers & inhibiters of KSB
Objective 2: Factors affecting
employee performance rating
Objective 3: Goal orientation
dimensionality & Validity

Objectives 4: mediating role of

knowledge sharing behaviour
between goal orientation and
performance rating.

Chapters
Chapter 3.4.5

Stage 3: Verification

Actions

1, Hypotheses testing
2, Result explanation
3, Additional survey
(two-wave design)

Outcomes

Verification of findings
Objective 5: new theoretical
contribution & future
suggestion

Chapters
Chapter 5, 6
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1.6 Summary of the Chapter

Managing knowledge sharing has been a significant topic for contemporary
organization. In the existing literature, three main theoretical perspectives are usually
examined interdependently by researchers. As a result, it is difficult to view, through a
coherent theoretical lens, the internal cognitive-affective mechanism illustrating the
two knowledge sharing behaviour process. The main objective of this study is to
bridge this gap and progress toward a comprehensive understanding of knowledge

sharing behaviour continuance.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review

2.1 The importance of manage knowledge in organization
2.2.1 Organizational knowledge definition

In the knowledge-based view of the firm (Grant, 1996; Spender 1996), knowledge is
the foundation of a firm's competitive advantage and, ultimately, the primary driver of
a firm's value. Inherently, however, knowledge resides within individuals (Nonaka
and Konno 1998) and, more specifically, in the employees who create, recognize,

archive, access, and apply knowledge in carrying out their tasks.

In the knowledge management literature, knowledge held at the individual level has
been defined to have a variety of properties (Argote et al, 2003), including tacit versus
explicit (Hansen, 1999; Reagans & McEvily, 2003). Drawing on the work of Nonaka
(1994) explicated two dimensions of knowledge in organizations: tacit and explicit.
Rooted in action, experience, and involvement in a specific context, the tacit
dimension of knowledge is comprised of both cognitive and technical elements
(Nonaka 1994). The cognitive element refers to an individual's mental models
consisting of mental maps, beliefs, paradigms, and viewpoints. The technical
component consists of concrete know-how, crafts, and skills that apply to a specific
context. On the other hand, explicit knowledge refers to knowledge that has been

articulated, codified, and stored in certain media, such as textbook, documents, and
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database. It can be readily transmitted to others. In my research domain, I mainly

focus on the tacit dimension part of knowledge.

2.1.2 Knowledge management in knowledge intensive firms

Knowledge management is the process of capturing, developing, sharing, and
effectively using organizational knowledge (Davenport, 1994). Knowledge-based
resources include all the intellectual abilities and knowledge possessed by employees,
as well as their capacity to learn and acquire more knowledge. Thus,
knowledge-based resources include what employees have mastered as well as their
potential for adapting and acquiring new information. Unlike physical assets, the
value of knowledge-based assets increases rather than decreases with more frequency
usage. When there is no deliberate effort to capture and share knowledge, key
information may be lost or ignored (Wachter, 1999). A knowledge-based perspective
of the firm builds upon and extends the resource-based theory of the firm initially
promoted by Penrose (1959) and expanded by others (Barney 1991; Conner 1991;

Wemerfelt, 1984).

The knowledge-based perspective postulates that the services rendered by tangible
resources depend on how they are combined and applied, which is in turn a function
of the firm's know-how. This knowledge is embedded in and carried through multiple
entities including organization culture and identity, routines, policies, systems, and

documents, as well as individual employees resources are usually difficult to imitate
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and socially complex, the knowledge based view of the firm posits that these

knowledge assets may produce long-term sustainable competitive advantage.

In today’s dynamic global economy, knowledge is viewed as a key strategic and
competitive resource by organizations, and effective management of individual
knowledge within the work place has become critical to business success (Grant,
1996). An organization that does not have formal knowledge sharing practices in
place fails to leverage its employees’ intellectual capital for business innovation and
growth. In the past, implementing cutting-edge technology was the typical first step
towards promoting knowledge sharing. However, such technological infrastructure,
while essential to knowledge capture and exchange, is only effective to the extent it is
utilized in a continuous manner. To achieve sustained knowledge sharing that
improves organizational profitability and enhances employee performance, academic
research have found that technological investments must be complemented with
management practices that motivate employees to share knowledge on a continuous

basis (Davenport & Prusak, 2000).
2.1.3 Knowledge sharing behaviour: knowledge acquisition and provision.

Knowledge sharing behaviour can be defined as a social interaction process, involving
the exchange of employee knowledge, experiences, and skills through the whole
department or organization. Knowledge sharing is an important part of building
knowledge-based competitive advantage (Argote & Ingram, 2000). Researchers have

identified four major mechanisms for individuals to share their knowledge in
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organizations: first, contribution of knowledge to organizational databases; second,
sharing knowledge in formal interactions within or across teams or work units; third,
sharing knowledge in informal interactions among individuals; and fourth, sharing
knowledge within communities of practice, which are voluntary forums of employees
around a topic of interest (Bartol& Srivastava, 2002). Knowledge sharing often

involves mutual exchanges among individuals.

Knowledge sharing can be studied and managed at organizational, group, and
individual levels of analysis (Jackson, Chuang, Harden, & Jiang, 2006). The premise
of the present research, however, is that organizational and group knowledge sharing
are always ultimately rooted in individual behaviours and their drivers (Foss et al.,
2009), more specifically, are individual motivation to share knowledge. More broadly,
arguments that posit links between organizational variables, such as HRM practices,
and organizational outcomes, such as organizational-level knowledge sharing, must
refer to individual-level mechanism , that is, individuals® motivations, cognition, and
behaviours, and the interaction among those individuals (Coleman, 1990; Elster, 1989;

Felin & Foss, 20006).

Hansen (1999) defined knowledge sharing as the provision or receipt of task
information, know-how and other pertinent issues. Knowledge sharing involves an
exchange process with two dimensions, knowledge provision and knowledge
acquisition (e.g., Gargiulo, Ertug & Galunic, 2009; Reinholt et al., 2011). When
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employees share any part of their work knowledge to their colleagues, they are
indulging in knowledge provision behaviours (Bartol & Srivastava, 2002; Bock et al.,
2005). When they seek work information and know-how from colleagues, they are
engaging in knowledge acquisition behaviours (Reinholt et al., 2011). More specific
to this study, knowledge sharing behaviour refers to the engagement of individuals in
an organization to provide or seek knowledge with colleagues, which emphasizing

person to person mechanism.

2.2  Knowledge sharing behavior motivations

2.2.1 Drivers and impediments and knowledge sharing

The objective of this section is to deepen our understanding of the factors that
facilitate or hamper employees' tendencies to engage in knowledge-sharing
behaviours. The potential benefits of an effective knowledge sharing include the time
and costs saved by reusing and leveraging existing knowledge rather than creating
new knowledge from scratch, or the achievement of greater efficiencies and

economies of scale.

A great amount of imperative drivers and impendent are classified as different
rationales related to knowledge sharing research. Wang and Noe (2010) provided a
more comprehensive review and summarized five categories of factors that facilitate
knowledge sharing. They were organizational contextual factors such as climate and
rewards; interpersonal and team characteristics such as diversity and social network;

cultural characteristics for knowledge sharing in multinational firms; individual
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characteristics such as personalities; and motivational factors such as trust and
attitudes. The Motivations identified above have been identified as key determinant of
knowledge sharing behaviour. Two broad classes of motivation — extrinsic and

intrinsic have been defined and examined across various contexts and studies (Deci

&Ryan, 1987).

Extrinsic motivation focuses on the goal-driven reasons, e.g. rewards or benefits
earned when performing an activity (Deci &Ryan, 1985), while intrinsic motivation
indicates the pleasure and inherent satisfaction derived from a specific activity.
Together, extrinsic and intrinsic motivation influences individual intentions regarding

an activity as well as their actual behaviours (Davis et al., 1992).

Szulanski (1996) identified lack of motivation of knowledge source as an important
impediment to the transfer of best practices within an organization. It’s widely
examined by researchers that top three impediments for knowledge acquisition and
provision are: fear of losing superiority arising due to ownership of that knowledge,
perception of not being adequately rewarded for a knowledge sharing behaviour, and
the consumption of time and resources that employees have to devote for such

behaviour.
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2.2.2 Extrinsic motivation and Intrinsic motivation of knowledge acquisition

From an extrinsic motivational perspective, individual knowledge acquisition
behaviour is driven by its perceived values and the benefits of the action. When
employees believe they can receive organizational rewards by competence
enhancement through knowledge acquisition, they will develop more positive
attitudes toward and intentions regarding this behaviour. Bartol and Locke (2000)
identified several important aspects of organizational reward systems for extrinsic
motivation that are useful for motivating individuals to perform the knowledge

acquisition.

From an intrinsic motivational perspective, individual knowledge acquisition
behaviour is evoked by the need of employees to equip functional competence and
enrich professional knowledge to pave a solid foundation for long term career success
in their specific work domain. Employees possess intrinsic motivation to engage in
knowledge acquisition will more less sensitive to the organizational reward system or

environment change, which is more stable.
2.2.3  Extrinsic motivation and intrinsic motivation of knowledge provision

From an extrinsic motivational perspective, individual behaviour is driven by its
perceived values and the benefits of the action. The fundamental goals of extrinsically
motivated behaviours are to receive organizational rewards or reciprocal benefits
(Kowal & Fortier, 1999).0Organizational rewards are useful for motivating individuals

to perform knowledge provision, which can range from monetary incentives such as
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increased salary and bonuses to non-monetary awards such as promotions and job
security. Several organizations have introduced reward systems to encourage
employees to share their knowledge, such as count knowledge contributions to

performance appraisal system.

From an intrinsic motivational perspective, individual knowledge provision behaviour
is evoked by the need of employees to feel competence and self-determination in
dealing with their environment (Deci, 1975). Competence or self-efficacy is defined
as the judgments of individuals regarding their capabilities to organize and execute
courses of action required to achieve specific levels of performance (Bandura, 1986).
Competence or self-efficacy can help motivate employees to provide knowledge with
colleagues (Wasko & Faraj, 2005). Researchers have also found that employees with
high confidence in their ability to provide valuable knowledge are more likely to

accomplish specific tasks (Bock & Kim, 2002).
2.3 The positive relationship between knowledge sharing behavior
and employee performances

2.3.1 The rationale for knowledge sharing behavior influence employee
performances

I now turn to a detail discussion of the outcome of knowledge sharing behaviour. In
knowledge-intensive company, the proprietary knowledge that resides in the minds of

a company’s professionals is a source of competitive advantage. A competitive
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advantage from knowledge is gained through the productive internal exchange of
insights that help employee think differently as they make decisions and take actions.

According to self regulation theory, employees use different striving or task
engagement strategies to accomplish desired outcomes such as performing well on
their jobs. Impressive literature that supports the role of knowledge acquisition and
provision in performance enhancement suggest that the linkage should be expanded
and continued. It is surprising, however, that so little is known about the knowledge
sharing behaviour employees undertake to manage and enhance their performance
through progressively proximal process empirically. We now turn to the explanation
of how knowledge acquisition and provision these two self regulation tactics

influence employees’ performance.

Employees may strive to enhance performance using knowledge provision strategy,
characterized by a focus or concern for how to impress colleagues, demonstrate
professionalism, and capitalize knowledge, or using knowledge acquisition strategy,
characterized by a focus or concern for how to improve skills, learn lessons, and gain
expertise. Both knowledge acquisition and knowledge provision involve motivation to
approach or attain achievement goals, but they differ in their orientations towards how
to successfully attain the goal. In some situations the use of one facet of knowledge
sharing behaviour would be more beneficial than the other. For instance, when
employees are at the new comer stage, or shoulder a challenging and significant

assignment, they are more likely to seek out knowledge related to fulfilling the job
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demands or requirement. On this side, knowledge acquisition strategy may be more
beneficial than knowledge provision, as it likely leads employees to adjust to the work
requirement quickly and accomplish achievement smoothly. In contrast, when
employees have already built up career path, or handle manageable and controllable
assignment, they are more likely to contribute knowledge to promote their
professionalism and expert status. On this side, knowledge provision strategy may be
more beneficial than knowledge acquisition, as it likely leads employees to actualize
career potential and develop brilliant reputation. As these examples illustrate,
different situations requires different knowledge sharing strategies. On most jobs,
employees may face different situational requirements over time and therefore need to
appropriately adopt knowledge acquisition and provision strategies at different times
to maintain optimal overall job performance. In particular, the same employees may
be able to engage in either strategy or shift between the two strategists to arrive the
best balance for performance enhancement over time, depending on employees’
exposure to particular situational stimuli at work. Principally, work-specific

knowledge sharing behaviour is moderately stable over time.

Growing evidences have suggested that employees are more productive when
engaging in knowledge provision. Knowledge provision is an important self
regulation tactic for performance enhancement. First, given the fact that knowledge
has a lifespan and can be short-lived, therefore, make use of own knowledge before it

loses its value is instrumental for improving performance. Active knowledge

27



Chapter 2: Literature Review

provision may be essential for employees to get a better understanding of functional
competence, identify deficiencies more effectively, and integrate this experience into
practice, which untimely should improve performance. Second, knowledge providers
gain more than lose. Although there is a concern for diluting knowledge value when
disseminating private professional expertise to public, knowledge provision is a
synergistic process—-employees get more out than you put in by learning while
providing. This “double-loop” learning mode entails employees to achieve more

productive solutions from multiple perspectives.

Third, in knowledge-intensive work setting, it is common that colleagues may have
similar ideas with you. If employees do not make knowledge productive with the
action of putting the idea into words that helps to shape and improve that idea then
someone else with similar ideas will. Working collaboratively helps employees
achieve more than they would do working alone by a way of promoting these ideas

and making them visible to others (Ashford et al., 2003; Morrison & Bies, 1991).

Another point with which we are principally concerned in this study is the other facet
of knowledge sharing behaviour--knowledge acquisition’s effect on employees’
performance rating. Despite some controversial view that seeking knowledge from
peers frequently is an indication that such kinds of employees are not competent
enough to handle their tasks independently, we posit that a high level of knowledge

acquisition exert positive effect on performance rating for the following three reasons.
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First, by seeking and applying best practice employees can free up time for shaping a
clear picture of how to proceed in work and ideas, more strategically, to think outside
of the box, consider alternatives, and generate more ideas (Madjar, 2005), thereby
facilitating subsequent adjusting and improvement to ideas and routines. Knowledge
acquisition, in this sense, suggests new paths to push work forward and stimulate new

ideas for improving working processes.

Second, ask for a diverse number of sources for work-related problem solutions and
lessons learnt from past experiences are of significant help to get new insights into
work. It increases exposure to potentially differing problems and views. This diversity
of input gives those who seek broadly a greater chance of coming up with more
productive and effective solutions into their work and pushing the boundaries of

existing knowledge.

Third, feedback seeking, which plays as an important form of knowledge acquisition,
is conductive to effective performance. Explicitly, it reduces uncertainty associated
with the changing nature of work, which enable employees to adapt and respond to
continually changing goals and role expectation. More significantly, by reducing
discrepancies between the current state and one’s goals, and it is much more likely to
positively correlate performance by motivating individuals and directing them toward

effective performance enhancement.
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2.4  Three dominant theoretical perspectives predicting knowledge

sharing behavior
2.4.1 Social network theory

Social network theory is important to organizational behaviours because the
organizations are embedded in complex networks of social relations (Chae et al.,
2005). Both practical experience and scholarly research have made clear that social
network critically effect knowledge sharing behaviour in organizations. (Martin &
Tsai, 2003). Much research has focused on the characteristics of social networks as
key predictors of knowledge sharing, such as network centrality, tie strength and
network size (Cross & Cummings, 2004; Mors, 2010). The basic argument of the
structural perspective is that employees with high centrality serve as the linking pins
of other employees. They would be the centre of knowledge and would, therefore,

have a higher chance of taking knowledge from and providing information to others.

In the network literature, most structural studies typically rely on either centrality or
tie strength and then draw a link with the outcome (Gabbay & Leenders, 2001). Tie
strength represents the strength and affiliation of the dyadic relationship (Krackhardt,
1992), whereas centrality represents the criticality of the position inside the network
(Sparrowe et al., 2001). For knowledge intensive work, knowledge required for
employees are often dynamic since new projects and routines ask for latest
information and expertise. Employees in central network positions can, therefore,

have privileged knowledge-sharing opportunities and thereby access to new
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knowledge (Wasserman & Faust, 1994). Employees who are centrally positioned in a
working group have a relatively high proportion of direct ties to other members, and
are likely to more aware of colleagues’ expertise within a network should be more
easily to reach out to the right people at the right time when presented with unique
challenges or opportunities. Meanwhile, employees who are more centralized in a
group or department will be more likely to convey complex ideas or solutions to
diverse audience and responding to their problems appropriately. Consequently,
others will tend to turn to them for knowledge-sharing purposes, thereby further
increasing their engagement in knowledge providing behaviour. As such, employees
high in network centrality have many knowledge-sharing opportunities and are
therefore likely to engage in a high extent of both knowledge providing and seeking

behaviour with colleagues (Anderson, 2008).

2.4.2 Social exchange theory

Social network theorists have focused on structural properties of networks in
explaining knowledge sharing behaviours. However, some scholars have questioned
this link since high level of centrality and tie strength may impede the actual sharing
of sharing behaviour caused by lack of trust and reciprocity in such networks
(Gargiulo, et al., 2009; Obstfeld, 2005). Scholars from this social exchange
perspective used a relational concept, trust, to explain employees’ underlying
motivation for knowledge sharing behaviours. Since knowledge sharing behaviour
presumes a relation between at least two parties, one that possess knowledge and the

other that acquires knowledge, both parties in a dyadic relationship have important
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strategic considerations before providing or seeking knowledge. The problems for the
person provide trust is whether or how much to trust the trustee. The problem for the
trustee is to decide, if trusted, whether and how much to reciprocate that trust.
Therefore, as an largely voluntary behaviour with uncertain rewards (Davenport et
al.,1998), the sharing of knowledge can be conceptualized as an exchange where one
party gives explicit or tacit knowledge such intangible currency that stored within

individuals to another party.

