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Abstract: Focusing on two goal orientations (the learning and performance prove-goal orientation),
this study proposed a different mechanism for dealing with the knowledge-sharing dilemma. We
analyzed data from 257 employee–coworker dyads, finding that the learning goal orientation posi-
tively affected knowledge sharing, while the performance prove-goal orientation negatively affected
knowledge sharing. In addition, highlighting the importance of coworker influence, our analysis
showed that coworker popularity served as social cue to boost the main effects of knowledge sharing.
Specifically, the positive relationship between the learning goal orientation and knowledge sharing
and the negative relationship between the performance prove-goal orientation and knowledge shar-
ing were stronger when coworker popularity was higher. These findings contribute to articulating
theoretical directions at the individual level for addressing the dilemma associated with knowledge
sharing. Furthermore, they offer practical implications by emphasizing the ongoing importance of
considering the influence of coworkers, who serve as crucial exchange partners during task execution.

Keywords: goal orientation; knowledge sharing; coworker influence; coworker popularity; trait
activation theory

1. Introduction

Knowledge is the source of any organizations’ competitive advantage and the driving
force of its values [1]. Since knowledge resides inherently within individuals, whether an
organization can utilize it effectively depends on the people who create, use, and share
it [2]. Consequently, individual employee knowledge sharing, defined as “the individual
behavior of sharing organizationally relevant information, ideas, suggestions, and expertise
with one another”, (p. 65) [3] is the critical starting point for the success of an organization’s
knowledge management [4,5]. However, individual knowledge sharing is a fragile process,
and its potentially significant costs can even offset its potential benefits [6,7]. Sharing
and integrating useful knowledge on the cooperative side can increase overall benefits for
exchange partners and thereby help recipients save time and improve results; however,
such contributions may also expose personal vulnerabilities by revealing the sources of
one’s competitive success, potentially limiting one’s ability to outpace others. Facing this
dilemma, individuals ultimately need to decide whether to cooperate or compete.

Research on knowledge sharing in the past has predominantly concentrated on so-
cial and organizational environments, such as leader support, incentive structures, and
organizational climates, as mechanisms to encourage knowledge sharing within contexts
containing these challenging elements [8]. Nevertheless, there is a dearth of research on
individual-level factors that contribute to fostering knowledge-sharing behavior when
addressing knowledge-sharing dilemmas [7]. Indeed, while some studies have examined
variables related to individual characteristics, such as goal orientation, a proactive per-
sonality, self-efficacy, exchange ideology, evaluation apprehension, and conscientiousness,
systematic research incorporating motivation-based individual variation is still lacking [5].
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While research on learning goal orientation (LGO) has predominantly concentrated on
its positive aspects, there is a notable scarcity of studies delving into knowledge sharing
and performance goal orientation (PGO) [4]. Moreover, the existing research has unveiled
inconclusive patterns, indicating a deficiency and inadequacy in this particular domain [8].
In sum, previous studies have highlighted the need for more systematic and in-depth
investigations of the impact of performance goal orientation on knowledge sharing, op-
erating in parallel with learning goal orientation (LGO). Therefore, applying cooperation
and competitive frameworks, we set out to comprehensively explore the effects of two
different dimensions of individuals’ motivational characteristics, goal orientations, on
knowledge sharing.

These two goal orientations may play distinct roles in determining how employees
evaluate the costs and benefits of sharing knowledge. The cooperative dimension of such
knowledge sharing refers to prosocially producing value for others and collectively using
shared knowledge to pursue common interests. Individuals with an LGO value active
cooperation. Perceiving coworkers as allies [9,10], they seek to both enhance learning by
sharing knowledge and expand the pool of expertise by receiving feedback and embracing
future learning opportunities. As a result, they may cooperate with their colleagues and act
more altruistically and benevolently [10,11]. Meanwhile, the competitive dimension refers
to the application of valuable skills and knowledge to achieve superiority and use shared
knowledge to make private gains in an attempt to outperform others [12]. Individuals
with a performance prove-goal orientation (PPGO) are highly interested in enhancing their
superiority and reputations [10,13–16]. As a results, they may engage in more competitive
behaviors in relation to their coworkers [9,17,18].

Furthermore, since research has suggested that contextual factors may alter actual
knowledge sharing [19] and because knowledge sharing behaviors arise within relation-
ships between givers and recipients of shared knowledge, we suggest that situational
factors—and particularly recipient characteristics—influence the effects of goal orientation
on knowledge sharing. In particular, the recent trend toward flattering organizational
structures and blurring hierarchical distinctions has made interactions among colleagues
more frequent. Such circumstances lead to an increased emphasis on knowledge sharing
as an important behavior among coworkers who hold similar positions and perform sim-
ilar tasks. Trait activation theory [20] also identifies coworkers as important situational
variables in the expression of individual dispositions. Surprisingly, however, explanations
of knowledge sharing in the context of relationships with coworkers are exceedingly rare.
Specifically, studies have investigated the moderating effects of coworker self-efficacy on
the relationship between members’ self-efficacy and knowledge sharing [21], the moder-
ating effects of the tacit knowledge of knowledge recipients on the relationship between
coworker support and knowledge sharing [22], and the influences of the characteristics
of knowledge recipients and knowledge sharers (such as learning attitudes and personal
relationships) on knowledge sharing [23]. In this study, we regarded coworkers as sit-
uational cues that accentuate or constrain the impacts of different goal orientations on
knowledge-sharing behavior by making knowledge providers more cooperative or com-
petitive, thereby affecting whether they share knowledge with coworkers. Specifically, we
investigated interactions in which higher coworker popularity triggers the cooperative
characteristics of LGO and the competitive characteristics of PPGO.

In summary, we hypothesized that the two facets of goal orientation have different
effects on employees’ knowledge sharing behaviors and that these effects are influenced by
the social context. Specifically, we focused on the cooperative and competitive mechanisms
for dealing with dilemmas in these two goal orientations. In addition, emphasizing the
importance of coworker influence, we examined trait-relevant situational cues to identify
which specific coworker characteristics cause individuals’ attributes to activate individ-
ual motivational traits. We employed field data obtained from 257 employees and their
coworkers to validate our theoretical framework.
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2. Literature Review and Hypothesis Development
2.1. Goal Orientation and Knowledge Sharing

An interesting characteristic of knowledge is the fact that its value grows when it
is shared. The costs of initiating knowledge exchange can include a loss of resources,
the effort of performing a behavior, or simply opportunity costs. Ultimately, individuals
have different perceptions of sharing knowledge, and these different perceptions may
significantly impact their strategies for dealing with the conflict between cooperation
and competitiveness.

Whether an individual decides to compete or cooperate comes down to reasoning and
calculation. Individuals may perceive the costs of sharing ideas with a community as higher
or lower depending on personal characteristics that reflect their individual propensities
to cooperate or compete. Goal orientations are motivational orientations that regulate
where individuals direct attention when approaching, interpreting, and responding to
achievement situations [24].