Blau’s (1964) conceptualization of exchange theory distinguishes between economic
exchange relationships, which are based on strict exchanges, and social exchange
relationships, which are based on long-term and unspecified exchanges of tangible
and intangible obligations. Although social exchange theory has been applied to the
knowledge sharing literature to help understand why and when people share
knowledge (Tiwana & Bush, 2001; Bock & Kim, 2002), difficulties in defining and
operationalizing the degree of social exchange have hampered the empirical study of
its relationship with knowledge sharing behaviours. In this study, we posit that the
level of trust is a key indicator of the degree of social exchange between two
employees. While trust is not social exchange, it is one of the most important factors
leading to social exchange. Consistent with Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman (1995),
trust is defined here as the willingness to be vulnerable to another party when that
party cannot be controlled or monitored. This definition explicitly recognizes the

relationship between trust and the critical issue of risk (Deutsch, 1958), since risk is
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inherent in vulnerability (Mayer and Gavin 2005). This conceptualization is well
evident in most of the in-depth interviews we conducted to build up the theoretical
framework of this study. For example, employees are reluctant to provide crucial
knowledge to the peers they distrust for the fear of losing ownership and superiority.
Additionally, individuals who provide information must trust that the given
knowledge will be used appropriately. In knowledge seeking context, interpersonal
trust comes into play because requestors must allow themselves to be vulnerable to
their colleagues, for instance, by acknowledging their lack of knowledge in a certain
domain. More importantly, the requestors may also need to trust that their colleagues
will provide information that is accurate and helpful. The trust literature (Dirks &
Ferrin 2001; Mayer et al 1995) has provided considerable evidence that trusting
relationships lead to greater knowledge exchange: When trust exists, people are more
willing to give useful knowledge (Andrews and Delahay 2000, Tsai and Ghoshal
1998) and are also more willing to listen to and absorb others’ knowledge (Levin,

1999; Srinivas, 2000).

2.4.3 Dispositional theory

The third perspective about knowledge sharing behaviours is the dispositional
approach. Scholars holding this view argue that some individuals would have strong
feeling of self-efficacious and would have stronger tendency of sharing with others.
There was evidence that altruistic inclinations and enjoyment in helping others
motivated employees to engage in knowledge provision (Lin, 2007; Kankanhalli, Tan,

& Wei, 2005). The dispositional approach has two limitations. First, it only explains
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why employees would provide knowledge, but not why they would seek knowledge.
Second, attributing knowledge sharing to dispositional tendencies to share does not
offer a theoretical explanation of the internal psychological mechanism driving

knowledge sharing among employees.

Previous research on altruism has demonstrated that people enjoy helping others
(Baumeister, 1982). Truly altruistic behaviour would be motivated by concern for the
well-being of others and, by implication, indifferent to one's own potential gain and
benefit ( Baumeister 1982). Hence, this study proposes knowledge self-efficacy and
enjoyment in helping others as employees’ intrinsic salient beliefs to explain
knowledge sharing behaviours Enjoyment in helping others derives from the concept
of altruism. Organ(1988) defined altruism as including discretionary behaviours that
help specific others with organizationally relevant tasks or problems. Knowledge
workers may be motivated by relative altruism owing to their desire to help others
( Constant et al., 1996). Previous research shows that employees are intrinsically
motivated to contribute knowledge because engaging in intellectual pursuits and
solving problems is challenging or pleasurable, and because they enjoy helping others
(Wasko& Faraj, 2005). Knowledge contributors who derive enjoyment from helping
others may be more favourably oriented towards knowledge sharing and more

inclined to share knowledge.
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2.5 Summary of the theoretical limitation in extant three
perspectives

As explained above, three basic perspectives were used to study knowledge sharing at
the individual level in the literature.

The first one is the network perspective. The basic argument is that employees who
are in the centre of the network, usually represented by network centrality and tie
strength, would have higher chances of providing and seeking knowledge from others
(Cross & Cummings, 2004; Mors, 2010).However, the usefulness of network help
from this perspective is problematic. The knowledge seeker has no direct way of
assessing the provider’s reliability, expertise, possible strategic motives for
misinformation. In a similar vein, the knowledge provider has little information about
the seeker and therefore may misunderstand the request for advice, use inappropriate
assumptions in generating knowledge help, or formulate knowledge using concepts or

experience not shared with the seeker.

The second group of studies on knowledge sharing uses the relational perspective,
this view of knowledge sharing is based on the basic premise that employees seeking
and provide knowledge to each other with the expectations of future reciprocation.
Trust is, therefore, a key factor affecting employees’ knowledge sharing behaviours.
There is ample evidence that when there is higher trust between the two parties, they
are more willing to engage in cooperative interactions and knowledge exchange (Chiu,
Hsu, & Wang, 2006; Nahapiet, S Ghoshal, 1998; Szulanski, Cappetta, & Jensen,
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2004). A basic premise of the exchange perspective is that every employee tries to
seek knowledge because knowledge acquisition is beneficial. However, knowledge
provision is costly because time and efforts are required to share one’s knowledge
with colleagues. Knowledge sharing is also costly because one would lose one’s
ownership of the expertise and referent power once the knowledge is shared. The
major reason of knowledge provision is future expectations of reciprocity from the
knowledge seeker based on the trusting relationship between the parties. I question
this basic assumption and argue that there are both advantages and disadvantages of
knowledge provision and knowledge acquisition. Employees would weigh the cost
and benefits involved when making decisions of whether to provide or acquire

knowledge.

The third perspective about knowledge sharing behaviours is the dispositional
approach. Scholars holding this view argue that some individuals would have strong
feeling of self enjoyment and stratification when providing help and knowledge when
colleagues in need. The dispositional approach has two limitations. First, it only
explains why employees would provide knowledge, but not why they would seek
knowledge. Second, attributing knowledge sharing to dispositional tendencies to share
does not offer a theoretical explanation of the internal psychological mechanism

driving knowledge sharing among employees.

According to the goal orientation theory (Deshon & Gillespie; 2005; Dweck &

Leggett, 1988), goal orientations work as a mental framework that directs individuals’
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information seeking and processing, regulatory attention, and resource allocation as
well as their engagement in behaviours. Drawing on goal orientation theory, we
propose that the aforementioned four types of goal orientations (e.g., Cury et al., 2006;
Elliot, & McGregor, 2001) have varied impacts on individuals’ interpretation of the
benefits and costs of knowledge provision and acquisition, which would, in turn,
affect their participation in these behaviours in the following section. We argue that
the existing literature cannot fully explain the psychological mechanism of knowledge
provision and knowledge acquisition. Goai orientations of employees Wouid explain
incremental variances of knowledge provision and knowledge acquisition of
knowledge-intensive workers. Since network, exchange and dispositional perspectives
are the three major groups of individual level factors affecting knowledge sharing in
the literature, our first hypothesis is that goal orientations of employees can account
for variances of knowledge provision and knowledge acquisition of employees on top

of these groups of factors.

Hypothesis la: Goal orientations of employees explain knowledge provision of
employees over and beyond that of network centrality, trust between the employees
and employees’ altruistic inclinations.

Hypothesis 1b: Goal orientations of employees explain knowledge acquisition of
employees over and beyond that of network centrality, trust between the employees

and employees’ altruistic inclinations.
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2.6 Summary of the chapter

Knowledge sharing represents the willingness of individuals in an organization to
provide others the knowledge they have acquired or seek knowledge from the
experienced, these two behaviour can be achieved directly, such as through network
and communication, or indirectly through employees dispositional personality. I
examine multiple stream of literature to help understand the relationship between
motives and knowledge sharing behaviour, with a specific focus on knowledge

intensive work.
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Chapter 3: Identification of a new perspective explaining

knowledge sharing behavior

3.1 Identifying determinants of knowledge sharing behavior

Knowledge tends to be local, sticky, and contextual (Davenport and Prusak, 1998) it
is difficult to codify, since so much of it remains tacit-embodied in people, visible in
routines and activities, and often un-documentable. Extensive knowledge sharing
within organizations still appears to be the exception rather than the rule (Bock et al.,
2005). Hoarding knowledge and looking guardedly at the knowledge offered by
others are natural human tendencies. On the other hand, actively seek knowledge from

peers might a sign of incompetence judgment by the colleagues and supervisors.

Through social network perspective, when people come together to accomplish work,
they bring their varied tacit skills, assumptions, and knowledge to collaboration.
When employees work together, knowledge moves from one person to person, each
absorbing and contributing to the dynamic mix of knowledge repository. In this way,
knowledge is diffused through networks, and even sometimes through networks of

networks.

Through social exchange perspective, knowledge sharing was viewed as a transaction
process of knowledge markets, where the knowledge buyers and sellers needed to

have reciprocal benefits from the exchange (Davenport & Prusak 1975). Thus,
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expected reciprocal benefits and trust were considered as the incentives for

knowledge sharing.

Through dispositional perspective, some individuals would have strong feeling of
self-efficacious and would have stronger tendency of sharing with others. There was
evidence that altruistic inclinations and enjoyment in helping others motivated
employees to engage in knowledge provision (Lin, 2007; Kankanhalli, Tan, & Wei,

2005).

From the observation and interviews from multiple sources in industry, I notice that
no matter what kind of work people engaged or position occupied at work, they
typically can be characterized by two common factors: first, they strive to achieve
goals that make their efforts meaningful, and second, they are in the presence of

colleagues. The recognition and praise from colleagues and a sense of belonging to
something are also very important and foster commitment and self-esteem that a good
salary alone can’t guarantee (Cohen 2001). Abraham Maslow is correct. Once a
person achieves adequate financial success, he or she strives for other types of

rewards in a hierarchy of needs.

In order to contribute to knowledge, individuals must think that their contribution to
others will be worth the effort and that some new values will be created, with the
expectation of receiving some of that value for themselves (Nanhapiet and Ghoshal,
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1998). These personal benefits or private rewards are more likely to accrue to
individuals who actively participate and help others (Von Hippel &Von Krogh ,2003).
Thus, the expectation of personal benefits can motivate individuals to contribute
knowledge to others in the absence of personal acquaintance, similarity, or the

likelihood of direct reciprocity (Constant el al., 1996).

3.2  Goal orientation in organizational research

3.2.1 Goal orientation conceptual and empirical foundation

The three perspectives shown above basically summarized major arguments in the
literature in explaining thé antecedents underlying employees’ knowledge sharing
behaviours. Based on our in-depth interviews with employees in knowledge intensive
industries, we have identified an important element affecting knowledge sharing that
is not covered in the above perspectives. In the discussion below, we would discuss
this new perspective that reframed the motivation mechanism by focusing on the
endogenous driver of external recognition during the knowledge sharing process. We
would incorporate goal orientation theory into self regulation perspective to provide a

theory-based test of the validity of this new perspective.

A recent McKinsey Quarterly survey (2012) unveils that employees view three
noncash elements as core non-monetary motivators — praise from immediate
managers, leadership attention, and a chance to lead projects or task forces. These

three nonfinancial motivators underscore an opportunity that unique forms of
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achievement goals are instrumental in affecting job performance through knowledge
seeking and providing behaviours. Based on the survey and our in-depth interview
results, we argue that employees may use knowledge seeking and providing as an
instrument to show to others, especially supervisors, their abilities, potentials and
performance. But before we theorize the impact of achievement goals on knowledge
sharing behaviours and job performance using this instrumental perspective, we
would discuss the construct of goal orientation, which plays critical roles in

explaining this phenomenon.

Originally developed in the educational psychology literature to explain differences in
student learning behaviours (Dewck &Dweck,1978), goal orientation has become one
of the most frequently studied motivational variables in applied psychology and is
currently the dominant approach in the study of achievement motivation (DeShon
&Gillespie,2005). Dweck and Leggett (1988) proposed two types of goals: learning
goals, to develop competence by acquiring new skills and mastering new situations
and performance goals,¢to demonstrate and validate one’s competence by seeking
favourable judgments and avoiding negative judgments. Persons adopt performance
goals for task engagement aim at demonstrating one’s ability relative to others. Task
performance is viewed as a means to an end; that is, the proving of one’s superior
ability. In contrast, persons adopt a learning goal orientation for task engagement aim
for increasing one’s competence via task mastery. Performance improvement is
viewed as an end in itself. Being high on learning orientation is associated with a
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belief that ability is malleable and can be developed with effect and practice. When it
comes to achievement situations, individuals who are high on learning orientation
typically attempt to increase their competence by developing skills and a mastery of
the task. Effort is seen as a way of increasing one’s ability and, in turn, one’s
performance. Being high on performance orientation is associated with a belief that
ability is fixed and unchangeable, individuals who are high on performance
orientation often see little unity in devoting effort on tasks in which they perceive they
have low level of ability (Dweck, 1989). Goal orientation has been used fo understand
and predict learning and adaptive behaviour in a wide variety of context, including
training (Brown, 2001), sales performance (VandeWalle et al., 1999), feedback

seeking (VandeWalle & Cummings, 1997).

Regardless of its vast applications, there are three major controversies in the goal
orientation literature. First, there are inconsistencies among scholars of whether goal
orientation is a dispositional characteristic of the individuals or a situational choice
depending on circumstances of the environment. There is considerable evidence of
goal orientation existing as a stable individual difference (e.g., Button et al., 1996;
Vande Walle, 1997), but goal orientation can also be influenced by situational cues
about effort, competition, evaluation standards, and rewards (Ames, 1992; Nicholls,
1984). Second, traditional approaches to predict the motivation process have mostly
been limited to understand the pursuit of a single goal dimension, largely neglecting
the issues of how individuals allocate resources back and forth across competing goal
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over time. Recently, there were increasing supports that performance and learning
goals are neither mutually exclusive nor contradictory (Button et al., 1996; Heyman &
Dweck, 1992). Third, goals are hierarchically structured such that higher level goals
specify the purpose of action and lower level goals provide increasingly specific
actions required to accomplish the higher level goals (DeShon & Gillespie, 2005). As
such, the reason why individuals adopt one of these goals over the other possible

achievements goal is often not well specified.

Apart from individual level goal orientation research, there is an increasing interest in
understanding how to enhance creativity in organization. In seeking to have a holistic
understianding of creativity, scholars have recently resorted to goal orientation theory
(Gong, Huang, & Farh, 2009). Three distinct individual goal orientations have been
chosen to discuss: a learning goal orientation, which focusing on functional
competence development; a performance approach goal orientation, which focusing
on getting favorable evaluations ; and a performance avoidance goal orientation,
which focusing on avoiding mistakes and negative evaluations. For previous research,
Researchers has shown that individual level learning goal has a positive relationship
with individual creativity, on the other hand, the individual level performance
approach goal as well as individual performance avoidance goal do not have such

positive relationship.
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3.2.2 Goal orientation dimensionality: Dual bipolar dimensions

Basically, achievement goals can be differentiated on two fundamental dimensions:
one dimension is about how competence is evaluated or defined; the other is related to
how competence is valenced (Elliot, & McGregor, 2001). According to the first
dimension, goal orientation is bifurcated into learning goal orientation, which 1is
characterized by an emphasis on an acquisition of new skills and knowledge, and
performance goal orientation, which focuses on demonstrating competence and
performance to others. On the other hand, both learning and performance goal
orientations are further classified into approach and avoidance versions (Elliot and
Church, 1997; Elliot and McGregor, 2001). People with approach goals are directed
to seek positive outcomes while those with avoidance goals are directed to avoid
negative outcomes. This results in four combinations of goal orientations of

individuals.

In the discussion below, this study follows recent empirical research that call for this
2 x 2 achievement goal framework (Cury et al., 2006) by crossing the
performance-learning distinction with the approach-avoidance distinction. This results
in four possible goal orientations. Employees who are high in performance approach
goal orientation (PPGO) try to attain high performance and positive performance
impression from others. Those who are high in performance avoidance goal
orientation (PAGO) focus on avoiding negative performance impressions. Employees

who are high in learning approach goal orientation (LPGO) concentrate on learning
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for the sake of enriching their knowledge basis. Those who are high in learning
avoidance goal orientation (LAGO) strive to learn in order not to fall behind others
and be phased out in the organization. With these understandings, we will now turn to
a discussion of how goal orientations would affect performance through knowledge

sharing behaviours.

3.23 Goal orientation definition: dispositional trait versus situational
characteristic

Initial theoretical formulations of goal orientation described it as dispositional (e.g.,
Nicholls, 1989), varying as a function of one’s stable (Robins & Pals, 1998) implicit
theory of intelligence (Dweck, 1986, 1989). However, some of those same researchers
manipulated participants’ theories of intelligence in laboratory settings (Dweck &
Leggett, 1988). It seems logical goal orientation could exist as both a trait and a state,
with trait goal orientation having a direct effect on state goal orientation (Payne et al.,
2007). Across organizational studies, goal orientation is most often conceptualized as
a disposition and measured as a trait-like individual-difference variable. However, the
stability of dispositional goal orientation over time has yet to be determined. The
meta-analysis (Payne et al., 2007) shown that goal orientation is relatively stable over

time like some dispositional variables, such as big five personality.

3.3 Goal orientations as antecedents of knowledge sharing behavior

3.3.1 Performance-prove and performance-avoid orientation and knowledge
provision
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Individuals with high performance-prove or performance-avoid goal orientations
usually have high other-referenced focus (Dweck, 1999; Nicholls, 1975). They refer
highly to others’ judgments and evaluations and try to manage their competence
impression on others. On the other hand, they hold entity theory of ability, that is,
ability is an immalleable trait and it is rather difficult to alter one’s capabilities
(Dweck, 1986; Dweck and Leggett, 1988). Therefore, high performance-oriented

individuals would strive to impress others rather than improve themselves.

A high performance-prove goal orientation (PPGO) directs one’s attentions to
demonstrate superiority to others and attain positive competence impressions. In
knowledge-intensive work, knowledge of task-relevant information and know-how is
a key component of employee competence (Gargiulo et al., 2009). Providing
knowledge to colleagues can be a beneficial means to display superior competence
and establish professional reputations. Although there are costs of knowledge
provision, performance-prove-oriented employees focus on relevant positive
outcomes and benefits of impressing others. They would take advantages of sharing
knowledge to colleagues to show their ability and capability and enhance their
reputation. By providing knowledge to colleagues, employees with high PPGO would
show their competence and gain favourable evaluations (Flynn, 2003; Swift, Balkin,

& Matusik, 2010).
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In confrast to performance-prove employees, I argue that individuals high in
performance avoid goal orientation are less likely to provide knowledge. A
Performance-avoid Goal Orientation (PAGO) involves others-referential standards
with an emphasis on avoiding incompetent impressions from others. Avoidance form
of performance goal orientation would elicit self-protective process, such as
especially sensitive to negative or failure-relevant information and cautious not to
look incompetent in achievement situations (Elliot et al., 1999; Van de Walle, 1997).
With an uncertainty about the value of personal knowledge and how it will be
received, employees with high PAGO pay great attention to the costs of sharing
knowledge. They would dwell on concerns such as, “what if I make mistakes in
appearance of others” and are afraid of being challenged or questioned by others
during the knowledge provision process (Deshon & Gillespie, 2005; Elliot & Church,
1997; Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996; Lee, Sheldon, & Turban, 2003). On top of
worrying about making mistakes and showing incapability in the knowledge provision
process, PAGO employees would also concern about their relative incompetence
when their colleagues possess the same degree of knowledge as they do. If they
withhold their knowledge and not share with others, their chances of being behind
others or phased out would be lower. In sum, performance-avoid goal orientations
evoke threat appraisal and low competence expectancies (Elliot, 1999; Elliot &
Covington, 2001; Elliot & McGregor, 2001; Pintrich, 2000; Rawthorne & Elliot,
1999). As a result, PAGO employees would be less willing to provide knowledge to

colleagues. In support of our arguments, Bordia et al. (2006) found that evaluation
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apprehension, a kind of anxiety based on fear of negative evaluations, is negatively
related to knowledge providing. Ardichvili, Page and Wentling (2003) showed that
employees hesitate to contribute their knowledge out of fear of criticism or not being

sure that their contributions are important, relevant or completely accurate.