While LGO involves advancing abilities by mastering new skills and circumstances,
PGO involves proving and showing off one’s abilities [25,26]. Scholars have identified two
dimensions of PGO [27]. While individuals with PPGO concentrate on attaining success,
individuals with performance-avoidance goal orientation (PAGO) concentrate on avoiding
failure [27]. Individuals with PPGO are not necessarily dysfunctional, but individuals with
PAGO are dysfunctional. PAGO has been consistently linked to maladaptive forms of
engagement and processing, as well as lower achievement; this means that it is associated
with negative outcomes, such as anxiety, distraction, withdrawal, maladaptive performance
strategies, and feelings of helplessness [28]. Thus, for PAGO, no inconsistent pattern
requires further explanation. Moreover, our primary objective was to compare and evaluate
the performance of LGO and PPGO in solving optimization problems associated with
competition and cooperation. Thus, given the scope of and available resources for this
research, as well as our aim of conducting a focused and in-depth analysis, we decided to
concentrate on these two methods.

2.2. The Cooperative Side of Goal Orientation: LGO and Knowledge Sharing

Under conditions of cooperation, defined as “prosocial behavior performed for the
common benefit of the donor and the recipient”, individuals’ behaviors are characterized
by trust, commitment, reciprocity, and the use of coordination to achieve results [29]. In
cooperative situations, employees help each other because they believe that their goals
are positively connected [30]. Individuals with LGO take this approach—adopting a more
benevolent manner in social exchange situations [10,31]. Research has revealed a high
correlation between LGO and organizational citizenship behaviors, such as providing
help [32] and engaging in volunteer activities [33], which are driven by prosocial values
and altruism. Duda and Nicholls’ [34] notion that learning goals are associated with
the belief that success and development are achieved through collaboration with others,
learning from mistakes and difficulties, and exertion of effort may suggest that they would
be positively linked to the tendency to trust one’s colleagues as partners who can help one
understand and overcome problems and weaknesses. Individuals with LGO may perceive
coworkers as allies in their efforts to enhance their own learning by expanding the pool of
knowledge, which highlights the benefits of actively cooperating with others [35].

Individuals with LGO tend to seek cooperative interactions when they believe such
interactions might contribute to their learning [36]. They view knowledge sharing as an
opportunity to both enhance their knowledge and establish new knowledge sources for
the future. Cooperation implies that one party gives up some immediate benefits in the
hopes of receiving a later payoff. Individuals only engage in altruistic acts of cooperation
where they calculate that said acts will improve their chances of survival. The traditional
presumption has been that altruism is necessarily related to direct reciprocity, implying
that following repeated acts of altruism, a donator comes to value the benefit to themselves
of reciprocated acts of altruism [37,38].
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Cooperation is motivated by a desire to maximize both one’s own and the others’
outcomes [39]. Individuals with LGO actively share knowledge because they perceive
knowledge sharing as a learning process that develops their capabilities by giving them a
chance to articulate and transfer the knowledge they possess [40]. Knowledge should be
codified or transferred before it is shared with others, since sharing knowledge involves
exerting the effort necessary to separate resources from their sources [41,42]. For example,
when employees attempt to share knowledge but are unsure that they can comprehensibly
transfer it to their coworkers, they are more likely to use knowledge sharing as an oppor-
tunity to deepen their own understanding and find better ways to explain it before they
share it [43].

Moreover, individuals with LGO anticipate that sharing knowledge with colleagues
will prove worthwhile because it will serve as another learning opportunity [44] and might
thereby eventually help them to improve their skills. Social exchange theory [45] views
sharing knowledge as an investment aimed at establishing good learning opportunities in
return. For instance, in the knowledge sharing process, individuals can receive feedback
about their knowledge [26] and engage in debates about work-related issues [46], which
can serve as another source of learning. Correspondingly, Poortvliet and his colleagues [35]
showed that learning goals foster a strong reciprocity orientation; sharing valuable infor-
mation results in information exchange between partners. These exchange orientations
drive individuals to provide exchange partners with better knowledge. Therefore, our first
hypothesis was as follows:

Hypothesis 1. LGO is positively related to knowledge sharing.

2.3. The Competitive Side of Goal Orientation: PPGO and Knowledge Sharing

Competition is motivated by the desire to maximize one’s own outcomes relative to
those of others [29]. Under conditions of competition, defined as “the desire to win in
interpersonal situations”, calculation, bargaining, maneuvering, and the use of power to
achieve results are characteristic behaviors [47]. Individuals with competitive orientations
are interested in their own contributions and finding ways to differentiate their performance
from others [48]. A meta-analytic review revealed a positive association between PPGO
and competition [17,49], suggesting that PPGO may lead participants to perceive others as
threats [50]. Such a competitive orientation instigates social comparison processes [18].

Individuals with PPGO tend to concentrate on comparing themselves to others to
highlight their competence [25,49]. Their resulting need to manage how others perceive
them while performing their jobs generates elevated self-threat levels [13,51]. Individuals
with PPGO think that they deserve good treatment but view whatever others receive
negatively. Their interest in performing well is motivated by extrinsic concerns, such as
winning competitions, rather than intrinsic involvement in the work itself. Accordingly,
individuals with PPGO tend to regard coworkers as competitors or competitive exchange
partners. In turn, they see little reward in sharing their knowledge or believe such efforts
involve the wasteful reinvention of their uniqueness or superiority.

People with PPGO strategically deceive exchange partners to ensure that they maintain
a performance advantage [18,31]. Dietz and his colleagues [13] showed that individuals
with PPGO had stronger intentions to deceive in achievement settings. They are afraid of
losing their unique value by sharing knowledge and potentially damaging their reputations
if coworkers judge their shared knowledge as unsound or irrelevant [3,16,52]. This fear
can discourage knowledge sharing. In addition, Poortvliet his colleagues [35] found
that individuals with PPGO have a stronger exploitation orientation. To prevent others
from benefiting from their knowledge, they try to share as little useful knowledge as
possible. They tend to keep their knowledge to themselves because sharing know-how with
others hinders their efforts to achieve superiority. Their belief that successful knowledge
transfer boosts competition and creates stronger competitors prevents them from devoting
attentional resources to sharing their know-how.
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According to resource allocation theory, individuals have fixed attentional resources
to allocate to various job-related elements [53]. Given these limited attentional resources,
PPGO employees generally devote their energy to in-role job factors, since they tend to
regard satisfying a given role requirement as a criterion for competitiveness [24,54]. They
apply themselves to surpassing others and receiving favorable evaluations from their
organizations’ reward systems [19]. Consequently, they tend to view knowledge sharing as
a practice that diminishes the time and effort they can devote to performing in-role jobs.
Instead, they prefer to make personal gains and focus on achieving results that exceed
given performance goal expectations [43,54]. Thus, individuals with high PPGO place a
low value on knowledge sharing and, in turn, share less knowledge with others. Therefore,
our second hypothesis was as follows:

Hypothesis 2. PPGO is negatively related to knowledge sharing.