These discussions above lead to the second group of hypothesis;
Hypothesis 2a: PPGO is positively related to knowledge provision behaviour.

Hypothesis 2b: PAGO is negatively related to knowledge provision behaviour.

3.3.2 Performance-prove and performance-avoid orientation and knowledge
acquisition

With regard to knowledge acquisition behaviors, we contend that employees high in
PPGO are less likely to seek knowledge from others for three reasons. First, with an
emphasis on creating competent impressions on others, high PPGO employees would
be reluctant to engage in knowledge acquisition because seeking help is a signal of
incompetence. There are some empirical supports for this PPGO—threats-avoidance
argument in the literéture. On a sample of 203 students, Ryan and Pintrich (1997)
found that students who were focused on goals external to the task (e.g., performance
goal orientation) were reluctant to ask for help in the classroom to avoid perceived
inability. Second, the basic premise behind performance goal orientation is that
competence is fixed and inelastic (Dweck, 1986). PPGO employees would, therefore,
have low motivations of learning from others based on such a fatalistic view. Third,

employees who are high in PPGO have a desire to achieve a high level of
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performance with minimal efforts. They would avoid difficult tasks and favour
achievable ones. In fact, PPGO employees have negative emotions towards difficult
tasks (Elliott and Dweck, 1988). As a result, high PPGO employees would have lower
perceived needs for knowledge acquisition.

For employees endorsing high PAGOs, we posit that they are also less likely to source
knowledge from others. Seeking knowledge from peers means admitting ignorance on
a given topic. It highlights personal deficiencies and a lack of professionalism
(Borgatti, 2003). This is especially terrible for high PAGO employees, who are h‘ighly
concerned with self-protection and afraid of disclosing incompetence. As a result,

high PAGO employees would have lower motivation of knowledge acquisition.
The discussion above leads to the third group of hypothesis below;

Hypothesis 3a: PPGO is negatively related to knowledge acquisition behaviours.

Hypothesis 3b: PAGO is negatively related to knowledge acquisition behaviours.
3.3.3 Learning-prove and learning-avoid orientation and knowledge provision

Individuals with a dominant learning-prove goal orientation (LPGO) strive to learn for
the sake of expanding their knowledge base and advancing their capabilities (Elliott
and Church, 1997; Elliot and McGregor, 2001). Learning-prove-oriented individuals
have strong motives of self-improvement and a strong desire to seize opportunities to
develop and grow. In our context of knowledge-intensive work, the act of knowledge
provision can stimulate learning of knowledge providers. When they engage in the

deliberation, presentation, and discussion during the knowledge providing process,
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they can re-examine their knowledge and get more insights (March, 1991; Nonaka,
1994). A strong LPGO would direct employees’ attention towards the benefits of
providing knowledge in terms of advancing their mastery. Swift, Balkin, and Matusik
(2010) and Wang and Noe (2010) suggested that knowledge provision can be seen as
a good learning opportunity for high LPGO employees from which they can deepen
their own understanding and also learn from others in the process. Prior studies
suggested that individuals with a high LPGO are more likely to actively engage in
work-related discussions (Gray and Meister, 2004). Due to the valence of approaching
the potential benefits, together with such a learning-while-teaching mindset, high
LPGO employees are more likely to engage in knowledge provision behaviors.

In contrast, individuals with a dominant Learning-Avoid Goal Orientation (LAGO),
strive to avoid deterioration of their knowledge and skills or falling behind of others
in their competences (Cury, et al., 2006; Elliot, 1999; Elliot & McGregor, 2001).
According to Elliott and McGregor (2001), learning-avoid orientations evolve
countervailing motivations where a desire to learn is inhibited by a focus on the costs
and fear of making mistakes (see, e.g., Deshon & Gillespie, 2005; Janssen & Prins,
2007). With regard to knowledge provision, learning-avoid goals direct attentions
towards the potential costs of providing knowledge to others instead of discovering
potential learning opportunities. To LAGO employees, knowledge provision is time
and resource consuming, and diverts them from their own jobs. High LAGO
employees are also afraid of making mistakes and knowing the inadequacy of their
expertise (Swift, Balkin, & Matuski, 2010). In addition, providing knowledge to
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others makes their possessed knowledge shared and induces the risks of making them
less valued (Poortvliet, 2007). Therefore, we posit that PAGO individuals are hesitant
to engage in knowledge provision behaviors. In support of our arguments, it was
found that individuals who pursued avoidance goals would report more negative
affect and anxiety and were not engaged in the interesting aspects of the task owing to
their focus on avoiding undesirable events (e.g., Elliot & McGregor, 2001;

Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2000).

The discussion above leads to the fourth group of hypothesis below;
Hypothesis 4a: LPGO is positively related to knowledge provision behaviors.

Hypothesis 4b: LAGO is negatively related to knowledge provision behaviors.

3.3.4 Learning-prove and learning-avoid orientation and knowledge acquisition

According to Elliot (1999), learning goal orientations entail a focus on absorbing
knowledge and improving competence constantly. In contrast to performance
goal-oriented people, individuals with high learning goal orientations hold an
incremental theory of ability, that is, they believe that personal knowledge and skills
can be expanded through increased efforts (Elliott & Dweck, 1988). Meanwhile,
people who strive for learning goals hold a self-referenced focus. They predominantly
compare their current achievements with their past achievements (DeShon and
Gillespie, 2005; Nicholls, 1975). We argue that employees with a high LPGO would
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seek more knowledge out of a high motive of self-improvement and a pursuit of
constant learning. High LPGO employees are more likely to direct attentional
resources and efforts towards learning behaviors (Gray & Meister, 2004). Consistent
with their belief that competence can be improved through learning, high LPGO
individuals would exert efforts to search for information and advices so as to improve
their competence. Prior studies suggested LPGO employees often actively devote
themselves into developmental occasions, such as seeking feedback from others and
engaging in work-related discussions (e.g., Janssen & Prins, 2007; Gray & Meister,
2004).

In contrast to LPGO, incompetence is the focal point of regulatory attention for
employees with Learning Avoid Goal Orientation (LAGO) (Elliot &McGregor, 2001).
With a motivation for learning to avoid incompetence, employees with high LAGO
strive not to elude their knowledge base and skills or have their development
stagnated. With a high valence for avoiding failure, employees with high LAGO
strive to avoid losing one’s skills and abilities or having their development stagnate,
forgetting what one has learned, misunderstanding material, or leaving a task
incomplete or unmastered (Elliot, 1999). With respect to seeking knowledge from
colleagues, these employees are compelled to maintain and improve their expertise
and knowledge basis. I propose that they would strive to achieve so by continuously
searching and sourcing knowledge from their colleagues. Based on the above

arguments, I hypothesize that:
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Hypothesis 5a: LPGO is positively related to knowledge acquisition behaviours.

Hypothesis 5b: LAGO is positively related to knowledge acquisition behaviours.

To sum up the attributes and classification of goal orientation, more importantly, the

relationship of goal orientation with knowledge acquisition and provision respectively,

I streamline the literature in the following table 1 for summery and review.
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Goal orientation

[ KSsesking

1,0thers-referential

2, positive(approaching
success)

3, Ability is fixed

Positive

Concerned with showing that s/he can perform
better than other colleagues and enjoying others
at work are aware of how well s/he is doing :
(1)Show  off/
superiority and authority (mainly to all

impress others, sense of
colleagues)

(2)Reputation of professionalism for special

Negative
Achieve high level of performance with

appearance of little efforts.

People around may question about the
professionalism if s/he seeks for task-specific

help within her/his own domain

1,0Others-referential

2,negative(avoiding
failure)
3, Ability is fixed

filed (mamly to working partners and

especially for his/her supervisor)

Negative Negative

Avoid the situations where they risk | Would rather prove the ability on a task that

demonstrating their incompetence for a specific
area or receiving a negative evaluation from
others.

Fear of losing knowledge ownership and
superiority when imitable knowledge acquired
by the recipients increase.

Desire to avoid the disproving of one’s
competence and to avoid negative judgments if
the

incomplete

knowledge provided is incorrect or

can do well at rather than to try a new task
Avoid taking on tasks /learn new knowledge
if there is a chance that would appear rather
incompetent to others.

When s/he doesn’t understand something at
work, 1 prefer to avoid asking what might
appear to others to be ‘dumb’ questions that |

should know the answer already.

1,self-referential/task
referential
2,negative(avoiding
failure)

3, Ability is malleable

Positive

Learning while teaching:
Develop skills and abilities, advance one’s
others’

learning  when problem/question

relevant to his/her own domain or have
potential value to discover something beneficial
for future career.

The thinking and discussing process itself
enhance mastery of such kind of problem and
may inspire some useful knowledge for coming

new tasks.

Positive
Strive to develop oneself by acquiring new
skills,

improving one’s competence.

mastering new  situations and
Opportunity to do challenging work that
entails various kind of knowledge.

Try harder and learn more when s/he works
on a task that failure to complete before.

Try different approaches/knowledge to solve

a complex/difficult problem.

1,self-referential/task

Negative

Reluctant to devote time and resources to

Positive
Avoid the situation that his/her skills and

referential provide expertise. abilities are deteriorating.
2,postive(approaching | Avoid the competition or crowding out by | Compelled to improve through learning from
success) others whose capacity is growing by the | others’ experience to follow up with the trend
3, Ability is malleable | learning and seeking knowledge. and avoid diminishing capacities.

Table 1

54




Chapter 3: Identification of a new perspective explaining knowledge sharing behaviour

3.4 Knowledge sharing behavior and employee performance

In knowledge-intensive organizations, employees are required to apply knowledge
from multiple sources on complex tasks. Productivity in such organizations, to a large
extent, depends on the development and application of new knowledge from
employees with specialized knowledge (Blackler, 1995). Individual job performance
in knowledge-intensive work is a product of acquiring, processing, and applying
knowledge to solve complex problems through innovative solutions (e.g., Cross, &
Cummings, 2004; Gargiulo, Ertug, & Galunic, 2009; Hedberg, 1990; Zuboff, 1988).
Knowledge work is complex and situation-specific, and it seldom has one single
correct solution. As a result, it is difficult to quantify the results of work performance
(e.g., Alvesson, 1993; Orlikowski, 2002; Schon, 1983). In the following section, we
argue that both knowledge provision and knowledge acquisition play important roles

in improving performance levels of those engaged in knowledge-intensive work.

Employees in knowledge—intensive work are often involved into projects of complex
problems that require a high degree of cooperation (Drucker, 1999; Quinn, 2005;
Davenport, 2005; Orlikowski, 2002; Quinn, 2005). Employee collaboration,
especially knowledge sharing among colleagues, is an essential element for successful
task accomplishment (Srivastava, Bartol, & Locke, 2006). From the organization’s
perspective, a significant component of the tacit knowledge that the organization
acquires is embedded in individual employees, such as employees’ experiences and
know-how, which cannot be documented in papers, systems, and medias (Argote &

Ingram, Levine, Moreland, 2000). As a result, knowledge sharing is widely
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considered as an important performance requirement of employees, especially for
those who work in knowledge-intensive tasks. From the organization’s knowledge
based viewpoint, the more an employee engages in knowledge provision, the higher
would be the employee’s contribution to the organization. Based on these arguments,
we contend that knowledge provision has a positive influence on performance ratings
for employees in knowledge-intensive work. There were some indirect empirical
supports to the above arguments. At the team level, there was ample evidence that
knowledge sharing among employees led to higher team performance (Choi, Lee &
Yoo, 2010; Srivastava & Bartol, 2006). At the individual level, Kang, Kim and Chang
(2008) found that knowledge provision was directly related to employees’

self-evaluated work performance.

I argue that knowledge acquisition has an even more direct relationship with
performance of employees. In knowledge-intensive work, knowledge requirements
are often dynamic in nature. For successful accomplishment for work tasks, timely
access to needed expertise and high-quality information is vital (Burt, 1992; Gargiulo,
Ertug, & Galunic, 2009; Wu, Yehk, & Hung, 2012). Those employees who are
actively involved in seeking required knowledge would have higher chances to
acquire up-to-date knowledge and novel insights. With effective knowledge
acquisition, an employee can more easily tap into and capitalize on relevant
information and know-how to solve problems, thereby achieving higher work
performance. There were some supports for this proposed relationship in the literature.
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Quigley et al. (2007) showed that those who received more knowledge exhibit higher

level of performance in experiment settings.

Based on above argument, I draw the sixth group of hypothesis;

Hypothesis 6a: knowledge provision behaviour is positively related to performance
ratings.

Hypothesis 6b: knowledge acquisition behaviour is positively related to performance

ratings.

3.5 Self regulation theoretical perspective

3.5.1 Self regulation theory at work

Self-regulation refers to the proximate motivational processes by which persons
influence the direction, amount, and form of committed effort during task engagement
(Kanfer, 1990). Self-regulation enables persons to modify their goals and learning
strategies as conditions require. In organizations, practicing managers want people fo
achieve high performance levels; organizational psychologists accordingly are
interested in individuals’ regulation of their own levels of job performance
(Vancouver, 2000). But despite knowing what is important for people to self-regulate
at work, industrial organizational psychologists know little about how people attempt
to do so and, especially, how it can be done most effectively. In this study, I aim to
demonstrate that different goal orientations differentially predict subsequent job
performance, as mediated by two specific self-regulatory knowledge sharing

behaviours, knowledge acquisition and knowledge provision.
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Organizational scholars have relied on either individual difference or situational
variables when studying employee performance outcomes (e.g., Hofmann & Stetzer,
1996; Probst, 2002, Wallace & Vodanovich, 2003), and thus we have not yet fully
understand the unique or combined influences of person and situational variables.
Since knowledge is embedded in people and is highly related to individual’s
evaluation of their interaction within the social setting. Within this domain,
knowledge exchange, manifested here as knowledge provision and acquisition, is a
social process. In line with this cognitive and affective (person and situation) view,
researchers have proposed that self-regulatory mechanisms could help explain how
both individual difference and contextual factors influence work performance
(Mitchell, 1997; Zohar, 2000), yet these propositions remain to be tested empirically.
Self-regulation is defined as processes that enable an individual to guide his or her
goal-directed activities over time and across changing circumstances, including the
modulation of thought, affect, and behaviour (Kanfer, 1990; Karoly, 1993;
Zimmerman, 2001). But despite knowing what is important for people to self-regulate
at work, industrial organizational psychologists know little about how people attempt
to do so and, especially, how it can be done most effectively. Answering the
theoretical and managerial importance pressed above, the work motivation literature
has identified two main self regulation processes: goal choice and goal striving
process (Kanfer, 1990; Mitchell& Daniel, 2003). Applying Johnson et al. (2011), I
conceptualized that goal choice as a process of deciding where and how to allocate

effort on a task, while goal striving as a mechanism that consist of the persistence of
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effort in pursuit of the chosen goal. Goal orientation, a form of goal choice (Chen,
Thomas, & Wallace, 2005), represents how people perceive and respond to
achievement situations (Dweck&Leggett, 1988). Meanwhile, the goal-striving process
may be a particularly useful aspect of self regulation to study in terms of personality
influences. Such self regulation efforts are continually required in the workplace, as
employees attempt to accomplish various goals and assignment. Scholars have
discussed the importance of explicating the intermediate motivational mechanism that

mediate the relationship of goal orientation and job performance.

3.5.2 Knowledge acquisition and provision as two types of self regulation tactics

According to the social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986), self-regulation is not an
isolated process of one’s self-motivation or self-judgment for goal attainment. Rather,
individuals’ cognitive and social factors are intertwined to facilitate knowledge
acquisition and provision. Self regulation scholars have recommend that such
processes models be hierarchically organized and reflect how distal dispositional traits
influence outcomes through progressively more proximal processes (Vandewalle et al.,
1999).Specifically, four goal orientation patterns and both knowledge provision and
acquisition are posited to reside in the larger domain of approach and avoid
motivations. Building upon these theoretical linkages, I assume that goal orientation
four sub-dimensions predispose employees to use self regulation tactics in pursuit of
their approach and avoid forms of knowledge sharing behaviour, subsequently lead to

specific performance outcome.
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As elaborated above, according to goal orientation theory, people use different
striving strategies to accomplish desired outcomes such as performing well on their
jobs. Individual may strive to accomplish tasks using a knowledge provision strategy,
characterized by a focus on how to impress colleagues, demonstrate professionalism
and capitalize knowledge, or using a knowledge acquisition strategy, characterized by
a focus on how to improve skills, learn lessons and master task. When employees
engage in knowledge acquisition, they regard the opportunity to learn as a means to
the goal of performing rating enhancement, in that they believe performing well
would allow them to protect the functional competence (PAGO) and avoid negative
diminishing outcome (LAGO). On the other hand, employees engage in knowledge
provision, they view display competence as a means to the goal of performing rating
enhancement, in that they believe performing well would allow them to actualize
career potential (LPGO)and develop brilliant reputation (PPGO). Although different
goal orientations may drive knowledge provision and knowledge acquisition in
different direction, knowledge sharing behaviour is captured by the behaviour
manifestations of these motives, as opposed to the motives themselves. In addition,
knowledge sharing behaviour is different form performance, in that it captures

behaviour and not the evaluations of behaviour effectiveness.

3.5.3 The mediation role played by knowledge sharing behaviour between goal
orientation and employee performances

The work motivation literature has identified two main self regulation processes: goal

choice and goal striving (Kanfer, 1990). These self regulation processes involve how
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people act and react in the pursuit of goal. Specifically, goal choice involve the
process of deciding where and how to allocate task-related effort, whereas goal
striving has do with actually allocating and sustaining effort in the pursuit of goal
accomplishment. As it stands now, some scholars have noted that the function of
self-regulation in mediating goal orientation and performance is not well understood
(Johnson et al., 2011). To echo this call for the mediation role played by knowledge
sharing behaviour between goal orientation and employee performances, this study’s
primary purpose is to investigate how an individual proceeds from goal orientation
toward achievement through the goal striving process. While previous research has
found multiple mediators of the goal-orientation performance relationship, no study
has examined the behavioural strategies knowledge sharing behaviours associated

with the self-regulation strategies leading to enhanced performance rating.