2.4. Coworker Influence as a Situational Cue: Coworker Popularity

Drawing upon an interactionist perspective [55], which posits that the impacts of
individual characteristics can vary based on the context, this study investigated situational
factors influencing the effects of goal orientation on knowledge sharing. Employing an
interactionist framework, such as trait activation theory [56], the research explored how
situational cues, relevant to specific traits, influence the expression of individual traits, as
theorized by trait activation theory [56]. In the knowledge-sharing context, a coworker,
a recipient of knowledge, can be a critical situational factor that influences the effects
of individual goal orientation on knowledge-sharing behaviors. Coworkers are social-
comparison targets and important sources for obtaining valuable knowledge [57]. Social
comparison increases in dyadic relationships where individuals are more similar [58].
Employees compare themselves to their coworkers in several respects, including popularity
and ability.

We focused on the coworker characteristic of coworker popularity. Popularity is a form of
social stratification, more highly related to social impact than social preference [59,60]. Popular
coworkers are at the center of organizations’ communication networks and have frequent
interactions with many people in the workplace [61,62]. An awareness of coworkers’ differ-
ent social influences in the workplace could have implications for employees’ willingness
to cooperate with coworkers [58].

2.5. Moderating Effects of Coworker Popularity

Based on trait activation theory [56], we expected the socially integrated position
of high popularity coworkers to trigger the cooperative characteristics of LGO in social
dilemma contexts. LGO has a positive relationship with prosocial goals [10,63], generating
positive attitudes toward popular coworkers, who have high levels of access to valued
resources. People with LGO have positive attitudes toward cooperation when they perceive
it as an opportunity to enhance their own learning. They view helping others as an
opportunity to improve by increasing their learning and understanding [32].

Robustly connected with other team members, coworkers positioned at the core of
a network would perceive themselves as providers of increased learning opportunities.
Due to their extensive interactions, coworkers in central network positions tend to be
linked with many people in their teams, giving them access to valuable resources, such
as knowledge [61,62]. Thus, the energy and time required for individuals with LGO
to utilize popular coworkers’ connections to various experts in organization networks to
increase their learning opportunities are minimal, which makes cooperation more beneficial
for them. Additionally, members characterized by LGO exhibit high openness to new
experiences [19,27] and persistence when facing difficulties [64,65]. Individuals with
learning goals adopt a solutions-oriented approach toward problem solving. They also
perceive errors as a natural part of the learning process [25,66,67]. When learning-oriented
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people encounter obstacles while explaining their know-how to coworkers in the process
of solving difficult technical or social problems, they tend to deal with these challenges by
investing additional effort [68,69]. This means that they are willing to devote additional
effort and time to helping popular coworkers by sharing their knowledge. Coworkers
located at the network’s center are suitable collaborators and are optimally positioned as
primary sources of new learning opportunities. Interactions with them engender fresh
information and learning prospects, motivating LGO individuals to invest more resources,
even when encountering challenging tasks or learning opportunities. Therefore, individuals
possessing these characteristics are likely to be perceived as more appealing collaborators,
meaning that coworker popularity is a situational factor that can enhance knowledge-
sharing behaviors among employees with LGO. Therefore, our third hypothesis was
as follows:

Hypothesis 3. Coworker popularity moderates the relationship between LGO and knowledge
sharing, such that the positive relationship is stronger with high coworker popularity.

Consistent with trait activation theory [56], we expected that the negative relationship
between PPGO and knowledge sharing would be strengthened when coworkers are popu-
lar. Specifically, relative status comparisons among colleagues in the workplace trigger a
competitive mindset for PPGO individuals, leading them to overweight the costs of sharing
their knowledge. When coworkers are highly popular, feelings of competition may increase,
making PPGO individuals less willing to engage in task-related cooperation with them.
Employees who receive acceptance and admiration from their peers tend to be perceived
as more influential, because their peers are more receptive to their influence attempts [70].
Therefore, interacting with highly popular coworkers could threaten the self-worth of
PPGO individuals. High-PPGO individuals are deeply interested in how others perceive
them and may be more likely to protect and seek to enhance their self-worth [13,18,36].
Popular individuals within workgroups are characterized as being “socially preferred and
visible” [71] (p. 163) and are typically “widely accepted” by their coworkers [61] (p. 21).
Coworkers with higher popularity levels often engage in increased interpersonal interac-
tions, leading individuals who become aware of their reputations to actively seek their
assistance [72]. Thus, popular coworkers increase PPGO individuals’ fear of losing their
superiority or reputations because PPGO individuals perceive incomplete achievements or
losing status as reflecting a lack of ability and failure [14,52].

Coworkers in popular positions, benefiting from access to a wealth of diverse infor-
mation sources, are likely to possess substantial knowledge already. Thus, the knowledge
PPGO individuals attempt to share often duplicates existing knowledge. This situation
can undermine the abilities of PPGO individuals to highlight their unique capabilities or
the superiority of their existing skills in other contexts. Consequently, sharing knowledge
with popular coworkers is risky for PPGO individuals. Therefore, our fourth and final
hypothesis was as follows:

Hypothesis 4. Coworker popularity moderates the relationship between PPGO and knowledge
sharing, such that the negative relationship is stronger with high coworker popularity.

3. Methods
3.1. Sample and Data Collection

We designed the survey by separating the response sources for the outcome and
predictor variables, thus avoiding common method bias [73]. Then, we distributed survey
packets, which included an employee survey and a coworker survey, to the focal employees.
Focal employees completed their survey, while focal employees’ coworkers performing
similar tasks and work processes completed the coworker survey. Once the focal employees
and coworkers had finished the surveys, they were asked to put them in a provided
envelope, seal them, and return them to the researcher.
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To enhance the statistical robustness and generalizability of the study findings, it is
imperative to collect data from employees representing diverse industries, departments,
and functions. We conducted the survey through a variety of South Korean companies
spanning electronics, telecommunications, manufacturing, and construction design. The
survey participants were selected from various departments and functions, including sales,
human resource management, finance, research and development, production, and quality
control. The survey received endorsement from top management within these companies
and was conducted for one month, spanning September 2023.

Of the 280 full-time employees who received surveys, 275 submitted self-reported
responses. In a separate questionnaire, we obtained coworker ratings from 270 of the
280 respondents. Overall, we gathered 257 pairs of completed matched responses. Aca-
demic conventions suggest a sample size 5–10 times the total number of items used in the
survey [74]. The measurement questionnaire employed in this study, including control vari-
ables, consists of a total of 28 items. In consideration of this, the sample size for this study
was 257 pairs, exceeding the recommended threshold (140–280) for statistically validating
the research model.