To address above issues, I present a dynamic model of achievement goal orientation,
in Which goal orientations are dynamically constructed in achievement situations
through the integration of three main components: goal choice, knowledge sharing
behaviours, and employee performance. An integration of these three components
implies that goal orientation involves the purpose for engagement, the actions to
pursue that purpose, and the outcomes brought from the engagement. My basic
assumption 1is that action is directed towards attainment of goals. Goal are
hierarchically structured within the employees, such that high-level goals
(performance versus learning goal choice) are distal desired states that target for

specific achievement, and lower level goals are means to obtain the higher level goals
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that drive self-regulation actions , namely as knowledge sharing behaviours, at a given
point of time. Each goal orientation in the resulting four-dimensional
conceptualization is presumed to provide a distinct perceptual-cognitive framework
leading to different process and outcome in achievement setting (Elliot, & McGregor,
2001). In my subsequent interest, particularly, are the rationale and unique
contribution theorized to affect how individuals set and strive toward goals, in turn,

influence accordingly knowledge sharing behaviour.

Ground on the premise that self regulation tactics are of little value if people cannot
motivate themselves to use them and self regulation tactics are also of no value unless
they increase effectiveness, I hypothesized that self-regulation is seen to mediate

between an goal orientations and performance.

For the knowledge acquisition domain, employees with high learning-prove and
learning-avoid goal orientation tend to use adaptive self-regulatory patterns, such as
maintaining effort to seek knowledge to develop competence, and then, increase
work-domain productivity. On the other hand, employee with high performance-avoid
and performance-prove goal orientation incline to adopt maladaptive self-regulatory
patterns, such as avoiding risk to seek knowledge to protect their competence judged
by peers, and then, decrease the chance to learn from best practice for performance

enhancement.
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For the knowledge provision domain, employees with high learning-avoid and
performance-avoid tend to use avoidance form of self regulation, such as protecting
expertise to hoard knowledge, as in the case of learning-avoid orientation is to
withhold knowledge privacy to avoid elimination , and then lose the opportunity to
boost field expertise while knowing and teaching others work-specific problem ; or as
in the case of performance-avoid orientation is to keep knowledge superficial
compared with peers, and then, ,decrease self presentation benefits that eventually
contribute to performance rating; On the other hand, employees with high
learning-prove and performance-prove incline to adopt approach form of self
regulation, such as promoting and providing knowledge to peers in need , as in the
case of learning-prove orientation is to further learning and develop competencies,
and then, increase functional competence for performance enhancement; or as in the
case of performance-prove orientation is to get favourable comparisons with others,
and then increase self presentation benefits that eventually contribute to performance

rating.

Up to here, I have postulated that the four types of goal orientations differentially
affect knowledge provision and knowledge acquisition of employees. I also argue that
the effect of goal orientations on knowledge provision and knowledge acquisition
would be transferred to affect individual performance. In other words, goal
orientations of employees would have different levels of performance with their
differential tendency to acquire and share knowledge on their jobs. For example,

PPGO employees are performance driven. Because of their performance orientation,
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they would actively share performance with their co-workers (Hypothesis 2a). With
such aggressive attitude towards knowledge provision, they would be considered as
important performance contributors in the organization, and as a result, have high
performance ratings. Since there are four goal orientations and two knowledge
sharing dimensions, there are a total of eight indirect effects. However, it should be
noted that some of these indirect effects may work in opposite directions, making the
overall effects of a certain goal orientation on performance less apparent. For example,
employees who are high in PPGO would engage in more knowledge provision
behaviour, and would result in higher performance. Meanwhile, PPGO also leads to
less knowledge acquisition behaviour, which may hamper performance. To be clear,

we list out all the specific indirect relationships below:

Hypothesis 7a: There is an indirect effect of PPGO, knowledge provision and
performance ratings. PPGO has an positive relationship with knowledge provision,
which, in turn, has a positive relationship with performance ratings.

Hypothesis 7b: There is an indirect effect of PAGO, knowledge provision and
performance ratings. PAGO has a negative relationship with knowledge provision,
which, in turn, has a positive relationship with performance ratings.

Hypothesis 7c: There is an indirect effect of PPGO, knowledge acquisition and
performance ratings. PPGO has a negative relationship with knowledge acquisition,

which, in turn, has a positive relationship with performance ratings.
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Hypothesis 7d: There is an indirect effect of LAGO, knowledge acquisition and
performance ratings. LAGO has a positive relationship with knowledge acquisition,
which, in turn, has a positive relationship with performance ratings.

Hypothesis 7e: There is an indirect effect of LPGO, knowledge provision and
performance ratings. LPGO has a positive relationship with knowledge provision,
which, in turn, has a positive relationship with performance ratings.

Hypothesis 7f: There is an indirect effect of LAGO, knowledge provision and
performance ratings. LAGO has a negative relationship with knowledge provision,
which, in turn, has a positive relationship with performance ratings.

Hypothesis 7g: There is an indirect effect of LPGO, knowledge acquisition and
performance ratings. LPGO has a positive relationship with knowledge acquisition,
which, in turn, has a positive relationship with performance ratings.

Hypothesis 7h: There is an indirect effect of LAGO, knowledge acquisition and
performance ratings. LAGO has a positive relationship with knowledge acquisition,

which, in turn, has a positive relationship with performance ratings.

3.6 The model explaining the knowledge sharing behaviour

In the final component of the chapter three, I develop and test theory for the
motivators of knowledge sharing behaviour by providers and seekers in predicting
performance rating .In sum, while part of this investigation is a replication of the
established relationship between particular goal orientations and performance, the

more important aspect is an examination of how goal orientation relates to job
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performance through the self-regulation tactics of behaviour as reflected by

knowledge provision and acquisition. See Figure 1 for the theoretical model

The model summarized in Figure 2 is an integration of three motivational
perspectives—social network theory, social exchange theory, and dispositional
theory—each selected because of its applicability in understanding a specific aspect
of the knowledge sharing behaviour between providers and recipients. This study

develops the specific hypotheses that form the basis for the model I test.
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Figure2: Theoretical model for knowledge sharing behaviour mechanism
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3.7 Summary of the Chapter

With a few exceptions, researchers have rarely explored the mechanisms through
which goal orientation influences individual performance. To further develop this line
of inquiry, I explore the mechanisms through which four goal orientation patterns
related to performance rating respectively. The present study attempts to extend past
findings and probe the mediating mechanisms between goal orientation and

employees performance enhancement.
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Chapter 4: Research Methodology

4.1 Scope of the Chapter

This chapter explains design and implementation of research methods. It begins by
the reasoning of sampling and participants’ selection, followed by Pilot study for
in-depth interview, questionnaire survey, and data collection. Finally, I introduce the

measures for all variables this study investigated.

4.2 Selection of research method

This study grounded on the scientific method, which is a body of techniques for
investigating phenomena, acquiring new knowledge, or correcting and integrating
previous knowledge (Goldhaber & Nieto 2010). This method rigidly arises from
wildly observed phenome’na in a specific domain, a discussion of the fundamental
processes including: observe and describe the phenomena, determination of the causes,
prediction from the theorization, and explanation of the result. This study use
scientific method to transform ideas, hunches, and questions, I term as hypothesis,
into scientific knowledge. To be termed scientific, this method must be based on

empirical and measurable evidence subject to specific principles of reasoning.
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4.2.1 Organizational phenomena appropriate for quantitative method

There are both qualitative and quantitative approaches to doing social research.
Although both approaches share basic principles of science, the two approaches differ
in significant ways. More specifically, quantitative approach focus on variables,
reliability is key value free, and theory and data are separate, on the other hand,
qualitative approach focus on interactive processes and events, authenticity is key
values are present and explicit, and theory and data are fused. Each method has its
strengths and limitations. Since quantitative research captures the structural factors
that determine how employee attributes and behaviours are produced can be analyzed,
it is also possible to control for the effects of extraneous variables that might result in
misleading interpretations of causality, and clear documentation can be provided
regarding the content and application of the survey instruments so that other
researchers can assess the validity of the findings. On the other hand, qualitative data
are too intangible to interpret and present for my research idea, such as issues of
anonymity and confidentiality can present problems when presenting findings,
Research quality is more easily influenced by the researcher's personal biases and
idiosyncrasies, and findings can be more difficult and time consuming to characterize

in a visual way.

The phenomena I observed and research question concerned captured the essence of

quantitative study. Therefore, the whole study adopts quantitative methodology. No
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matter what approach adopt, I try to be systematic in gathering data, and to use the
idea of comparison extensively. Conducting research requires following steps in

sequence.

My research start with a general observation from the knowledge-intensive firms,
while organizations advocate knowledge sharing culture, some employees are willing
to engage such behaviour, on the other hand, some employees are reluctant to so .
There is social dilemma when weighting the cost and value of knowledge sharing
behaviour. Having this issue in mind, the next step is narrow this topic down and
focus on a specific research question that can be addressed in this study. This requires
a careful review of the relevant literature (Chapter two) and developing hypothesis
(Chapter three). Designing the study requires making decisions about the types if
sample to select, how to measure relevant factors, and what technique (survey or
experiment) to employ. At this stage, theory informs decision making (Chapter four).
After designing this study, I begin to collect data. Once the data are collected and
input into a transferable format, analyzing data is a curial step (Chapter 5). This part
end up with a large quantity of software-generated output that provides me with a
condensed picture of the data and I need to give meaning to and interpret the data. By
looking at the analyzed data, using background knowledge on the research question ,
and drawn on the theory selected , I answer the original research question proposed

after observation. The final step is informing others the description of study,
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comparing the result of this study with precious studies, discover the limitations, and

draw out its wider implication (Chapter six).

4.2.2 Research questions appropriate for a survey

There two primary forms of method for quantitative research, survey and experiments.
The survey is the most widely used data gathering technique in social science. Survey
research developed within the positivist approach to social science, especially for
behaviour study. Surveys are appropriate for research questions about self-reported
beliefs or behaviours. Survey researchers sample many respondents who answer the
same questions, measure many variables, and test multiple hypotheses. The
association among variables is measured with statistical techniques. By contrast, in
experiments, researchers place people in small groups, test one or two hypotheses
with a few variables, control the timing of the treatment, note the associations
between the treatment and dependent variables, and control for alternative

explanations.

In my research domain, I observed and identified mechanism explaining employee’s
knowledge sharing behaviour in knowledge intensive work. The basic steps in my
survey research can be divided into the steps outlined below. In the first phase, I
develop an instrument---a survey questionnaire. After thorough literature review, I

conceptualize and operationalize variables concerning my research topic as questions.
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When preparing a questionnaire, I pilot test the questionnaire with a small set of
respondents similar to those in the final survey. After the planning phase, I locate the
sampled respondent using human resources email system. I accurately record answers

or responses immediately after the data collection period finished.

4.3 Organizational Setting and Participants

One of the most prevalent and effective prevalent manifestations of knowledge
sharing behaviour among employees is knowledge intensive firms. The relationships
between goal orientations, knowledge sharing behaviour, and the outcome of job
performance were examined in a field study conducted in a stated commercial bank in
China. Having samplings from two firms affiliated under this financial institution
based on different Chinese culture increase our confidence in the study’s external
validity. Preliminary interviews, observation, and existing documentation on the
organization confirmed that work in each setting was highly knowledge intensive and
collaborative. Having negotiated access to the company through senior human
resource director, we visited the branches and conducted interviews with more than
20 employees to better understand the contexts and to develop survey on instruments
to test our hypotheses. Preliminary interviews revealed that the sampling were
midlevel professionals engaged in wide range of knowledge intensive work in
different functions undertaking in total 36 branches of banks, including risk

management, administration, research and development, financial modelling,
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customer relationship management and so on, who relied heavily on colleagues for

information to solve problem and coordinate work.

4.4 Survey preparation

4.4.1 The logic of survey research

The purposes of this survey is as follows: first is to refine my research questions;
second is to provide information for the questionnaire design; third is to obtain the
latest information about the motives and challenges on knowledge sharing behaviour
taking place knowledge intensive industry, forth is to obtain a better understanding of
knowledge intensive workers and improve the questionnaire design; and finally is to

refine the implementation of the questionnaire survey.

To achieve the first three purposes, in-depth face-to-face interviews was employed.
More information and clarifications can be obtained in this manner. I completed my

first version for questionnaires based on my research question and literature review.

To obtain a better understanding of refine the design and implementation of the
questionnaire (as stated in the last two purposes), a pilot survey was conducted. From
the perspective of questionnaire design, the pilot survey can test if the questions are
intelligible and easy to answer. The content of the questionnaire can also be improved.
By calculating the average time required for completion by the respondents, the

length of the questionnaire can be modified. From the perspective of questionnaire
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distribution, experience about how to handle questionnaire survey can be gathered.

Consequently, a final version for the large-scale questionnaire was achieved.
4.4.2 In-depth interview

The In-depth interviewing I conducted is a qualitative research technique that
involves conducting intensive individual interviews with a small number of
employees to explore their various perspectives concerning my knowledge
sharing behaviour research. The thoughts and information that they talked
about the operations, processes, and outcomes happened in their specific work
domain is especially important and pragmatic for investigating the mechanism
for motivating knowledge sharing behaviour and employee performance. I
hereby list and summarized in the following part, which including main
motivating forces and obstacles, manifested in micro level and macro level,

respectively.

Motivating forces for Knowledge sharing behaviour (Micro level):

1, Follow up supervisor’s style or meet his expectation

I will definitely share knowledge or help those who need relevant knowledge (even if
he or she doesn’t directly ask me for help) if my supervisor advocate knowledge
sharing behaviour or he display intrinsically or extrinsically that it’s one of his

criterions for an excellent employee.
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2, Self-actualization needs

Self fulfilment of show off, sense of authority (mainly to all colleagues)

Reputation for special filed (mainly to close work partners and especially for his
supervisor)

Win the organization recognition that I am valuable for the firm competitiveness and
thus could avoid the possibility of dismissal in this highly competitive and uncertain

environment.

3, Self learning by solving others interesting problems

When a colleague arise an interesting problem that relevant to my own career or have
potential value to discover something beneficial for my future progress, I will be
happy and take more time to discuss with him or her. The thinking and discussing
process itself enhance my understating of such kind of problem and may inspire some

useful knowledge for my own use.

4, Reciprocity benefits and expectation

I need to provide some knowledge to those information seekers who had provide me
some help before. At the same time, when I meet his or her request this time, I may
turn to them for help more directly and successfully. At least, I may have the
expectation that the people I helped may not hurt my benefits or bring me some
trouble in future, although this expectation doesn’t always play its way from my
former experience.
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Obstacles for Knowledge sharing behaviour (Micro level):

1, Ownership maintenance

Sometimes, I am reluctant to share crucial knowledge for the fear of losing ownership,
a position of privilege, superiority.

Imitable knowledge acquired by the recipient increase the risk of elimination and

Jowers the possibility for promotion in highly competitive talent market, especially for
those people who equipped with equivalent background, experience, and social ability.
They all competing with me, I need to protect my status and intellectual property in

this organization

2, Uncertainty brought from Opportunism and information asymmetry

I am not willing to devote time and resources to provide my expertise when I am not
sure whether my expertise corresponds to information seekers problems. In addition, I
don’t like to be solely “used” by other people who should have taken some effects to

tackle this problem on his own.
3, Reputation concern
In most cases, I won’t seek for knowledge help if this problem is within my own

specific area as people will question about my professionalism.
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4, Negative organizational environment

I regard my colleagues as a portion of the whole organization. I don’t have motivation
to help colleagues if the organization treats me unequally. The negative working
atmosphere I perceived from the organization (or the supervisor) will directly lower

my wiliness to share my knowledge with people around.

5, Lack of reward from the organization

Besides some formal work-related consultation and help, this informal knowledge
contacts unusually need to take my time and resources. I am not feeling good when I
am not being adequately rewarded for hardworking and helping, on the other hand, I

still need to provide help to those information seekers.

Motivating forces for Knowledge sharing behavior (Macro level):

Knowledge sources (Knowledge Provision) dimension

1, Organizational culture (organizational reciprocity norms)

I am working with the organizational culture in which shared commitment is built not
necessarily through stable individual relationships but, rather, through an overarching
organizational philosophy that emphasizes teamwork, shared learning, and collective
high-performance. Work criterion and norms for selecting and rewarding for

employees are directional for knowledge sharing.
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2, Perceived organizational support (Positive working atmosphere)

The human resources practice and decisions (rewards and arrangement) extend to me
over time from the organization (mostly from the powerful supervisors) accumulate
my perception of the working environment as a whole. In addition, my growing
depends on the experienced and coworker’s guidance to a large extent. It’s my
pleasure to share my relevant experience with colleagues as a feed back to the

beneficial training I received from this organization.

3, Leadership style

Appraisal and reward system

Acknowledging the value of sharing knowledge, the contributions people made, and
increasing awareness about the importance of not hoarding information or knowledge

all aligned.

Promotions to leadership positions act as firm wide signal, the fact employee A‘s
promotion shows supervisors what values, approaches, and ways of working
management looks for. When promoted individuals have demonstrated their

knowledge sharing behaviour, others will try to learn and absorbs this behaviour.

4, Organizational design

1) Trustworthy and Openness brought form knowledge system;
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The context of how organizational knowledge transfer can be leaky (pass readily from
one to anther) as well as sticky (fail to move). Much of the leakiness comes from the
trust between individuals. Knowledge system displays the signal that knowledge
sharing activities are unstoppable, given the unprecedented social technologies and
the culture it bring with it of increasingly informal knowledge sharing practices.
Therefore, it’s useless to concern about my own knowledge will be imitated by others
and then I lose my own advantage because | cannot avoid others sharing behaviour if

I refuse to share.

When I post some answers or experience to employee’s questions in knowledge
system, colleagues around will have a positive perception that I am knowledgeable
and helpful, more importantly, leave a good impression for my superior as he or she

will always viewing these systems.

2) Career path

Peers could be promoted at the same if we finished the common goal successfully. I
don’t need to concern about the situation that employee A won out over employee B

when finishing a cooperative project.

Promotions and money reward system based on peers provide the intended results of a

greater propensity to cooperation and more palpable sense of group identity (from
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self-interest consideration: people are more likely to help the group if they benefit

financially from better group performance.

3) Hierarchical proximity

We can achieve benefits from knowledge sharing primarily within own corporate
knowledge systems. Organizations derive substantial benefits from deploying these
social technologies in employee interaction which integrated tightly into employees
work flows. Information is shared more readily and less hierarchically, collaboration
across organizational silos is more common, and tasks are more often tackled in a

project-based fashion

Knowledge recipients (Knowledge Acquisition) dimension:
1, Learning curve:

In a knowledge intensive firm, it’s my duty and obligation to continuously learn from
experienced employees. Knowledge doesn’t flow freevly or uniformly in organization.
Some knowledge can’t be obtained or get through just by searching internet and
books. Seeking out various kinds of information and relevant experience from

partners, colleagues or supervisors are essential for a qualified consultant growing.

2, Functional interdependence and Task complexity
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Seeking information from others is indispensable when the given task or problem
involves various and interdependent knowledge that beyond one person’s capacity.
Usually, I will consult with several colleagues with relevant background and I never
hold the expectation that one or two person’s suggestion may tackle this problem
completely. It’s pragmatic to rely on group wise, on one hand, I can avoid the
uncertainty that some person whom I am always prone to for suggestion may not
perfectly cover my problem and he or she may not available for this specific time, one
the other hand, I think it’s a good opportunity to know some new colleagues through
seeking information. For consultants, we need to handle a wide ranging field of cases,

I need to learn and equip myself with all round expertise.

3, Organizational culture

By participating in an organization, the new comer discovers its actual norms and
values, which may not manifestly displayed to the outside. Understanding and
adopting organizational norms, values, and aims is an essential part of become a
connected and productive member of an organization. One important influence on the
success of that assimilation is a predisposition to those values and norms. When a new
comer learns the knowledge sharing culture the given organization advocated and
experienced that colleagues around really do comply with certain values, he or she is

most likely to follow. And when a particular behaviour becomes a genuine norm, the
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ever present social pressure of how everybody does things around here reinforces

conformity

4, Communications and involvement (A sense of membership)

Colleagues interacted through common room informal chanting, lunch, and events to
share and create knowledge, and effective knowledge sharing was facilitated through
effective interaction practice. Shared knowledge and learning that was synthesized to

create even more knowledge.

4.3.3  Questionnaire Survey

Based on the literature review, in-depth interview, and the pilot study, a final
questionnaire was designed with all closed-ended questions. The respondents are all full
time employees who have formal working contracts with the organization. Transfer of
expertise are seen as a dyadic exchange of knowledge between a source and a
recipient in which the characteristics of the source and receipt as well as the
environment that they work within both matter. Base on this setting, I structured the
four-paged survey stage into three sections first is for peer-rated part, the next two
pages being the self-rated part, the third part covering employees’ perception for the

knowledge environment they work in.
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4.5 Data Collection

4.5.1 Sampling

Data collection took place from June 2012 to Jan 2013 and took 10-20 minutes to
complete for each participant. We sent coded questionnaires using the database
created by HR officer and researcher. Every participant received a specific survey
included a cover letter that guaranteeing the management would not see their
individual responses. One week after mailing each survey, we sent a reminder to
participants who had not yet returned their completed survey. A total of 402 out of
480 participants (representing an 83.7% response rate) complete the entire survey. Of
the 402 questionnaires, 80 questionnaires are invalid as they were lack of matching
data rated by paired employees who fail to deliver their complete questionnaires to us.
We finally get 322 resulting in an initial pool of 322 employees (representing a 67%

response rate).

The demographic profile of the subordinates and supervisors was as follows: 47 %
female; 83% with university education or above; 44% in the age range from 20 to 29,
40% from 30 to 39 years, and 16% from 40-49 years. Rank range from analyst to
director( 35% entry level, 55% middle level, 10% manger level) A range of tenure
with their present employer was noted (17 %, <1 year; 56 %; 1-3 year; 27% >3 years) .
The participants were from 34 various departments ranging from sales, operations,
credit, IT, strategy to human resources management office.
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4.5.2 Procedures

Three days prior to administration, human resource director sent out an official email
notification and endorsement of the research survey requesting that encouraging all
employees participate completely and indicating that all response would be

completely confidential.

Survey data were collected via three-stage survey and using multiple sources. The
first survey represents data from subordinates, which administrated via company
e-mail attaching survey ID number created by researcher .We collected survey data
according to our grouping list from internal HR system attached with a cover letter
that explained the objective of the survey, provided assurances of anonymity, and
advised respondents of voluntary nature of participation in the study. Second,
respondents in the supervisor role were asked to fill up the same questionnaire as their
subordinates two weeks after we collected all complete subordinate questionnaires.
Both subordinate and supervisor questionnaires were directly replied to our researcher
email box sponsored by this company’s internal communication system. Third, as
noted in the development of our hypotheses, the key question is testing the presence
of causes and the demonstration of effects; we attempted to adopt employee’s
performance rated by immediate supervisors and higher managers at an appropriate
time lag. With endorsement by the managing director, we obtained records of the

employee’s three main performance dimensions who had completed the above two
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stage survey as well as their corresponding demographic information from the
employee annual performance report six months after the first round survey. HR
officer voluntarily provided us with the last four digits of the employee staff ID
number combined with their performance records, which we used to match survey
responses to the performance records and all the relevant information held in strict
confidence. This method allowed us to reduce common method bias of respondent s
by separating responses for the outcome and predictor variables.

The first peers rating section consist of three target-specific constructs, including
knowledge sharing behaviour, network centrality and tie strength, trust are perceived
as collective and shared phenomenon, are referent shift consensus construct. With the
departmental manger’s guidance, we prepared a grouping list indicating employees
name, working ID, survey ID and paired group for further matching use in data base ,
which meant meeting flowing three condition : (1) dyadic grouping is based on
immediate supervisor’s knowledge about the KS relationship between group members
to ensure paired participants could have interactions with their peers that could supply
reverent data on knowledge sharing behaviour, (2) To limit the burden on the
participates for accuracy, mostly one person has four chances to evaluate by the other
given employee (3) to keep the objective evaluation, each employee was evaluated by
three other team members in the same department selected by department manager

(three colleague name were printed on top of the peers rating part ).
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4.5.3 Sampling frame

For this study, I sampled knowledge workers in two separate organizations under the
same financial group: a unit of a medium size bank based in Shenzhen China; and the
headquarters of this finical group based in Nanjing, China. All employees in each
organization were invited to participate in the study since both organizations
recognize knowledge sharing between their employees as critical to the performance

and success of the organization.

Due to the time-intensive and resources-limited nature of the study, the selection of
the organizations was partially based on convenience. However, utilizing two
organizations from different functional organizations, one for operational function and
one for strategically function, helps external validity and increases the generalizability
of the findings. Any individual differences between participants and non-participants,
as well as industry and company differences, will be statistically controlled for

allowing for inferences to be drawn between the sample and the general population.

Prior to administering the survey, the survey instrument was reviewed by academics
familiar with the content areas and pilot tested with a group of knowledge workers
and their supervisors from the two organizations. The purpose of the pilot study was
to test the survey instrument and its psychometric properties, thereby ensuring that

both the existing measures and the new measures demonstrate construct validity. The
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pilot study involved a total of 20 employees from the two participating organizations
followed with an item-by-item debriefing session with 2 of the HR officers from each
organization. Survey data were collected via three surveys and using multiple sources
to avoid the common method bias. Survey data were collected via three surveys using
multiple sources, including employee survey, supervisor survey, and employee
performance rating survey respectively. Respondents were ensured confidentiality and

all surveys were accessible only by me.
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4.5.4 Questionnaires items formulation

To increase the construct validity and the external validity of the study, when possible
I utilized measures previously used in empirical literature and subjected to scrutiny
regarding their propensity to measure the intended variables ( Huselid, 1995; O’Reilly,
Chatman & Caldwell, 1991; Reagans & McEvily, 2003). Measures developed for the
study, such as the knowledge orientation measures, were adapted from existing
measures (Van de Walle, 1997) and subjected to a pilot study and factor analysis to
ensure the construct validity of the measures. Construct validity is the extent the
variables are measured appropriately, in accordance with existing research practices,
and measure the actual variable. Reliability tests (coefficient alpha) ensure internal
reliability for the items in the same scale and were determined for all constructs, even
those previously validated in the literature. One issue concerning construct validity is
common method variance which is discussed in a separate section after the measures

are presented.

Questionnaire items used in this survey represents data from the knowledge source
and recipient behavioral perspective and was administered to all employees. The
first-stage survey was conducted to measure knowledge sharing behaviour from peers
perspective. The second survey aims to investigate knowledge sharing behavior from
supervisor perspective. The third survey examines the knowledge sharing behaviour

from employees’ corresponding performance perspective. However, because
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collecting the data was a three-stage survey process, there was a risk that respondents
to the first survey would not complete the second survey. As a result, it was
determined that the risk of non-response to the second survey, possibly resulting in
insufficient knowledge sharing data, outweighed the risk of bias in the survey item
responses and the knowledge source general knowledge sharing items were included

in the first survey.
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4.6 Measures

This study developed measurement items by adopting scales that had been validated
in prior studies, modifying them to for our context of knowledge sharing behaviour. A
broad and thorough literature review ensured the reliability and validly of
multiple-item scales measurement. In-depth consultation with department experts and
feedback obtained when piloting the questionnaire helped refine the choice of
sampling, identify the most reverent items, and several proper wording given the

empirical context.

This study used a standard translation and back translation procedure to assure the
equivalence of measures in English and Chinese version of the questionnaires. We
tested the Chinese version of our questionnaire with ten employees from the target
organization. On the basis of feedback obtained from the pilot study, a few items were
reworded to clarify their meaning. To guard against item priming or item context
effects on the survey, we varied the order of items measured for each construct and

placed different item scales together.

This study adapt most of the survey items from pre-existing scale in the literature . The
items comprising the scales described generally bellow are detailed the in table 1, in
the results section. Participants rated the items on a 7 point Likert-type scale ranging
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) to indicate the extent to which they

agree with the items.
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4.6.1 Dependent Variables

Employee performance

The study’s framing utilized participants immediate supervises as the referent rather
than some more general performance indicators which are common held in banking
industry, such as attendance checking, departmental profitability, and personal sales
record. Items adopted from the employee performance appraisal system established
by the organization, which assess multi-dimensional performance that are predictive

of performance-related and attitudinal job outcome.

Performance was assessed using a composite of three dimensions. 12-item scale
operationalized for individual ability, attitude and managerial aptitude in the
workplace respectively. First, with respect to ability dimension, three items refer to
decision marking skill, three items refer to core and functional competence, three
items refer to productivity, and three items refers to navigating skill. Secord, with
respect to attitude dimension, three items refer to coach-ability, three items refer to
driving, three items refer to aspiring, and three items refers to sustainability. Third,
with respect to managerial aptitude dimension, three items refer to time management,
three items refer to stress management, three items refer to group management, and

three items refers to professionalism management.
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4.6.2 Independent Variables

Network Centrality

Following widely accepted measures from social network literature for soliciting an
employees’ network centrality perceived by peers, which covers three dominant
dimensions: degree centrality, betweenness centrality, closeness centrality.
Respondent were asked to evaluate three colleagues printed on top of his or her
questionnaire successively the extent to which they agree with the items. The first
item measured for degree centrality, which is conceptualized as the number of direct
contacts an employee is connected to (Freeman, 1979). More specifically, the item we
used is “this employee has high degree of interaction with other colleagues.” The
second item measured for betweenness centrality, which is conceptualized as the
frequency an actor lies on the shortest path between other actors in the network
(Freeman, 1979). Appropriate to our setting, the item we asked is “this employee
plays a key role in connecting the collaboration among colleagues.”The third item
measured for closeness centrality. According to Freeman (1979), closeness centrality
measures how many steps on average it takes for an individual to reach everyone else
in the network. Individuals who have high closeness centrality measures can most
efficiently make contact with others in the network. The item measured for this
construct is “this employee can get familiar with other colleagues quickly.” Reliability

for the scale is .89.
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Tie Strength

Tie strength is a concept ranging from weak ties at one extreme to strong ties at the
other—characterizes the closeness and interaction frequency of a relationship between
two parties (Granovetter 1973, Hansen 1999), here a knowledge seeker and
knowledge source This variable was operationalized through peers-rating. We asked
the employee to Knowledge seeking. To identify an employee’s tie strength with
peers, we used D.Z. and Cross (2004) 3-item scale to capture the tie relationship. One

sample items is “How close was your working relationship with this person.”

Trust

Knowledge sharing presumes a relation between at least two parties, one that possess
knowledge and the other that acquires knowledge. Both parties in a dyadic
relationship have important strategic considerations before providing or seeking
knowledge. The problems for the employee who provide trust is whether or how
much to trust the trustee. The problem for the trustee is to decide, if trusted, whether
and how much to reciprocate that trust. Therefore, each party, but especially the
knowledge provider, makers decisions based on the reciprocal expectation about the
recipients. To this end , the trust relationship between the respondent and three target
specific employees that paired for him or her was evaluated with a version of
two-dimensional scale developed by (D.Z. and Cross , 2004), Benevolence-based trust
and Competence-based trust respectively. Benevolence-based trust was adapted from

three items used by Johnson et al. (1996). These items are similar to those used by
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Mayer and Davis (1999).A sample item is “I assumed that he or she would always look
out for my interests.” Competence-based trust was taken from the two top loading
items used in McAllister’s (1995) cognition based trust. A sample item is “I believed
that this person approached his or her job with professionalism and dedication.”

Cronbach’s a = .87.

Altruism
We measured altruistic behaviours of the employees using six items from Wayne,
Shore and Liden (1997). A sample item is ““This employee assists me with my duties.”

Reliability for this scale is .92.

Goal Orientations

Individual differences in goal orientation were assessed by administering scales for
measuring learning and performance goal orientation developed by Janssen and Prin
(2007). It consists of ten items for learning orientation and ten items for performance
orientation. Both of which have typically been portrayed by both approach forms and
avoid forms. Sample items for performance-approach goal orientation include “I
achieve at higher levels than others.” Sample items for performance-avoid goal
orientation include “I make no bad impression on others.” On the other hand, sample
items for learning-approach goal orientation include “I can develop myself.” Sample
items for Learning-avoid goal orientation include “I perform tasks with little risk of

failure.” Reliability for the scale of PPGO is .91. Cronbach’s a for the scale of
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PAGO is .91. For LPGO, Reliability for this scale is .94. With regards to LAGO,

Cronbach’s a is .90.

4.6.3 Mediating Variables

Knowledge sharing behaviour

Knowledge providing and seeking measures from the above adopted from  but
modified from self-rating scale to peers rating: the conceptual rationale for using an
aggregated measure of variables in this study is that every employee’s knowledge
providing and seeking behaviour is a collective and shared phenomenon among peers.
Gupta and Govindarajan (2000) pointed out the importance of distinguishing between
receiving and contributing knowledge. Appropriate to the context of this study, the
variable knowledge providing and seeking were operationalized through peers rating.
Accordingly, for the knowledge providing, we asked employees to indicate the extent
to which colleague that selected by the immediate employer for him had contributed
knowledge to peers. We use seven items from (Yang and Chen, 2007) to measure
knowledge providing behaviour .The items include explicit knowledge sharing: a
sample item is “this employee shares business proposals and reports with each other.”
And also the implicit knowledge sharing; a sample item is “this employee shares
know-how from work experiences with others.”

For the other knowledge sharing behaviour , we used three items adopt from(Vries et
al. 2006) to measure how frequently employee engage in knowledge seeking

behaviour , A sample item is “When I need certain knowledge, I ask my colleagues
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about it.”The initial measurement is four-item scale, however, we delete one item
named “He asks his colleagues about their abilities when he need to learn something”
which the meaning is quite confusing reflected by the pilot study. The original scale
has four items. We deleted one item in our main survey (“He asks his colleagues
about their abilities when he needs to learn something™) after conducting our pilot
study for two reasons. First, this does not seem to be related to knowledge acquisition
directly. Second, many respondents in our pilot test reflected that the actual meaning

of this item was confusing. Reliability for this adapted scale is 93,

4.6.4 Control Variables

To construal for the possibility that socio-demographic difference in the predictor and
outcome variables might lead to spurious relationship, gender( 1, “male,” 0, “female”),
age (in years), and organization tenure( in years), education (1, “colleague,” ,

“bachelor,” 3, “graduate”), Ranking (1, “analyst,” 2, “associate,” 3, “departmental

manger,”4, “principle ,”5 “manager”) were entered as covariates in the analysis

4.7 Common Method Variance

Most researchers agree that common method variance, for example, variance that is
attributable to the measurement method rather than to the constructs the measures
represent, is a potential problem in behavioural research. The most likely causes of
method bias and result from the fact that the predictor and criterion variables are
obtained from the same source or ratter. Some methods effects result from the fact

that the respondent providing the measure of the predictor and criterion variable is the
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same person. This type of self-report bias may be said to result from any artificial
covariance between the predictor and criterion variable produced by the fact that the

respondent providing the measure of these variables is the same.

Because common method biases can have potentially serious effects on research
findings, I obtain measures of the independent variables, dependent variables, and
mediating variables from different sources. Specifically, all the independent variables
adopt from self-report measures, all the dependent variables tested through
organizational objective performance appraisals, and all the mediating variables were

arrived from peers-rating report, respectively.

4.8 Summary of the Chapter

This chapter introduces the study area and explains the implementation of the research
methods. The reasons for choosing the methods for each research stage are explained.
A pilot study is conducted and a questionnaire survey was distributed in two firms,
Nanjing and Shenzhen, respectively. All the relevant measures were introduced in

this chapter.
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Chapter 5: Data analysis and results

5.1 Data Analysis

This chapter presents the data collected using the methods described in the previous
chapter as well as the data analyses and the results from the data analyses. The chapter
is divided into three sections: an initial exploration of the data, hypothesis testing, and

a summary of the findings.