Of the final sample of 257 focal respondents, the average age of the employees was
36.7 years (SD = 8.6) and the average tenure with the coworker was 3.3 years (SD = 4.1). The
sample included 147 men (57.2%) and 110 women (42.8%). The level of education varied
from high school graduation to a Ph.D. degree; 4.3% of the respondents had completed only
their high school diploma, 21.4% finished junior college, 60.7% had a bachelor’s degree,
and 13.6% had a doctorate. The normal distribution of the data was verified by examining
skewness and kurtosis values. All values fell within the acceptable range of ±2 [74], thereby
meeting the assumption of a normal distribution.

3.2. Measures

The participants responded to all of the scale items on a seven-point Likert-type scale
(1 = not at all, 7 = very much). The survey items for the measured variables are listed in
Appendix A.

Goal orientation. The provider’s two different goal orientations were measured using an
nine-item scale developed by Brett and VandeWalle [51]. An example of the five-item LGO
scale (α = 0.86) is “I often look for opportunities to develop new skills and knowledge”. An
example of the four-item PPGO scale (α = 0.83) is “I’m concerned with showing that I can
perform better than my coworkers”.

Coworker popularity. Knowledge recipient’s popularity was measured by focal employ-
ees who shared knowledge and worked together on a regular basis. An eight-item scale
(α = 0.93) developed by Scott and Judge [61] was used to measure coworker popularity. An
example is: “My coworker is socially visible”.

Knowledge sharing. The seven-item scale (α = 0.96) developed by Srivastava and his
colleagues [75] was utilized to measure knowledge sharing. The coworkers of the focal
employees indicated how quantitatively and qualitatively the focal employees perform
knowledge-sharing activities. An example is: “Focal employee X shares his/her special
knowledge and expertise with me”.

Control variables. Following previous research on knowledge sharing [4,22], we con-
trolled for the following three demographic variables (age, gender, and education level)
from the employees. Age was measured in years. Gender (0 = male and 1 = female) and
employee education (1 = high school, 2 = junior college, 3 = undergraduate degree, and
4 = graduate degree) were dummy-coded. We also considered tenure with the coworker
and task interdependence as crucial factors significantly impacting employee knowledge-
sharing behavior. This recognition stems from the heightened interaction among team
members when they depend on and collaborate with each other to accomplish their tasks.
These two variables were selected as control variables, underscoring their significance in
contributing to the accumulation of social capital, acting as an indicator of trust develop-
ment, and reflecting the developmental stage of the team [7,76]. Tenure with coworker
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was measured in years, and task interdependence was measured using a five-item scale
developed by [77]. An example of the five-item task interdependence scale (α = 0.90) is “I
depend on my coworkers’ input to do my job”. While not explicitly posited in the hypothe-
sis formation of this research model, the measurement of PAGO, another dimension of PGO,
was undertaken and included as a control variable. An example of the four-item PAGO
scale (α = 0.76) is “I prefer to avoid situations at work where I might perform poorly”.

4. Results
4.1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis

This study conducted a series of confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) to compare the
five-factor baseline model with other alternative models based on chi-square statistics
and fit indices of CFI, IFI, TLI, and RMSEA [78]. As reported in Table 1, the hypothe-
sized five-factor model, χ2[246] = 762.70, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.91; IFI = 0.91; TLI = 0.90,
RMSEA = 0.09, fit the data considerably better than any other models. Given the results,
there was good discriminant validity of these five measures used in this study.

Table 1. Comparison of measurement models.

Model No. of Factors χ2 df ∆χ2 CFI IFI TLI RMSEA

Baseline model 4 factors: LGO, PPGO, CP, KS 762.70 246 0.91 0.91 0.90 0.09
Model 1 3 factors: (LGO + PPGO), CP, KS 997.00 249 234.30 *** 0.87 0.87 0.86 0.11
Model 2 3 factors: LGO, PPGO, (CP + KS) 1766.49 249 1003.79 *** 0.73 0.74 0.71 0.15
Model 3 2 factors: (LGO + PPGO + CP), KS 2033.34 251 1270.64 *** 0.69 0.69 0.66 0.17

Note. *** p < 0.001. LGO = learning goal-orientation, PPGO = performance prove-goal orientation, CP = coworker
popularity, KS = knowledge sharing, CFI = comparative fit index, IFI = incremental fit index, TLI = Turker–Lewis
index, RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation.

4.2. Descriptive Statistical Analysis

As shown in Table 2, whereas LGO was significantly related to knowledge sharing
(r = 0.12, p < 0.05), PPGO was not significantly related to knowledge sharing (r = 0.01, n.s.).
Coworker popularity (r = 0.67, p < 0.001) was positively related to knowledge sharing.

Table 2. Means, standard deviations, and correlations among study variables.

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1. Age 36.70 8.64
2. Gender 0.43 0.50 −0.03
3. Education 2.84 0.71 −0.02 −0.25 ***
4. Tenure with coworker 3.29 4.14 00.29 *** −0.06 −0.10
5. Task interdependence 0.03 1.05 −0.04 −0.01 −0.15 * −0.10 (0.90)
6. PAGO 3.86 1.02 0.07 0.14 * 0.02 −0.01 0.25 *** (0.76)
7. LGO 4.75 1.00 0.03 −0.17 ** 0.05 0.03 0.04 0.06 (0.86)
8. PPGO 4.32 1.08 0.02 −0.07 0.02 0.01 0.25 *** 0.51 *** 0.55 *** (0.83)
9. Coworker popularity 5.30 0.93 0.04 −0.02 0.08 0.02 0.06 −0.02 0.14 * −0.01 (0.93)
10. Knowledge sharing 5.13 0.98 0.06 −0.03 0.09 −0.04 0.07 0.07 0.12 * 0.01 0.67 *** (0.96)

Note. N = 257, *** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05. PAGO = performance avoid-goal orientation, LGO = learning
goal-orientation, PPGO = performance prove-goal orientation. Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities are on the diagonal
in parentheses.

4.3. Hypothesis Testing

Table 3 shows the series of regression analyses that we used to test the hypothesized
effects. While Model 1, which only included control variables, was not statistically signifi-
cant, we found Model 2, which included goal orientation, to be significant. The explanatory
power (R2) when two types of goal orientation were added was 5%, and the increment of
explanatory power due to the addition of the two variables was also statistically significant
(△R2 = 0.03, p < 0.05). Specifically, the analyses showed a positive association between
LGO and knowledge sharing (β = 0.22, p < 0.01) and a negative association between PPGO
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and knowledge sharing (β = −0.20, p < 0.05) (see step 2 in Table 3). In sum, the analyses
supported Hypotheses 1 and 2.

Table 3. Hierarchical regression results.