5.1.1 Descriptive Statistics, Correlations and Reliability

Table 2 presents the means, standard deviations, and correlations between the study
variables. Table 2 shows that knowledge acquisition behaviour was significantly
correlated with Performance avoid goal orientation (PAGO) (r =-.23, p<0.05),
learning prove goal orientation (LPGO) (r =0.67, p<0.05), Learning avoid goal
orientation (LAGO) (r =40, p<0.05). On the other hand, knowledge provision
behaviour was significantly correlated with performance prove goal orientation
(PPGO) (r =.44, p<0.05) ,Performance avoid goal orientation (PAGO) (r = -.38,
p<0.05), learning prove goal orientation (LPGO) (r =0.57, p<0.05), Learning avoid

goal orientation (LAGO) (r =-.21, p<0.05).
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Table 2
Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
1. Age 3167 642
2.Edu 198 54 12
3. Rank 194 9% 50 22
4. Tenure 2.12 117 41 15 33
5. Centrality 496 74 -13 .02 03 -05
6. Trust 4.83 56 -12 03 07 -03 41
7. Altruism 500 8 -04 -07 07 -10 .12 18
8. PPGO 529 8 -08 09 06 -17 22 14 26
9. PAGO 515 77 04 -02 02 -05 -21 -04 09 01
10. LPGO 550 95 .03 .06 22 03 .12 29 49 18  -08
11. LAGO 478 98 09 -11 13 .03 -12 .03 02 =27 07 .16
12. KAB® 5.03 112 -04 -01 20 .11 .16 30 32  -05 -23 67 40
13. KPB® 4.99 1L16 -07 07 .18 .03 34 30 37 44  -38 57  -21 47
14. performance  84.40 588 -06 .04 21 .05 26 29 37 23 -31 60 .08 .69 .74
Note: N=322.

Correlations >= |.12| is significant at the .05 level; a correlations>= [.15] is significant

at the .01 level.

a.KAB = knowledge acquisition behaviour; b. KPB = knowledge provision behaviour.
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5.1.2 Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Apart from the employees’ demographics and performance ratings which were
secondary data, the measures in this study came from two sources. Goal orientations,
and altruism were rated by the focal employees; network centrality, trust, knowledge
provision behaviour and knowledge acquisition behaviour were rated by peers, with
each focal employee evaluated by three close partners. Therefore, two sets of
confirmatory factor analysis (CFAs) were conducted to examine the factorial
structures of employees’ self-ratings and peer-ratings separately. For self-report
measures, results of the CFA show a satisfactory fit with the data (x* (88) = 701.27,
CFI = .93, TLI = .93, RMSEA = .07, SRMR = .05). All indicators have significant
loadings on their respective latent factors. To confirm the theoretical model of goal
orientations, I specified a nested model by combining items of LPGO and LAGO to
one latent factor. CFA results show that this model fits the data significantly worse,
Ay? (4) = 959.93 (p < .01). I further tested another nested modet by combining PPGO
and PAGO. This model also fits the data significantly worse, Ay? (4) = 99132 (p
< .01). Thus, my data supports the proposed four-factor model of goal orientations.
For peer-rating measures, the proposed four-factor structure fitted the data very well
(2 (54) = 260.97, CFI = .99, TLI = .98, RMSEA = .04, SRMR = .03). All indicators
loaded on their respective factors significantly. These results supported that the

scales used in this study measure distinct constructs.
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5.1.3 Aggregation Tests

Since I use peer ratings to measure individual knowledge provision behaviour and
knowledge acquisition behaviour, I need to aggregate the peer-rating scores. In
support of the aggregation, inter-rater reliability indices showed satisfactory reliability
for both knowledge provision behaviour (ICC[1] = .92 and ICC[2] = .98) and
knowledge acquisition behaviour (ICC[1] = .98; ICC[2] = .96). Accordingly, we
averaged the peer ratings to get the scores of individual knowledge provision
behaviour and knowledge acquisition behaviour. Each peer also reported their trust of
the focal employee as well as their perceived centrality of the focal employee. The
ICC[1] and ICCJ2] of the centrality measure was .39 and .72 respectively. LeBreton
and Senter (2008) suggested that ICC[1] greater than .25 and ICC[2] greater than .70
might be considered as basic criteria for data aggregation. Since both ICC [1] and ICC
[2] for centrality met these required standards, 1 aggregated the peer ratings of
centrality across the ratters. However, the case for aggregation of trust is slightly
different. Since trust is embedded in dyadic relationships, there is no theoretical
requirement that everyone should consider a certain employee as trustful. The
averaged trust score across the three peers was, therefore, only an estimate of the
averaged level of trust of the focal employee by his or her close colleagues. There is
no theoretical need for inter-ratter agreement of this construct among the peers’

ratings.
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5.1.4 Hierarchical regression model

A hierarchical regression approach was chosen due to its superiority relative to
zero-order correlations in assessing the direction and strength of association between
variables (Hair et al, 1998). Hierarchical regression is a variation of linear regression
analysis where multiple variables, or groups of variables, are entered in steps. A
three-step regression analysis was employed where the control variables were entered
as a first step, the independent variables were entered as a second step, and the

mediating variables were entered as a third step.

5.1.5 Bootstrap Method for Testing Meditating effect

/'1 Meodiator Variable \
A
v

independent c
Varlable

Dependent
Yariable

4

To test whether knowledge acquisition behaviour and provision behaviour mediated
the relationship between goal orientations and employee performance rating, I
followed Baron & Kenny (1986) classic three-step mediation regression procedures
logic. Mediation analyses are employed to understand a known relationship by
exploring the underlying mechanism or process by which one variable (X) influences
another variable (¥) through a mediator (M). Such an intervening variable is called a
mediator. In order for either full or partial mediation to be established, the reduction

in variance explained by the independent variable must be significant as determined
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by one of several tests, such as the Sobel test. Sobel’s test is calculated to determine if
the relationship between the independent variable and dependent variable has been
significantly reduced after inclusion of the mediator variable. The bootstrapping
method (Preacher& Hayes, 2004) provides some advantages to the Sobel’s test,
primarily an increase in power. The Preacher and Hayes Bootstrapping method is a
non-parametric test. As such, the bootstrap method does not violate assumptions of
normality and is therefore recommended for small sample sizes. Bootstrapping
involves repeatedly randomly sampling observations with replacement from the data
set to compute the desired statistic in each resample. Over hundreds, or thousands, of
bootstrap re-samples provide an approximation of the sampling distribution of the
statistic of interest. This method provides point estimates and confidence intervals by
which one can assess the significance or non-significance of a mediation effect. Point
estimates reveal the mean over the number of bootstrapped samples and if zero does
not fall between the resulting confidence intervals of the bootstrapping method, one

can confidently conclude that there is a significant mediation effect to report.

5.2 Hypothesis Testing and Results

Based on the initial data exploration, it is now possible to conduct data analyses to test
the hypotheses and determine whether a hypothesis is supported or not with a high
degree of statistical conclusion validity. The hypotheses were tested using the

following statistical methods: hypotheses la-b were tested using linear regression,
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hypotheses 2a-b, 3a-b, 4a-b, and 5a-b were tested using hierarchical regression

analysis, and hypothesis 6a-b and 7a-b was tested using bootstrapping method.

Table 2 presents the means, standard deviations, and zero-order Pearson correlations
of the focal variables. In general, the correlations among the variables were as

expected.

5.2.1 Four Perspectives Explanatory Power Comparison:
Goal Orientation---Knowledge Sharing Behavior (Hypotheses 1a-1b)

I conducted hierarchical multiple regression analyses to show that the proposed model
of goal orientations can explain knowledge sharing beyond the established
perspectives (i.e., network centrality, trust, and altruism) and test specific hypotheses
regarding the effects of goal orientations on knowledge provision and knowledge
acquisition. Table 3 shows the results of the hierarchical regression analyses. Model 3
and Model 6 in Table 3 show that after controlling for network centrality, trust and
altruism, goal orientations explain significant variances of knowledge provision (AR’
= 36, p < .01) and knowledge acquisition (AR’ = 40, p < .1) respectively.

Hypothesis 1 was supported.
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5.2.2 Main Effect of Goal Orientation on Knowledge Sharing Behavior

5.2.2.1 Performance-prove and Performance-avoid goal orientation----Knowledge
Provision (Hypotheses 2a-2b)

5.2.2.2 Performance -prove and Performance-avoid goal orientation----Knowledge
Acquisition (Hypotheses 3a-3b)

5.2.2.3 Learning-prove and Learning-avoid goal orientation---- Knowledge Provision
(Hypotheses 4a-4b)

5224 Leaming—prdve “and Learning-avoid goal orientation---- Knowledge

Acquisition (Hypotheses 5a-5b)

Hypothesis 2 predicts that PPGO is positively related to knowledge provision and
PAGQO is negatively related to knowledge provision. As shown in Model 3 in Table 3,
this hypothesis was supported for both PPGO (f = .26, p <.01) and PAGO (f = -.33,
p <.01). Hypothesis 3 predicts that both PPGO and PAGO of employees would be
negatively related employees’ knowledge acquisition behaviours. Model 6 of Table 3
shows that PPGO of employees has negative effects on knowledge acquisition (8 =
-.11, p <£.01). PAGO of employees also has negative effects on knowledge acquisition
(p = -.18, p <.01). Hypothesis 3 was supported. Hypothesis 4 predicts the effects of
LPGO and LAGO of employees on knowledge provision behaviours. Model 3 of
Table 3 shows that LPGO of employees has positive effects on knowledge acquisition
(8 = .43, p <.01). In contrast, LAGO of employees has negative effects on knowledge
acquisition (f = -.18, p < .01). Hypothesis 4 was supported. I predict in Hypothesis 5
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the effects of LPGO and LAGO of employees on their knowledge acquisition
behaviours. Model 6 of Table 3 shows that LPGO of employees has positive effects
on knowledge acquisition (8 = .55, p < .01). Similarly, LAGO of employees has
significant positive effects on knowledge acquisition (8 = .29, p < .01). Hypothesis 5

was supported.
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Table 3: Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Knowledge Provision
Behaviour and Knowledge Acquisition Behaviour

Knowledge Provision Behaviour Knowledge Acquisition Behaviour

Varijables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

age -217 -13" -.08 =237 -177" -15"
education .04 .05 -.03 -.06 -.04 -.02
org. ten 02 07 07 11 157 107
rank 27" 17" ar 297 21" 09"
centrality 237 .09° 01 02
Trust 11 06 227 09
Altruism 32" 107 277 07
PPGO 26" 117
PAGO -33" -187
LPGO 437 557
LAGO -18" 29"
R? 06 27 63 .08 22 62
AR? 06" 217 36 08" 147 40"

Note: N=322. *p <.05; ** < 0L
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5.2.3 Knowledge Sharing Behaviours and Employee Performance Ratings
5.2.3.1 Knowledge sharing behavior----------- Employees Performance (Hypotheses
6a-6b)

5.2.3.2 Knowledge provision mediate the positive relationship between
Performance-prove Goal Orientation (PPGO) and performance rating (Hypotheses 7a)
5.2.3.3 Knowledge provision mediate the negative relationship between
Performance-avoid Goal Orientation (PAGO) and performance rating (Hypotheses
7b)

5.2.3.4 Knowledge acquisition mediate the negative relationship between
Performance-prove Goal Orientation (PPGO) and performance rating (Hypotheses 7¢)
5.2.3.5 Knowledge acquisition mediate the negative relationship between
Performance-avoid Goal Orientation (PAGO) and performance rating (Hypotheses
7d)

5.2.3.6 Knowledge provision mediate the positive relationship between
Learning-prove Goal Orientation (LPGO) and performance rating (Hypotheses 7e)
5.2.3.7 Knowledge provision mediate the negative relationship between
Learning-prove Goal Orientation (LAGO) and performance rating (Hypotheses 71)
5.2.3.8 Knowledge acquisition mediate the positive relationship between
Learning-prove Goal Orientation (LPGO) and performance rating (Hypotheses 7g)
5.2.3.9 Knowledge acquisition mediate the positive relationship between

Learning-avoid Goal Orientation (LAGO) and performance rating (Hypotheses 7h)
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Since Hypothesis 6 and 7 involves indirect effects of employees’ goal orientations on
their knowing sharing behaviours, I tested these hypotheses with path analysis using
Mplus 7 (Muthén & Muthén, 2012). In this path analysis, 1 controlled for the same
demographic variables as well as network centrality, trust and altruism. Figure 3
shows the estimates from the path analysis. Hypothesis 6 predicts the relationships
between employees’ knowledge provision and acquisition behaviours and their
performance ratings. As shown in Figure 3, after taking into account all the control
variables and goal orientations, knowledge provision has a significantly positive
relationship with performance ratings ( = .53, p <.01); knowledge acquisition is also
found to be positively related to performance ratings (8 = .43, p <.01). Hypothesis 6

was supported.
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Figure 3. Path Coefficients of the Proposed Model *®
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2 For the reason of brevity, I did not present the controlled effects of the

demographics, network centrality, trust and altruism on knowledge sharing

behaviours and performance ratings here.

® all path coefficients are standardized coefficients.
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5.2.4 Mediating effect of knowledge sharing behaviour between goal
orientation and performancé ratings

Hypothesis 7 involves a total of eight sub-hypotheses of the indirect effects of the
four goal orientations on performance ratings through knowledge provision and
knowledge acquisition of the employees. Table 4 shows the effect sizes of these eight
indirect effect estimates, their bootstrap confidence intervals and their corresponding
hypotheses. For example, the first row in Table 4 shows the indirect link PPGO—
knowledge provision— performance (H7,). The last row of Table 4 shows the indirect
link of LAGO— knowledge acquisition — performance (H7,). As shown in Table 4,
the eight indirect effects, in the order as presented in Hypotheses 7, were .14, -.17,
-.05, -.08, .23, -.10, .24 and .12 respectively. Since the sampling distributions of the
indirect effects do not follow any known distribution form, we used the bootstrapping
method recommended by Edwards and Lambert (2007) to estimate confidence
intervals for the hypothesized indirect effects. These bias-corrected confidence
intervals were estimated based on 2,000 bootstrap replications of re-sampling using

Mplus 7. Results in Table 4 indicated that all eight indirect effects were significant at

the .05 level. Hypothesis 7 was supported.
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Table 4. Summary of Estimates and Confidence Intervals for Indirect Effects

Hypothesis Indirect effect Estimates Confidence Interval
Ta PPGO—KPB—Perf. .14 1.09, .18]
7b PAGO-—~KPB—Perf. -17 [-.23,-.12]
Tc PPGO—KAB—Perf. -.05 [-.09, -.01]
7d PAGO—KAB->Perf. -.08 [-.11, -.04]
Te LPGO—KPB-Perf. 23 [.16, .30]
7f LAGO—KPB—"Perf. -.10 [-.14,-.05]
Tg LPGO—KAB-Perf. 24 [.17,.30]
7h LAGO—KAB~—Perf. A2 [.08, .17]

Note:KAB = knowledge acquisition behavior; b. KPB = knowledge provision behavior.

Perf. = performance rating.
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5.3  Validity of analysis

An important consideration in this empirical study is the research design. The main
purpose of the research design is to maximize the validity of the study, specifically
internal, external, construct, and statistical validity (Cook & Campbell, 1979). The
presence of these four types of validity enhances the conclusions drawn from the
results of the study. The four sections that constitute this chapter, research design,
measures, common method variance, and statistical analyses, illustrate how validity is

being maximized for this study.

5.3.1 Research design validity
Sample:

For this study, I sampled knowledge workers from two separate organizations under
one financial institution group: a unit of a large size state-owned bank based in
Nanjing, China. All employees in each organization were invited to participate in the
study since both organizations recognize knowledge sharing behavior between their

employees as critical to the performance and success of the organization.

Due to the time-intensive and cost-consuming nature of the study, the selection of the
organization was partially based on convenience. However, utilizing two companies
from different provinces helps establish external validity and increases the
generalizability of the findings. Any individual differences between participants and

non-participants, as well as company differences, will be statistically controlled for
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allowing for inferences to be drawn between the sample and the general population.

Survey and Data Collection:

The large-scale study was administered in June 2012. To increase the response rate,
the four-contact procedure for survey administration suggested by Dillman (2000)
was used. However, because the data were collected via multiple surveys and from

multiple sources, Dillman’s (2000) four-step procedure was modified as follows:

1. An email was sent from a high-level executive in each of the firms indicating the
purpose and importance of the study and asking for participation. The confidentiality
of all responses was guaranteed.

2. Three business days later a second email was sent to the designated population

of knowledge workers which included the URL to the initial survey.

3. Seven business days after the first survey was distributed, a second email was

sent thanking respondents for their participation and reminding those who had

not responded to complete and submit the initial survey by a specified date.

4. Five business days later, a final email was sent to those that had not completed and
submitted their second survey and to supervisors reminding them to submit their

survey.

Employees who completed both the first survey were entered into a luck drawing for a

gift worth about HKD 200, Human resource officers from two firms also received an
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souvenir and executive summary describing their organization’s results and
comparing their results to the other organization that participated in the study. The
executive summary is expected to provide each organization with a better
understanding of how their internal environment supports knowledge sharing by
detailing the effect of their human resource management practices and organizational
environment on the knowledge goals their employees adopt and their knowledge

sharing behavior.

Control variables:

Based on a review of the literature on knowledge management, social network theory,
dispositional theory, social exchange theory, and goal orientation theory, I identified
variables likely to affect knowledge sharing behavior. Including centrality, trust,
atrium variables as control variables in the study and statistically controlling for their
effects increases both the study’s statistical validity and the study’s internal validity.
Internal validity is the extent to which causal inferences can be drawn and represents
the degree to which the study is free from measurement errors due to extraneous
variables (Cook & Campbell, 1979). The variables included in the study are described

in detail at Chapter four.
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Common method biases:

Survey data were collected via two-phase surveys and using multiple sources.
Respondents were ensured confidentiality and all surveys were accessible only by me.
The first-phase survey represents data from the knowledge sources and providers
perspective and was distributed to all employees from these two companies. It
included variables on the centrality, ties strength, trust, atrium, and knowledge sharing
behavior from peers rating. More specifically, with the help of the HR manager and
department managers, we prepared a grouping list indicating employees' name,
working ID, survey ID and colleagues who are paired up with them for peer ratings.
Each respondent was asked to rate the centrality, trust and knowledge sharing of three
peers designed by us. These peers were identified as close work colleagues of the
focal respondent as suggested by their department managers. Employees’ goal
orientations and altruistic inclination were obtained by self-rating of each participant.
However, there was a risk that one respondent rate the employee while that employees
don’t completed the rating for the dyadic matching As a result, it was possible to
result in insufficient knowledge sharing data, outweighed the risk of bias in the survey
item responses. The second-phase survey, customized for each employee that
responded to the first survey, included official performance evaluation items
corresponding to each employee who finished the self-repot rating part. Performance
ratings of the employees were obtained from company records six months after the
survey was conducted.
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Common method variance was minimized by using validated measures where
possible and following the two procedures. First, data was collected from multiple
sources. In this study, every specific employee was rated by three other colleagues
who have close collaboration with the focal employee before. After getting those
peers rating, I aggregated all the ratings and then arrive the average rating for each
measurement. Second, separation of measurement was included in the research design
by collecting the measures from employees and their corresponding performaﬁcé '
rating via two surveys administered at different points in time and conducting a pilot
study and a large-scale study. A research design that separated measurement in time
mitigates the potential problems associated with consistency motif, social desirability,
or stimulus cues, all identified as potential causes of common method variance

(Podsakoff & Organ, 1986).
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5.3.2 Research result validation

To verify the findings from Stage 1 (Literature review) and Stage 2 (Analysis of
housing settlement of migrant workers) mentioned in research design figure from
Chapter one, both post-hoc interviews and additional survey were employed. Post-hoc
interviews were conducted with supervisors whose subordinates have completed the
questionnaire and additional survey (two-wave design) conducted with some
voluntary employees who have participated in the large-scale survey. To verify the
information obtained from the employees, the interview questions with the supervisor
were divided into two parts; first, whether the peers-rating score for the focal
employee is corresponding to the perception from supervisor’s view. Second, whether
the evaluation scores are corresponding to the perception from supervisor’s view.
Those interviews validate the perceptions and opinions of the respondent’s behavior
from one more perspective. There are three objectives to achieve through the
interview with supervisors : 1) to compare the findings from the questionnaire survey
with supervisors perspective , 2) to discover and understand the more complete
rationale behind knowledge sharing behavior , and 3) to enrich and broaden the

managerial implication for this study.

Compared with the interviews conducted with supervisors, the additional survey for
voluntary employees is more focus on the reliability of the measures. With the

additional survey, I ask the respondents four main components, including perceived
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supervisor knowledge sharing support, self rating of knowledge sharing behavior, self
regulatory focus, and perceived knowledge characteristics. This supplementary survey
is composed of predetermined questions exclusively, and the order of the questions is
standardized. Finally, I successfully collected 120 copies of valid questionnaires to
add the reliability of the first survey. There are three reasons for employing this
two-wave method. First, the purpose of this stage is to verify the findings of Stages 1
and 2. Detailed information about the knowledge—intensive attributes attached in the
focal organization, organizational knowledge sharing environment, and employee
dispositional perception for knowledge sharing behavior was obtained through this
additional questionnaire survey. Thus, this study may conclude a more precise
statistical result and implication from the knowledge intensive domain. Second, I have
collected every employee’s knowledge sharing behavior from three other colleagues
rating, however, the amount of information obtained from that specific employee’s
own rating is more sufficient and credible when comparing self rating with peers
rating. This method benefits the comparison of the responses in that more valid
information can be obtained to verify the previous survey findings. Finally, observing
the same construct from different viewpoints in parallel (self rating Vs peers ratting)

promote and develop the complementary strengths.

Causality is always the most important and controversial issue when conducting

management related research, especially for organizational behavior (OB) research.
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It’s much easier for research designers to draw the several links together, map out the
research modeling, and arrive at the so called causality through statistical package
tools. However, more and more scientific researchers begin to advocate more accurate,
rigid and scientific research methodology to elaborate the ‘genuine’ causality. And
that’s why a growing of famous journals start to reject papers only investigate
causality through cross-sectional data analysis. When conducting my research topic, I
took great pains to adopt advance methodology to arrive at a relatively scientific
causality. My solution could be manifested into two main parts. On the theoretical
part, goal orientations, knowledge sharing behavior, and performance rating these
three constructs are not isolate with each other or mutually exclusive, in contrast, they
have overarching and causal relationships consequently. More specifically, goal
orientation determines a choice made by employees when approaching success or
avoiding failure, and then knowledge sharing behavior plays a vital role as tactics to
express and process these motivations, in turn, knowledge provision and knowledge
acquisition behavior increase or decrease employee performance rating to different
extent. This casual link illustrates nested theatrical foundation more smoothly and
accurately. On the methods part, rather than using cross-sectional data, I adopted
two-wave research design. I measured goal orientation scales and knowledge sharing
behaviors scales first, and then got the performance rating six months later. This two
—wave design survey could examine the causality much more scientifically since the
‘cause’ and ‘effect’ are contiguous in time. Nowadays, time series data analysis is

increasingly became a strategic means of robust explanation for causality. For the
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research forward, it’s might be a promising way to measure the antecedents, behavior,
and consequence in different time zone. Although it definitely imposes the burden on

research data collection, it paves a good way for research excellence.

5.4 Summary of the Chapter

The logical and sequential arrangement of the use of different research methods at
different stages is presented in Figures. This chapter introduces the study area and
explains the implementation of the research methods. The reasons for choosing the

methods for each research stage are explained
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Chapter 6 Conclusion and Discussion

6.1 Contribution for This Study

Draw upon three distinct motivational theories, each of which is suited for
understanding a specific element of the motivational process for knowledge providers
and recipients. To keep those focal points and limitation mentioned in mind, the
present study contributes to the existing research on knowledge sharing by addressing

the deficiencies noted at the chapter two and chapter three.

The first theoretical contribution comes in the form of demonstrating, examining, and
comparing three dominant perspectives that account for knowledge sharing behaviour
and performance rating empirically. By identifying limitations inherent in each
perspective and drawing upon the emerging research focus highlighted, I address the
existing research issues and assess the new perspective’s unique explanatory power
relative to prévious explanations by simultaneously considering both individual trait
and context factors as antecedents of the knowledge sharing engagement level and by
testing whether knowledge sharing behaviour is an underlying mechanism through

which these antecedents affect performance rating.

Our second contribution involves the opening up a self-regulatory perspective that
connect the trait-state linkage that individuals undertake to engage in knowledge
sharing and then enhance their performance. Rather than social network or social

exchange theory which generally emphasizes between-person differences (Organ et
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al., 2006) and without giving enough consideration to the underlying cognitive,
affective, or unconscious processes that may drive knowledge sharing behaviour,
self-regulation theory emphasizes within-person variation (Carver & Scheier, 1998).
Accordingly, I use this theoretical lens to understand the within-person processes that
occur over time in determining why employees will engage in higher or lower levels
of knowledge sharing behaviour and to explain how employee performance rating
vary as a function of knowledge sharing engagement. More importantly, goal
orientations play as malleable constructs that individuals can use strategically to better
self-regulate (Bolino, 2012). In contrast, purely dispositional approaches or theories
typically do not consider underlying processes or dynamics that may be essential for
understanding how people respond to different situations and for developing effective
interventions (Aspinwall & Staudinger, 2003).This perspective, uniquely, integrates
significant aspects of self-regulation and goal orientation theory. These two nested
theories form the foundation of our framework, and capture a common assumption
that is notable in knowledge intensive work setting where employees require adaption
to the working environment. Using this lens, the role of knowledge provision and
acquisition as two self-regulation tactics lies in that knowledge sharing process exert
their influence throughout the entire achievement sequence by pushing work forward
and stimulating productive solutions for work. To carry this logic further, our current
study will investigate that knowledge sharing behaviour plays as an explanatory
process involved in mediating the effects of distal constructs on employee

performance, which was rarely tested before. More specifically, the added value is
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that it explicates to what extent a high level of knowledge provision or acquisition
entails employees to be more effective in terms of performance enhancement. This
perspective develops new insights into a motivational mechanism that affects how
trait-based dispositional motivations guide their self-regulatory process through
knowledge acquisition and provision, which, in turn, impact performance rating in the

complex dynamic environment ultimately.

The third theoretical contribution of this study is that I further the extant knowledge
base by examining how the adoption of goal orientation establishes a framework for
goal striving process via self-regulation mechanism in achievement situations.
Scholars have discussed the importance of explicating the intermediate motivational
mechanism that mediates the relationship of individual difference with job
performance (Kanfer, 1990). Given this focus, Payne et al. (2007) noted that the
function of self-regulation in mediating goal orientation and performance is not well
understood and the researchers called for research on the topic. Employing a
self-regulation perspective allows us to investigate what cognitive-dynamic
motivation proceeds from knowledge sharing behaviour toward achievement through
the goal striving process. Previous research has found multiple mediators between the
goal-orientation and performance relationship (e.g., self-efficacy, regulatory focus,
goal setting; Chen et al., 2000; Johnson, 2011, Phillips & Gully, 1997). Particularly,
VandeWalle and colleagues (1999) found that goal setting, effort, and planning were

important self-regulation tactics between goal orientation and sales performance.
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More recently, Stobbeleir and his colleagues (2011) regard that feedback-seeking
behaviour as a possible additional mechanism explaining the effects of individual
differences and context factors on creative performance. As it stands now, no study
we are aware of has examined the knowledge sharing behaviours, which play the role
as self-regulation tactics and elaborate linkages between goal orientation and
performance. Flowing from these beliefs, knowledge sharing behaviours steer an
employee towards meeting an established goal and capturing the behavioural
manifestations of self-regulatory motives, as opposed to the motives themselves (i.e.,
how, as opposed to why, people engage in certain goal striving behaviours). Therefore,
the core contribution of this study is the role of knowledge sharing behaviour as a

mediating process between goal orientation and performance.

The research also provides for two more specific contributions to the knowledge
sharing literature that focus on enhancing employee performance outcomes.

First, while knowledge provision and knowledge acquisition dimensions are two
facets of knowledge sharing and result in different outcome in work place, the extant
empirical research focuses exclusively on knowledge provision dimension and has
rarely considered both providers and seekers simultaneously as they engage in the
process of knowledge exchange and utilization (Quigley et al., 2007). Echoing
Rerinholt et al., (2011) recently has observed, knowledge sharing is not a

unidimensional continuum. We fill this void by building a new theoretical framework
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and test hypotheses pertaining to both the acquisition and provision of knowledge for

a complete understanding for the whole mechanism.

Second, this study rely on the nine sub-dimensional official performance appraisal
recording from our sampling, including domain-specific goal achievement, abilities
and attitude manifested in their in-role work. This study investigates the effects of
knowledge sharing behaviour motivated by four different goal orientatiqn patterns on
multidimensional in-role performance outcomes that is substantially a more difficult,

complex, and dynamic knowledge-intensive work setting.

The results of this study showed that four patterns of employee goal orientations
significantly associated with employee knowledge sharing behaviour engagement,
more importantly, this linkage can expand to enhancement of performance rating.

The implications for practitioners and researchers and the limitations of this study are

discussed below.

6.2  Theoretical Implication

First of all, goal orientation theory, which has a long tradition in research and has
been applied to explain many aspects of work-related behaviour, has been extended to
explain knowledge sharing behaviour, which is one of the central processes in
creating competitive advantages of knowledge-intensive companies. Whereas

previous work on knowledge sharing has mainly looked at organizational and
118



Chapter 6: Conclusion and Discussion

environmental factors as antecedents, this study extends previous studies aiming at
understanding the individual influencers of knowledge sharing. In this study, a
theoretical model explaining how goal orientations impact knowledge sharing via
knowledge sharing behaviour was developed. Consistent with goal theory (Dweck,
1986) and as our hypotheses predicted, the four patterns of goal orientations,
performance prove-avoid orientation and learning prove-avoid orientation, have a

significant negative or positive impact on behaviour.

Furthermore, scholars have discussed the importance of explaining the intermediate
motivational mechanisms that mediate the relationship of an individual difference
with performance rating. However, there are very limited understanding of the

mechanisms that mediate the relationship of goal orientation and performance.

In this study, I investigated how employees self-regulate in ways through knowledge
acquisition and provision that enhance their job performance. Ground on the premise
that self regulation tactics are of little value if people cannot motivate themselves to
use them and self regulation tactics are also of no value unless they increase
effectiveness, I hypothesized that self-regulation is seen to mediate between an goal

orientations and performance.

Researchers (Ames & Archer, 1988) have suggested that a learning goal orientation

predisposes individuals to use self-regulation tactics in pursuit of their mastery focus.
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on the other hand, performance goal orientation should be less predisposed to use self
regulation tactics in pursuit of their image focus. Consistent with Kanfer (1990), I
define self regulation as the cognitive process that determines the transformation of
the motivational force into behaviour and performance. In this study, I further the
extant knowledge base by examining how the adoption of a goal orientation pattern
creates a framework for self regulation via knowledge sharing behaviour, which are
behaviour manifestation of the self —regulatory goal-staring process that mediate the

relationship between goal orientation and performance rating.

Overall, the findings of this study contribute to a better and through understanding of
knowledge sharing behaviour in the knowledge intensive workplace and, more
specifically to the impact of goal orientations on the individual’s knowledge sharing
behaviour with colleagues. It also illuminates the relationship between personality
traits and goal orientations. Thus, our results contribute to literature on personality
and educational psychology as well as organizational behaviour and knowledge
sharing. It has been shown that stable individual differences (personality traits) are
related to important orientations of individuals and therefore their behaviour in the

workplace.
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6.3 Managerial Implications

This study proposes the following implications for individuals initiating knowledge
sharing practices or desiring to encourage knowledge sharing within their
organizations. There is several significant practical implications result from this study
orientated around employee selection, recruitment, and training section on work

place.

To begin, the findings suggest that motivating knowledge sharing behaviour can be
achieved through employees recruiting standards that emphasize learning-oriented
aptitude. Such motivational traits might be reinforced through emphasizing
knowledge sharing behaviour in performance appraisals, recognizing those who
actively go out of their way to share their know-how with peers, and praising those
who continuously seek work-related knowledge from peers. A highly self-regulatory
staff can be established by recruiting and selecting employees who are active learners,

and who have high cognitive aptitude and self presentational.

Another practical implication is that encouraging potential knowledge providers and
recipients to contribute or seek knowledge may not directly translate into a
willingness to apply knowledge into performance enhancement use. As two facets of
the self regulation tactics, knowledge provision and acquisition play as two-looped
learning modes for enhancing performance rating. This finding suggest that

organizations can help create conditions for superior performance by setting high
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performance standards and ensuring that those who are given high goals have access

to valuable knowledge.

The third practical implication that can be derived from organizations is to consider
the fact that highlighting the importance of taking one’s goal orientation into account
when selecting employees; for specific tasks where knowledge has to be shared to
build competitive advantages learning-oriented people should be hired. Based on
company routine, emphasizing organizational rewards, such as salary incentives,
bonuses, promotion incentives, or job security, as a primary knowledge sharing
mechanism is not cost-effective, because extrinsic rewards secure only temporary
compliance (Alfie, 1993). This means that organizational rewards may provide
temporary incentives for knowledge sharing, but is not fundamental force forming
employee knowledge sharing behaviours. Effects to foster the application of
contributing knowledge sharing behaviour into employee performance appraisal are
necessary for creating and maintaining knowledge sharing culture. To reward
knowledge management through a formal compensation system, organizations needed
to create a flexible structure that allowed it to make payments to employees who

demonstrated effective acquisition, application, and sharing of knowledge.

Finally, it is also important for managerial level pay attention to the self-regulation
framework is the need to address the impression management concern of the foal
employees. For example, employees may be resultant to seek work-related knowledge
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for fear of exposing weakness. Organizing can address this concern by encoring and
reinforcing knowledge sharing behaviour through the creation of norms favoring such
behaviour s and the promotion of role models by supervisors. The existence of such a
norm leads to greater knowledge sharing behaviour in a group setting. Top managers
can also model the desired behaviour and reward such kind of employees that set such

an example.

6.4 Limitations and Directions for Future Research

This study does have a number of limitations that future research might address. To
begin , the sample was drawn from 322 employees in two banks affiliated in one
organization Hence, the research model should be tested further using samples from
different organizations, since cultural differences among organizations influence
employee perceptions regarding knowledge sharing, behaviour and further testing
thus would provide a more robust test of the hypotheses. Second, based on a sample
of 322 respondents, several significant results have been obtained. However, a larger
sample that brings more statistical power would have allowed more sophisticated
statistical analysis. The study findings should thus be verified with a larger sample to
increase generalizability. Third, our research has focus on one level of analysis at a
time, single-level approaches potentially overlook important multilevel relationships,
such as the influence that organizational factors (e.g., reward systems) may have on
the individual-level motivation of knowledge providers and seekers or the influence
that emergent properties at the group level (e.g., leadership style) may have on the
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individual level of knowledge sharing behaviour. Forth, this research focused
exclusively on dyadic knowledge sharing behaviour in individual level. In this way,
we were able to directly model motivational influences on knowledge providers and
recipients in the interest of building middle-range motivation theory. Future research
might productively extend our research by focusing on the motivational mechanisms
influencing knowledge sharing within a larger group or team context in which

decisions are often based on integrating different sources of knowledge.

Constrained by operations limitation, I was able to only obtain a single, overall
measure of each person’s performance. This aggregate rating restricts our ability to
develop a nuanced view of relationships between individual knowledge sharing
behaviour and dimensions of performance. It also potentially introduces measurement
bias. However, in terms of construct validity, I feel this limitation is mitigated by the
multiple observations of performance that informed each rating. The rating was not
solely a product of one person’s feeling toward another but derived from peer
evaluations, supervisor project ratings, and objective metrics such as attendance. I
also note that this is a measure of job performance within an organization as opposed

to career related outcomes.

The results from this study add to the growing literature on knowledge sharing and
utilization by providing insights into the motivational mechanisms associated with

both the knowledge providers and recipients. In particular, by demonstrating and
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comparing several existing theories of knowledge sharing behaviour and considering
their inherent limitations, the findings constitute a contribution toward the
development of a middle-range motivation-based theory that explains knowledge
sharing and corresponding performance rating. I hope that future research will
continue to utilize an integrative multilevel approach in seeking to develop a more
comprehensive understanding of the motivational complexities underlying knowledge

sharing, utilization, and, ultimately, performance.

6.5 Summary of the chapter

This study adopted goal orientation theory as theoretical basis to explain how
trait-like determinant affect the knowledge sharing behaviour. The implication arrived
from this research indicate that, rather than just encouraging or mandating knowledge
sharing behaviour, fostering the motivation to seek and provide knowledge must
precede. The pursue of this research is to develop an understanding of the factors that
support or constrain the individual’s knowledge sharing behaviour in the organization

and how this behaviour eventually influence employee performance rating.
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Chapter 7 Appendix

Appendix one: Measurement scales

Measurement items (Following the questionnaire order)

One, Social network perspective

Tie Strength

1 How close was your working relationship with this person?

2 How often did you communicate with this person?

(1=daily; 2=twice a week; 3=once a week; 4=twice a month; 5=once a month; 6=once
every 2nd month; 7=once every 3 months or less (or never))

3 To what extent did you typically interact with each person?

Network centrality

1 This employee has high degree of interaction with other colleagues.

2 This employee plays a key role in connecting the collaboration among colleagues.
3 This employee can get familiar with other colleagues quickly.