Knowledge Sharing

Variables Model Model Model Model

1 2 3 4 VIF

Step 1: Control variables
Age 0.07 0.07 0.04 0.05 1.12
Gender −0.01 0.00 −0.02 −0.03 1.15
Education 0.10 0.09 0.03 0.04 1.15
Tenure with coworker −0.05 −0.05 −0.06 −0.08 1.14
Task interdependence 0.07 0.10 0.02 0.03 1.17
Performance avoid-goal orientation 0.04 0.11 0.11 0.11 1.63

Step 2: Main effects
Learning goal-orientation (LGO) 0.22 ** 0.06 0.06 1.67
Performance prove-goal orientation (PPGO) −0.20 * −0.08 −0.07 2.25

Step 3: Moderating variable
Coworker popularity 0.66 *** 0.67 *** 1.06

Step 4: Moderating effects
LGO × Coworker popularity 0.13 * 1.18
PPGO × Coworker popularity −0.11 * 1.23

R2 0.02 0.05 0.46 0.48
R2 change 0.03 * 0.41 *** 0.02 *

Note. N = 257, *** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05. R2 change is the incremental variance explained between each step.

In addition, as step 4 in Table 3 shows, our analyses showed that coworker popularity
positively moderated the relationship between LGO and knowledge sharing (β = 0.13,
p < 0.05) and negatively moderated the relationship between PPGO and knowledge sharing
(β = −0.11, p < 0.05). According to the procedure proposed by Aiken and West [79],
the employee regression lines graphically express the interaction patterns. As shown in
Figure 1, the results of our simple slope test revealed that the positive relationship between
LGO and knowledge sharing strengthened when coworker popularity was high (b = 0.20,
p < 0.05), but became insignificant when coworker popularity was low (b = −0.08, n.s.).
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Moreover, another simple slope test showed that when coworker popularity was high,
the negative relationship between PPGO and knowledge sharing was significant (b = −0.18,
p < 0.05). On the other hand, when coworker popularity was low, the relationship between
PPGO and knowledge sharing was not significant (b = 0.04, n.s.) (see Figure 2). These
results support Hypotheses 3 and 4.
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5. Discussion
5.1. Overall Findings

Knowledge sharing can give rise to a social dilemma involving conflict between
sharing valuable resources to benefit the whole versus not sharing to protect an individ-
ual competitive advantage [6,7]. The findings of this study suggest that the knowledge
provider’s tendency to engage in cooperative behaviors and the receiver’s characteristics
could play essential roles in attenuating this dilemma. Specifically, we found a positive
relationship between LGO and knowledge sharing and a negative relationship between
PPGO and knowledge sharing. In addition, our analyses showed that the positive relation-
ship between LGO and knowledge sharing and the negative relationship between PPGO
and knowledge sharing intensified when employees perceived coworkers as popular.

5.2. Theoretical Implications

Our study has several theoretical implications. First, we explored both sides of
knowledge sharing to better understand individual behaviors in the workplace. Since
knowledge sharing occurs between individuals in daily interactions, understanding knowl-
edge sharing through the interactions of knowledge providers and recipients is crucial.
Nevertheless, the majority of studies on knowledge sharing have predominantly concen-
trated on knowledge providers, often overlooking the impact of knowledge receivers,
with a few exceptions [8,70]. Our results propose that acknowledging the interplay be-
tween focal employees and coworkers has the potential to alleviate the knowledge-sharing
dilemma. Subsequent research endeavors could further enhance scholarly comprehension
of workplace knowledge sharing by building upon our identified dynamics.

Second, this study contributes to goal orientation literature by empirically clarifying
and discussing the effects of two dimensions of goal orientation. Efficient knowledge
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sharing in organizations faces a significant challenge of reconciling the tension between
cooperative and competitive forces, as knowledge sharing introduces a social dilemma [6].
By investigating the tension between traditional cooperation and competition (altruism
and instrumentalism) along with the explorative and exploitative tendencies exhibited
by individuals, this study discerned distinct predictive effects of these two facets of goal
orientation [7,80]. Our analysis showed that LGO is closely associated with a preference
for cooperation. The benevolent and altruistic tendencies of high-LGO individuals make
them perceive their coworkers as allies who enhance their learning by sharing knowledge.
In contrast, high-PPGO individuals concentrate on maximizing joint outcomes. Their
self-serving negative biases and instrumental motives lead them to regard coworkers as
rivals who threaten their superiority. Overall, our results demonstrate that these two
goal orientations are critical factors to consider when calculating the costs/benefits of
knowledge sharing.

Third, similar to earlier studies [81], our findings strengthen the trait activation theory,
emphasizing the moderating influence of coworker characteristics. Crucially, these results
are expected to catalyze further theoretical exploration regarding the impact of perceived
coworker popularity on goal-achievement processes. This, in turn, influences the degree to
which individuals actively pursue and adapt their achievements when confronted with
knowledge-sharing dilemmas. We found that LGO individuals tend to cooperate with
popular coworkers. These results are consistent with earlier findings that LGO individuals
improve task effectiveness in social contexts [31,43]. When faced with popular coworkers,
they aim to provide exchange partners with helpful knowledge. Those situated at network
cores serve as effective partners, providing prime opportunities for new learning. Engaging
with them generates fresh insights and motivates increased resource allocation, even when
faced with challenges. Consequently, individuals with these attributes tend to be seen as
more desirable collaborators, influencing knowledge-sharing behaviors among employees
within LGO. Such benevolent behavior can help coworkers perform at high levels. In the
end, based on the principle of reciprocity, LGO benefits the people who initially provide
help [6], and this positive reciprocity cycle can significantly benefit entire organizations [2].

On the other hand, people with PPGO have a competitive orientation [13,18,35].
They tend to avoid sharing crucial knowledge with their coworkers because enabling
others to benefit from their knowledge might diminish their superiority. Coworkers
with higher levels of popularity frequently initiate interpersonal exchanges, drawing
attention from others who actively seek their aid upon recognizing their reputations [72].
Consequently, popular coworkers experience heightened concern about preserving their
status or reputations. As a result, comparative status assessments among coworkers in
the workplace stimulate a competitive mindset among those preferring to protect personal
gains over knowledge sharing, causing an overestimation of the associated costs. Thus,
interacting with popular coworkers changes this cost/benefit calculation, leading PPGO
individuals to overweight the costs of sharing knowledge with popular coworkers. Indeed,
previous studies have also shown that PPGO individuals are relatively less constructive
than LGO individuals in social situations [57].

Finally, by testing specific coworker characteristics, this study expands the scope of
existing research regarding coworkers. As organizations undergo extensive flattening
through organizational restructuring, employees’ interactions with their coworkers become
more immediate and frequent [26], leading to interdependence and an increased frequency
of communication. More than ever, coworkers have become organizations’ most salient
resources with whom employees interact [57,58]. Our study provides additional empirical
evidence of the importance of coworkers in the workplace.