Two, Social exchange perspective
Trust
Benevolence-based Trust
1 I assumed that he or she would always look out for my interests.
2 I assumed that he or she would go out of his or her way to make sure I was not
damaged or harmed.
3 I felt like he or she cared what happened to me.
Competence-based Trust
1 1 believed that this person approached his or her job with professionalism and
dedication.

2 Given his or her track record, I saw no reason to doubt this persons competence and
preparation.

Three, Knowledge Sharing Behaviour

Knowledge providing

1 This employee shares business proposals and reports with each other.

2 This employee shares business manuals, models, and methodologies with each
other.

3 This employee shares each other’s success and failure stories.

4 This employee shares business knowledge gained from news, magazines, and
journals.

5 This employee shares know-how from work experiences with each other.

6 This employee shares each other’s know-where and know-whom.

7 This employee shares expertise obtained from education and training.

Knowledge seeking
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1 When he needs certain knowledge, he asks his colleagues about it.
2 He likes to be informed of what his colleagues know.
3 When a colleague is good at something, he asks them to teach him how to do it.

Four, Goal orientation

Performance-approach goal orientation

I achieve at higher levels than others

I perform better than others

I am more competent compared to others

I receive better performance appraisals than others
I am the best

RARE bl S

Performance-avoidance goal orientation

6. I make no bad impression on others

7. 1do not lose my face in front of others

8. Others do not think I am doing badly at work

9. Ido not look incompetent towards others

10. Others do not think [ achieve at lower levels than they do

Learning-approach goal orientation

11. I can develop myself

12. I perform tasks from which I learn a lot
13. I can establish competence

14. 1 feel I am improving

15. I can learn as much as possible

Learning-avoidance goal orientation

16. I perform tasks with little risk of failure

17. I perform tasks I entirely control

18. [ have to do a task I am certainly able to manage
19. I have to do tasks that are easy to perform

20. I make no mistakes

Five, Altruism

1, This employee takes the initiative to orient new employees to the department even

though it is not part of his/her job description.

2,This employee helps others when their work load increases (assist others until they

get over the hurdles) even when he/she is not required to do so.

3,This employee helps others with their work when they have been absent even when

he/she is not required to do so.

4, This employee willingly attends functions not required by management, but which

help its overall image.
5, This employee volunteers to do things not formally required by the job.
6, This employee assists me with my duties.
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Six, Regulatory Focus

Work Regulatory Focus Scale

1. I concentrate on completing my work tasks correctly to increase my job security. .
At work I focus my attention on completing my assigned responsibilities

3. Fulfilling my work duties is very important to me.

4. At work, 1 strive to live up to the responsibilities and duties given to me by others.
5. At work, I am often focused on accomplishing tasks that will support my need for
security.

6. I do everything I can to avoid loss at work.

7. Job security is an important factor for me in any job search.

8. I focus my attention on avoiding failure at work.

9.1 am very careful to avoid exposing myself to potential losses at work.

10. I take chances at work to maximize my goals for advancement.

11. I tend to take risks at work in order to achieve success.

12. If I had an opportunity to participate on a high-risk, high-reward project I would
definitely take it.

13. If my job did not allow for advancement, I would likely find a new one.

14. A chance to grow is an important factor for me when looking for a job.

15. I focus on accomplishing job tasks that will further my advancement.

16. I spend a great deal of time envisioning how to fulfill my aspirations.

17. My work priorities are impacted by a clear picture of what I aspire to be.

18. At work, I am motivated by my hopes and aspirations.

Seven, Norm of reciprocity (NR)

1. Iknow that this member will help me, so it’s obligator and fair to help other.

2. When I share knowledge with this member, I believe that he would help me if I
need it.

3 . When I share knowledge with this member, I believe that my queries for

knowledge will be answered in the future.

Eight, The Attitude of Management
1. My manager always behaves as a good example in sharing his knowledge to others.
2. My manager supports me in sharing knowledge with colleagues in other

departments.

3. My manager allows me to share my knowledge with my colleagues though it may
influence the present job process.

4. My manager tells us how to share my personal knowledge within the organization.
5. My manager often encourages me to share my knowledge by means of
interpersonal chats or group meetings.

6. My manager tells us where to find knowledge needed at work.

7. My manager encourages us to provide useful information and knowledge to the
company.
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Nine, Knowledge characteristics

Knowledge tacitness
1 A useful manual or document describing my area of expertise could be easily written.
2 Extensive documentation describing critical parts of my area of expertise exists in our
company.
3 Standardized procedures for applying my expertise to address applied problems could
be easily developed.
4 Extensive documentation describing how to apply my expertise to address applied
problems exists in our company
5 Extensive documentation describing how to apply my expertise to address applied
problems exists in our industry

Knowledge specificity
1 The knowledge required for the work and tasks is confidential.
2 The knowledge required for the work and tasks is created in house.
3 The knowledge required for the work and tasks is tailored to meet the specific work.
Knowledge complexity
1. The knowledge used in your department requires prior learning in other technologies
and related knowledge
2. Description of the knowledge used in your department requires a large amount of
information
3. The knowledge used in your department is technologically sophisticated and difficult
to implement
4. The knowledge used in your department is complex (vs. simple)

Task interdependence

1 I frequency must coordinate my efforts with this team members.

2 Goal attainments for this team member helps goal attainment for me.
3 For me to perform well, we must communicate well.

4 To achieve high performance, it is important to rely on each other.

5 Jobs performed by us are related to one another.

6 Success for me implies success for this team member.

Ten, Negative Affectivity

1 Distressed
2Upset

3 Guilty

4 Scared
SHostile

6 Irritable

7 Ashamed
8 Nervous

9 Jittery

10 Afraid
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Appendix two : Questionnaire

Phase 1

KNOWLEDGE SHARING BEHAVIOUR SURVEY

Dear employees,

The aim of this survey is to investigate the employees’ motivation and organizational
contexts underlying employees’ knowledge sharing behaviour.

It is through your participation that we will be able to learn more about how
organizations to manage and promote knowledge sharing behaviour and as such to
enhance employee performance.

There are TWO sections in this survey and should take approximately 10-20 minutes
to complete. All of the items in the questionnaire followed 5-point scales, please
Indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements. (SD = strongly
disagree, N = neither agree nor disagree, SA = strongly agree)

This survey will be conducted during In accordance with privacy ordinance, data
collected through questionnaires will be based on anonymous principle and kept in
strict confidence. No one will be identified by the reader and the reference number is

coded for matching purpose only.

Thank you very much for participating in this survey!

Alice, Cheng Lan
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Section one (Peers rating)

In this section, you will be paired with three other colleagues listed the name below,
please rate the following questions based on your collaboration with them.

Colleague 1 , Colleague 2 , Colleague 3

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with each of the following statements.
(1 = strongly disagree, 4 = neither agree nor disagree, 7= strongly agree).

Colleague
1

Colleague
2

Colleague
3

How close was your working relationship with
this person?

How often did you communicate with this
person?

To what extent did you typically interact with
each person?

This employee has high degree of interaction with
other colleagues.

This employee plays a key role in connecting the
collaboration among colleagues.

This employee can get familiar with other
colleagues quickly.

I assumed that he or she would always look out for
my interests.

I assumed that he or she would go out of his or her
way to make sure I was not damaged or harmed.

I felt like he or she cared what happened to me.

I believed that this person approached his or her
job with professionalism and dedication.

Given his or her track record, I saw no reason to
doubt this person competence and preparation.

When he needs certain knowledge, he asks his
colleagues about it.

He likes to be informed of what his colleagues
know.
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He asks his colleagues about their abilities when
he need to learn something.

This employee shares business proposals and
reports with each other.

This employee shares business manuals, models,
and methodologies with each other.

This employee shares with other’s his success and
failure stories.

This employee shares business knowledge gained
from news, magazines, and journals.

This employee shares kmow-how from work
experiences with others

This employee shares with others know-where
and know-whom.

This employee shares expertise obtained from
education and training.

This employee takes the initiative to orient new
employees to the department even though it is not
part of his/her job description

This employee helps others when their work load
increases (assist others until they get over the
hurdles) even when he/she is not required to do so

This employee helps others with their work when
they have been absent even when he/she is not
required to do so.

This employee willingly attends functions not
required by management, but which help its
overall image.

This employee volunteers to do things not
formally required by the job :
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Section two (Self reports)

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with each of the following statements.

(1 = strongly disagree, 4 = neither agree nor disagree, 7= strongly agree).

21

. Lachieve at higher levels than others

Rating

22.

I perform better than others

23,

I am more competent compared to others

24.

25.

I receive better performance appralsals than others
I am the best ‘

26.

J make no bad 1mpressi0n on others

27.

1 do not lose my face in front of others

28.

Others do not think I am doing badly at work

29,

I do not look mcompetent towards others

30.

Others do not think 1 achleve at lower levels than they do

31.

Ican develop myself

32.

I perform tasks from which I learn a lot

33,

I can establish competence

34.

I feel I am improving

35,

1 can learn as much as possible

36.

I perform tasks with little risk of failure

37.

1 perform tasks I entirely control

38.

I have to do a task I am certamly able to manage

39.

I have to do tasks that are easy to perform

40.

I make no mistakes
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Section three (additional survey)

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with each of the following statements.

(1 = strongly disagree, 4 = neither agree nor disagree, 7= strongly agree).

Rating

1. I concentrate on completing my work tasks correctly to increase

my job security.
2. At work I focus my attention on completing my assigned

responsibilities
3. Fulfilling my work duties is very important to me.
4. At work, I strive to live up to the responsibilities and duties given to
me by others. '
5. At work, I am often focused on accomplishing tasks that will
support my need for security.
6.1 do everything I can to avoid loss at work.
7. Job security is an important factor for me in any job search.
8. I focus my attention on avoiding failure at work.
9. I am very careful to avoid exposing myself to potential losses at
work.
10. I take chances at work to maximize my goals for advancement.
11. I tend to take risks at work in order to achieve success.
12. If I had an opportunity to participate on a high-risk, high-reward
project I would definitely take it.
13. If my job did not allow for advancement, I would likely find a new
one.
14. A chance to grow is an important factor for me when looking for a
job.
15. 1 focus on accomplishing job tasks that will further my
advancement.
16. 1 spend a great deal of time envisioning how to fulfil my
aspirations.
17. My work priorities are impacted by a clear picture of what I aspire
to be.

Rating

18. At work, I am motivated by my hopes and aspirations.

1. I know that this member will help me, so it’s obligator and fair to
help other.

2. When I share knowledge with this member, I believe that he would
help me if [ need it.
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3 . When I share knowledge with this member, I believe that my
queries for knowledge will be answered in the future.

1.My manager always behaves as a good example in sharing his
knowledge to others.

2. My manager supports me in sharing knowledge with colleagues in
other departments

3. My manager allows me to share my knowledge with my colleagues
though it may influence the present job process.

4. My manager tells us how to share my personal knowledge within
the organization.

5. My manager often encourages me to share my knowledge by means
of interpersonal chats or group meetings.

6. My manager tells us where to find knowledge needed at work.

7. My manager encourages us to provide useful information and
knowledge to the company.

1 A useful manual or document describing my area of expertise could
be easily written.

2 Extensive documentation describing critical parts of my area of
expertise exists in our company.

3 Standardized procedures for applying my expertise to address applied
problems could be easily developed.

4 Extensive documentation describing how to apply my expertise to
address applied problems exists in our company

5 Extensive documentation describing how to apply my expertise to
address applied problems exists in our industry

Rating

1 The knowledge required for the work and tasks is confidential.

2 The knowledge required for the work and tasks is created in house.

3 The knowledge required for the work and tasks is tailored to meet the
specific work.

1. The knowledge used in your department requires prior learning in
other technologies and related knowledge

2. Description of the knowledge used in your department requires a
large amount of information

3. The knowledge used in your department is technologically
sophisticated and difficult to implement

4. The knowledge used in your department is complex (vs. simple)
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1 I frequency must coordinate my efforts with this team members.

2 Goal attainments for this team member helps goal attainment for me.

3 For me to perform well, we must communicate well.

4 To achieve high performance, it is important to rely on each other.

5 Jobs performed by us are related to one another.

6 Success for me implies success for this team member.

To what extent the term list below describe your mood now

Rating

1 Distressed

2Upset

3 Guilty

4 Scared

5Hostile

6 Irritable

7 Ashamed

8 Nervous

9 Jittery

10 Afraid
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Appendixes 3: Chinese version
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Figure 1

Research Design

Stage 1: Literature review
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1, Indentify definition of
knowledge sharing behaviour
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goal orientations

3, Review drivers and impendent
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4, review of self regulation
perspective
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Research gap
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Chapter 2
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1  Pilot study

1.1 In-depth interview for

theorization

1.2 Questionnaire survey

2 Data collection:
Questionnaire survey

3 Data analysis

3.1 CFA Analysis

3.2 Hierarchical regression

analysis

3.3 Bootstrapping method

QOutcomes
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drivers & inhibiters of KSB
Objective 2: Factors affecting
employee performance rating
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Chapter 3.4.5

Stage 3: Verification
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Figure 2

Theoretical modelling explaining knowledge sharing behaviour
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Figure 3. Path Coefficients of the Proposed Model ™"
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® For the reason of brevity, we did not present the controlled effects of the

demographics, network centrality, trust and altruism on knowledge sharing

behaviours and performance ratings here.

® all path coefficients are standardized coefficients.
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Table 1

Goal orientation

| KSseeking

1,0thers-referential

2,positive(approaching

success)
3, Ability is fixed

Positive

Concerned with showing that s/he can perform
better than other colleagues and enjoying others
at work are aware of how well s/he is doing :
(1)Show off/ impress others, sense of
superiority and authority (mainly to all
colleagues)

(2)Reputation of professionalism for special

Negative
Achieve high level of performance with

appearance of little efforts.

People around may question about the
professionalism if s/he seeks for task-specific

help within her/his own domain

1,0thers-referential
2,negative(avoiding
failure)

3, Ability is fixed

filed (mainly to working partners and

especially for his/her supervisor)

Negative Negative

Avoid the sitnations where they risk | Would rather prove the ability on a task that

demonstrating their incompetence for a specific
area or receiving a pegative evaluation from
others.

Fear of losing knowledge ownership and
superiority when imitable knowledge acquired
by the recipients increase.

Desire to avoid the disproving of one’s
competence and to avoid negative judgments if
the

incomplete

knowledge provided is incorrect or

can do well at rather than to try a new task
Avoid taking on tasks /learn new knowledge
if there is a chance that would appear rather
incompetent to others.

When s/he doesn’t understand something at
work, I prefer to avoid asking what might
appear to others to be ‘dumb’ questions that I

should know the answer already.

1,self-referential/task
referential
2,negative(avoiding
failure)

3, Ability is malleable

Positive

Learning while teaching:

Develop skills and abilities, advance one’s
learning when  others’  problem/question
relevant to histher own domain or have
potential value to discover something beneficial
for future career.

The thinking and discussing process itself
enhance mastery of such kind of problem and
may inspire some useful knowledge for coming

new tasks.

Positive

Strive to develop oneself by acquiring new
skills,
improving one’s competence.

Opportunity to do challenging work that

mastering new  situations and

entails various kind of knowledge.

Try harder and learn more when s/he works
on a task that failure to complete before.

Try different approaches/knowledge to solve
a complex/difficult problem.

1,self-referential/task
referential
2,postive(approaching
success)

3, Ability is malleable

Negative

Reluctant to devote time and resources to
provide expertise.

Avoid the competition or crowding out by
others whose capacity is growing by the

learning and seeking knowledge.

Positive

Avoid the situation that histher skills and
abilities are deteriorating.

Compelled to improve through learning from
others” experience to follow up with the trend

and avoid diminishing capacities.

Table 2: Descriptive statistics and Correlations among Variables
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Table 2
Mean  SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. Age 3167 642
2. Edu 1.98 54 12 _
3. Rank 1.94 .50 .50 22 _
4. Tenure 2.12 1.17 .41 15 .33

5. Centrality 4.96 .74 -13 .02 .03 -.05

6. Trust 4.83 .56 =12 .03 .07 -03 47 _

7. Altruism 5.00 .89 -04  -07 .07 -10 .12 18 _

8. PPGO 5.29 .80 -08 .09 .06 -17 22 .14 26 _

9. PAGO 5.15 77 .04 -02 .02 -05  -21  -04 .09 .01 _

10. LPGO 5.50 95 .03 .06 22 .03 12 .29 49 18 -08

11. LAGO 4.78 98 .09 -.11 13 .03 -12 .03 .02 =27 .07 .16 _

12. KAB® 5.03 .12 -04 -01 20 11 .16 .30 32 -05  -23 .67 40 _
13. KPR® 4.99 L.i6 -07 .07 .18 .03 .34 .30 .37 44 -38 .57 -21 47

14. performance  84.40 588 -.06 .04 21 .05 .26 29 37 23 -31 .60 .08 .69

Note: N=322.

Correlations >= [.12] is significant at the .05 level; a correlations>= |.15| is significant
at the .01 level.

a.KAB = knowledge acquisition behaviour; b. KPB = knowledge provision behaviour.
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Table 3: Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Knowledge Provision
Behaviour and Knowledge Acquisition Behaviour

Knowledge Provision Behaviour Knowledge Acquisition Behaviour

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

** *% *%

age -217 -13° -.08 -23 -17 -15
education .04 .05 -.03 -.06 -.04 -.02
org. ten 02 07 07 11 157 10°
rank 27" a7 ar 29™ 217 09°
centrality 23" 09 01 02
Trust 11 06 22 09"
Altruism 32" 107 277 07
PPGO 26" -1
PAGO -337 -18"
LPGO 43" 557
LAGO -18" 29"
R’ .06 27 63 .08 22 62
AR? 06" 217 36" 08" 147 407

Note: N=322. * p <.05; ** <.01l.
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Table 4. Summary of Estimates and Confidence Intervals for Indirect Effects

Hypothesis Indirect effect Estimates Confidence Interval
Ta PPGO—KPB—Perf. 14 [.09, .18]
7o PAGO—KPB—Perf. -.17 [-.23,-.12]
Tc PPGO—KAB—Perf. -.05 [-.09, -.01]
7d PAGO—KAB-~Perf. -.08 [-.11,-.04]
Te LPGO—KPB—Perf. 23 [.16, .30]
7 LAGO—KPB~>Perf. -.10 [-.14, -.05]
Tg LPGO—KAB~Perf. 24 [.17,.30]
Th LAGO-—KAB-Perf. A2 (.08, .17]

Note:KAB = knowledge acquisition behavior; b. KPB = knowledge provision behavior.

Perf. = performance rating.
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