5.3. Practical Implications

This study provides several practical insights into enhancing knowledge-sharing
behaviors among employees in organizations. First, considering the differential impact
of the two facets of goal orientation on knowledge sharing, the results suggest a ratio-
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nal strategy of considering employees with an altruistic motivation and a perspective
oriented towards others, particularly when hiring for roles in important work or team
contexts where interpersonal relationships and knowledge sharing are crucial. The study
reveals that employees with a learning goal orientation are willing to share knowledge
with coworkers despite potential risks, while those with achievement-oriented and self-
centered performance prove-goal orientations refrain from sharing knowledge to maintain
their competitive edge and superiority. Moreover, in tasks with low interdependence
or roles where individual competencies and achievement are critical, individuals with
a high achievement prove-goal orientation may be more suitable for staffing, highlight-
ing the applicability of these research findings in workforce allocation. Therefore, it is
essential to recognize and consider the differences in individual goal orientations among
members when forming teams, giving special attention to teams with a high degree of
knowledge utilization.

Second, the study underscores the critical role of specific social contexts in influencing
employees’ knowledge sharing and the pivotal function of personal predispositions in such
manifestations. Given the increasing interaction among members in the workplace due
to the proliferation of team structures and enhanced horizontal communication [26], the
findings suggest the need for cultivating favorable relationships with specific colleagues
to improve the flow of knowledge among employees. Managers must be aware of the
tendency for coworkers to opportunistically exploit social status and relationship-building,
taking preventive measures to discourage exploitative behavior and promoting a healthy
team culture that encourages positive interactions with preferred coworkers.

Third, managers should engage in systematic and ongoing monitoring to prevent
members from maintaining self-centered behaviors and exclusive relationships with a select
few. Continuous encouragement is necessary for members exhibiting altruistic behaviors.
These practices, combined with existing organizational recommendations for promoting
knowledge sharing, will collectively contribute to the organizational culture. Particularly in
the Korean cultural context, where the perception of one’s image through others’ eyes and
the importance of collective values are highly valued [82], managers must be mindful of
the popularity effect reflecting coworkers’ social status. Efforts should be directed towards
the efficient activation of knowledge sharing within this cultural context.

5.4. Limitations and Conclusions

This study is not without limitations. First, we cannot arrive at unequivocal conclu-
sions regarding the direction of causality because of the cross-sectional nature of our data.
Future longitudinal research could confirm the causal relationships between knowledge
sharing and goal orientation/coworker characteristics. Second, as this study exclusively
incorporated a restricted set of variables pertaining to individuals and coworkers, future
research should explore additional potential factors that could influence the hypothesized
relationship. The inclusion of more contextual and relational variables would provide
researchers with a more comprehensive understanding of the knowledge-sharing phe-
nomenon within an organizational context. For instance, factors associated with the
effective leadership style of supervisors, a cooperative organizational culture, and a climate
of learning within teams could serve as significant contextual elements influencing the
enhancement of a collaborative team atmosphere. These variables may play a crucial role
in altering the relationship between goal orientation and knowledge-sharing behaviors
among team members. Third, PAGO remains a valuable approach for global optimization
tasks, and its exclusion from this study does not diminish its importance or effectiveness.
We acknowledge that future research exploring the effects of PAGO in the context of compe-
tition and cooperation optimization problems could provide valuable insights. Fourth, our
sample size was smaller than what is typical for studies in the organizational behavior field.
Although we found significant interactions that support several of our hypotheses and are
confident in our findings, conducting other studies to strengthen the generalizability of our
findings could be valuable.
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Appendix A

Appendix A.1. Independent Variable: Goal Orientation

1. I am willing to select a challenging work assignment that I can learn a lot from.
2. I often look for opportunities to develop new skills and knowledge.
3. I enjoy challenging and difficult tasks at work where I’ll learn new skills.
4. For me, development of my work ability is important enough to take risks.
5. I prefer to work in situations that require a high level of ability and talent.
6. I am concerned with showing that I can perform better than my coworkers.
7. I try to figure out what it takes to prove my ability to others at work.
8. I enjoy it when others at work are aware of how well I am doing.
9. I prefer to work on projects where I can prove my ability to others.
10. I would avoid taking on a new task if there was a chance that I would appear rather

incompetent to others.
11. Avoiding a show of low ability is more important to me than learning a new skill.
12. I’m concerned about taking on a task at work if my performance would reveal that I

had low ability.
13. I prefer to avoid situations at work where I might perform poorly.

Appendix A.2. Moderating Variable: Coworker Popularity

1. My coworker is popular.
2. My coworker is quite accepted.
3. My coworker is well-known.
4. My coworker is generally admired.
5. My coworker is liked.
6. My coworker is socially visible.
7. My coworker is viewed fondly.
8. My coworker is not popular.
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Appendix A.3. Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing

1. Focal employee X shares his or her special knowledge and expertise with me.
2. Focal employee X has some special knowledge about how to perform the task, he or

she is likely to tell me about it.
3. Focal employee X exchanges information, knowledge, and sharing of skills with me.
4. Focal employee X freely provides me with hard-to-find knowledge or specialized skills.
5. Focal employee X helps me in developing relevant strategies.
6. Focal employee X shares lots of information with me.
7. Focal employee X offers lots of suggestions to me.

References
1. Argote, L.; Ingram, P. Knowledge transfer: A basis for competitive advantage in firms. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 2000, 82,

150–169. [CrossRef]
2. Wang, S.; Noe, R.A.; Wang, Z.M. Motivating knowledge sharing in knowledge management systems: A quasi–field experiment.

J. Manag. 2014, 40, 978–1009. [CrossRef]
3. Bartol, K.M.; Srivastava, A. Encouraging knowledge sharing: The role of organizational reward systems. J. Leadersh. Organ. Stud.

2002, 9, 64–76. [CrossRef]
4. Kim, M.; Kim, S.L. Employee goal orientation and knowledge sharing: The moderating effect of leader boundary spanning

behavior. Leadersh. Organ. Dev. 2023, 44, 927–939. [CrossRef]
5. Mustika, H.; Eliyana, A.; Agustina, T.S.; Anwar, A. Testing the determining factors of knowledge sharing behavior. SAGE Open

2022, 12, 21582440221078012. [CrossRef]
6. Cabrera, A.; Cabrera, E.F. Knowledge-sharing dilemmas. Organ. Stud. 2002, 23, 687–710. [CrossRef]
7. Chae, H.; Park, J.; Choi, J.N. Two facets of conscientiousness and the knowledge sharing dilemmas in the workplace: Contrasting

moderating functions of supervisor support and coworker support. J. Organ. Behav. 2019, 40, 387–399. [CrossRef]
8. Nguyen, T.M.; Nham, T.P.; Froese, F.J.; Malik, A. Motivation and knowledge sharing: A meta-analysis of main and moderating

effects. J. Knowl. Manag. 2019, 23, 998–1016. [CrossRef]
9. Poortvliet, P.M.; Darnon, C. Toward a more social understanding of achievement goals: The interpersonal effects of mastery and

performance goals. Curr. Dir. Psychol. Sci. 2010, 19, 324–328. [CrossRef]
10. Vandewalle, D.; Nerstad, C.G.; Dysvik, A. Goal orientation: A review of the miles traveled and the miles to go. Annu. Rev. Organ.

Psychol. Organ. Behav. 2019, 6, 115–144. [CrossRef]
11. Porter, C.O. Goal orientation: Effects on backing up behavior, performance, efficacy, and commitment in teams. J. Appl. Psychol.

2005, 90, 811–818. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
12. Khanna, T.; Gulati, R.; Nohria, N. The dynamics of learning alliances: Competition, cooperation, and relative scope. Strateg.

Manag. J. 1998, 19, 193–210. [CrossRef]
13. Dietz, B.; van Knippenberg, D.; Hirst, G.; Restubog, S.L. Outperforming whom? A multilevel study of performance-prove goal

orientation, performance, and the moderating role of shared team identification. J. Appl. Psychol. 2015, 100, 1811–1824. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

14. Dweck, C.S. Motivational processes affecting learning. Am. Psychol. 1986, 41, 1040–1048. [CrossRef]
15. Dweck, C.S.; Leggett, E.L. A social-cognitive approach to motivation and personality. Psychol. Rev. 1988, 95, 256–273. [CrossRef]
16. Rhee, Y.W.; Choi, J.N. Knowledge management behavior and individual creativity: Goal orientations as antecedents and in-group

social status as moderating contingency. J. Organ. Behav. 2017, 38, 813–832. [CrossRef]
17. Murayama, K.; Elliot, A.J. The competition–performance relation: A meta-analytic review and test of the opposing processes

model of competition and performance. Psychol. Bull. 2012, 138, 1035–1070. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
18. Zhu, Y.; Chen, T.; Wang, M.; Jin, Y.; Wang, Y. Rivals or allies: How performance-prove goal orientation influences knowledge

hiding. J. Organ. Behav. 2019, 40, 849–868. [CrossRef]
19. Button, S.; Mathieu, J.E.; Zajac, D.M. Goal orientation in organizational behavior research: A conceptual and empirical framework.

Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 1996, 67, 48–86. [CrossRef]
20. Tett, R.P.; Burnett, D.D. A personality trait-based interactionist model of job performance. J. Appl. Psychol. 2003, 88, 500–517.

[CrossRef]
21. Chae, H.; Park, J. Interactive effects of employee and coworker general self-efficacy on job performance and knowledge sharing.

Soc. Behav. Pers. 2020, 48, 1–11. [CrossRef]
22. Zhang, X.; Jiang, J.Y. With whom shall I share my knowledge? A recipient perspective of knowledge sharing. J. Knowl. Manag.

2015, 19, 277–295. [CrossRef]
23. Swift, M.L.; Virick, M. Perceived support, knowledge tacitness, and provider knowledge sharing. Group Organ. Manag. 2013, 38,

717–742. [CrossRef]
24. DeShon, R.P.; Gillespie, J.Z. A motivated action theory account of goal orientation. J. Appl. Psychol. 2005, 90, 1096–1127. [CrossRef]

[PubMed]
25. Elliott, E.S.; Dweck, C.S. Goals: An approach to motivation and achievement. J. Personal. Soc. Psychol. 1988, 54, 5–12. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.2000.2893
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311412192
https://doi.org/10.1177/107179190200900105
https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-05-2023-0268
https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440221078012
https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840602235001
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2337
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-01-2019-0029
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721410383246
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-041015-062547
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.4.811
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16060798
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199803)19:3%3C193::AID-SMJ949%3E3.0.CO;2-C
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038888
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26011723
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.41.10.1040
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.95.2.256
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2168
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028324
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23088570
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2372
https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.1996.0063
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.3.500
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.9527
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-05-2014-0184
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601113507597
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.6.1096
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16316268
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.54.1.5


Behav. Sci. 2024, 14, 250 15 of 16

26. Payne, S.C.; Youngcourt, S.S.; Beaubien, J.M. A meta-analytic examination of the goal orientation nomological net. J. Appl. Psychol.
2007, 92, 128–150. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

27. VandeWalle, D. Development and validation of a work domain goal orientation instrument. Educ. Psychol. Meas. 1997, 57,
995–1015. [CrossRef]

28. Wang, M.; Takeuchi, R. The role of goal orientation during expatriation: A cross-sectional and longitudinal investigation. J. Appl.
Psychol. 2007, 92, 1437–1445. [CrossRef]

29. Henrich, J.; Muthukrishna, M. The origins and psychology of human cooperation. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 2021, 72, 207–240.
[CrossRef]

30. Tjosvold, D.; Zhang, X.; Li, W.D.; Wong, A.S.H.; Yu, K. Open-minded discussion in organizations: A meta-analytic evaluation of
cooperation and competition theory. J. Bus. Psychol. 2022, 37, 897–921. [CrossRef]

31. Poortvliet, P.M.; Anseel, F.; Janssen, O.; Van Yperen, N.W.; Van de Vliert, E. Perverse effects of other-referenced performance goals
in an information exchange context. J. Bus. Ethics 2012, 106, 401–414. [CrossRef]

32. Chiaburu, D.S.; Marinova, S.V.; Lim, A.S. Helping and proactive extra-role behaviors: The influence of motives, goal orientation,
and social context. Personal. Individ. Differ. 2007, 43, 2282–2293. [CrossRef]

33. Lavelle, J.J. What motivates OCB? Insights from the volunteerism literature. J. Organ. Behav. 2010, 31, 918–923. [CrossRef]
34. Duda, J.L.; Nicholls, J.G. Dimensions of achievement motivation in schoolwork and sport. J. Educ. Psychol. 1992, 84, 290–299.

[CrossRef]
35. Poortvliet, P.M.; Janssen, O.; Van Yperen, N.W.; Van de Vliert, E. Achievement goals and interpersonal behavior: How mastery

and performance goals shape information exchange. Personal. Soc. Psychol. Bull. 2007, 33, 1435–1447. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
36. Levy, I.; Kaplan, A.; Patrick, H. Early adolescents’ achievement goals, social status, and attitudes towards cooperation with peers.

Soc. Psychol. Educ. 2004, 7, 127–159. [CrossRef]
37. May, R.M. More evolution of cooperation. Nature 1987, 32, 15–17. [CrossRef]
38. Peck, J.R.; Feldman, M.W. The evolution of helping behavior in large, randomly mixed populations. Am. Nat. 1986, 127, 209–221.

[CrossRef]
39. Van de Vliert, E. Cooperation and competition as partners. Eur. Rev. Soc. Psychol. 1999, 10, 231–257. [CrossRef]
40. Schultz, M. The uncertain relevance of newness: Organizational learning and knowledge flows. Acad. Manag. J. 2001, 44, 661–681.

[CrossRef]
41. Ba, S.; Stallaert, J.; Whinston, A.B. Optimal investment in knowledge within a firm using a market mechanism. Manag. Sci. 2001,

47, 1203–1219. [CrossRef]
42. Markus, M.L. Toward a theory of knowledge reuse: Types of knowledge reuse situations and factors in reuse success. J. Manag.

Inf. Syst. 2001, 18, 57–93.
43. Swift, M.; Balkin, D.B.; Matusik, S.F. Goal orientations and the motivation to share knowledge. J. Knowl. Manag. 2010, 14, 378–393.

[CrossRef]
44. Nahapiet, J.; Ghoshal, S. Social capital, intellectual capital, and the organizational advantage. Acad. Manag. Rev. 1998, 23, 242–266.

[CrossRef]
45. Gouldner, A.W. The norm of reciprocity: A preliminary statement. Am. Sociol. Rev. 1960, 25, 161–178. [CrossRef]
46. Janssen, O.; Prins, J. Goal orientations and the seeking of different types of feedback information. J. Occup. Organ. Psychol. 2007,

80, 235–249. [CrossRef]
47. Swab, R.G.; Johnson, P.D. The nature of competitiveness: Steel sharpens steel: A review of multilevel competition and competi-

tiveness in organizations. J. Organ. Behav. 2019, 40, 147–165. [CrossRef]
48. Campbell, W.K.; Sedikides, C. Self-threat magnifies the self-serving bias: A meta-analytic integration. Rev. Gen. Psychol. 1999, 3,

23–43. [CrossRef]
49. Porath, C.L.; Bateman, T.S. Self-regulation: From goal orientation to job performance. J. Appl. Psychol. 2006, 91, 185–192. [CrossRef]
50. Ryan, A.M.; Pintrich, P.R. “Should I ask for help?” The role of motivation and attitudes in adolescents’ help seeking in math class.

J. Educ. Psychol. 1997, 89, 329–341. [CrossRef]
51. Brett, J.F.; VandeWalle, D. Goal orientation and goal content as predictors of performance in a training program. J. Appl. Psychol.

1999, 84, 863–873. [CrossRef]
52. Qu, X.; Liu, X. How can creative ideas be implemented? The roles of leader performance-prove goal orientation and boundary-

spanning strategy. Creat. Res. J. 2021, 33, 411–423. [CrossRef]
53. Ackerman, P.L. Individual differences in skill learning: An integration of psychometric and information processing perspectives.

Psychol. Bull. 1987, 102, 3–27. [CrossRef]
54. Matzler, K.; Mueller, J. Antecedents of knowledge sharing–Examining the influence of learning and performance orientation.

J. Econ. Psychol. 2011, 32, 317–329. [CrossRef]
55. Schneider, B. Interactional psychology and organizational behavior. In Research in Organizational Behavior; Staw, B.M., Cummings,

L.L., Eds.; JAI Press: Greenwich, CT, USA, 1983; pp. 1–31.
56. Tett, R.P.; Guterman, H.A. Situation trait relevance, trait expression, and cross-situational consistency: Testing a principle of trait

activation. J. Res. Personal. 2000, 34, 397–423. [CrossRef]
57. Butera, F.; Dompnier, B.; Darnon, C. Achievement goals: A social influence cycle. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 2024, 75, 527–554. [CrossRef]

[PubMed]

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.1.128
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17227156
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164497057006009
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.5.1437
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-081920-042106
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-021-09777-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-1005-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2007.07.007
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.644
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.84.3.290
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167207305536
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17933738
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:SPOE.0000018547.08294.b6
https://doi.org/10.1038/327015a0
https://doi.org/10.1086/284479
https://doi.org/10.1080/14792779943000071
https://doi.org/10.2307/3069409
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.47.9.1203.9781
https://doi.org/10.1108/13673271011050111
https://doi.org/10.2307/259373
https://doi.org/10.2307/2092623
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317906X103410
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2340
https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.3.1.23
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.1.185
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.89.2.329
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.84.6.863
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2021.1943135
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.102.1.3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joep.2010.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1006/jrpe.2000.2292
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-013123-102139
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/37758239


Behav. Sci. 2024, 14, 250 16 of 16

58. Liden, R.C.; Anand, S.; Vidyarthi, P. Dyadic relationships. Annu. Rev. Organ. Psychol. Organ. Behav. 2016, 3, 139–166. [CrossRef]
59. Grosz, M.P.; van Aert, R.; Back, M.D. A meta-analytic review of the associations of personality, intelligence, and physical size

with social status. Psychol. Bull. 2024, 150, 253–283. [CrossRef]
60. Parkhurst, J.T.; Hopmeyer, A. Sociometric popularity and peer-perceived popularity: Two distinct dimensions of peer status.

J. Early Adolesc. 1998, 18, 125–144. [CrossRef]
61. Scott, B.A.; Judge, T.A. The popularity contest at work: Who wins, why, and what do they receive? J. Appl. Psychol. 2009, 94,

20–33. [CrossRef]
62. Wu, C.H.; Kwan, H.K.; Liu, J.; Lee, C. When and how favour rendering ameliorates workplace ostracism over time: Moderating

effect of self-monitoring and mediating effect of popularity enhancement. J. Occup. Organ. Psychol. 2021, 94, 107–131. [CrossRef]
63. Skinner, E.A.; Kindermann, T.A.; Vollet, J.W.; Rickert, N.P. Complex social ecologies and the development of academic motivation.

Educ. Psychol. Rev. 2022, 34, 2129–2165. [CrossRef]
64. Cianci, A.M.; Klein, H.J.; Seijts, G.H. The effect of negative feedback on tension and subsequent performance: The main and

interactive effects of goal content and conscientiousness. J. Appl. Psychol. 2010, 95, 618–630. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
65. Pintrich, P.R. Multiple goals, multiple pathways: The role of goal orientation in learning and achievement. J. Educ. Psychol. 2000,

92, 544–555. [CrossRef]
66. Brown, J.S.; Duguid, P. Knowledge and organization: A social-practice perspective. Organ. Sci. 2001, 12, 198–213. [CrossRef]
67. Cron, W.L.; Slocum, J.W.; VandeWalle, D.; Fu, Q. The role of goal orientation on negative emotions and goal setting when initial

performance falls short of one’s performance goal. Hum. Perform. 2005, 18, 55–80. [CrossRef]
68. Dweck, C.S. Self-Theories: Their Role in Motivation, Personality, and Development; Psychology Press: London, UK, 1999.
69. Ma, J.; Peng, Y.; Wu, B. Challenging or hindering? The roles of goal orientation and cognitive appraisal in stressor-performance

relationships. J. Organ. 2021, 42, 388–406. [CrossRef]
70. De Clercq, D.; Fatima, T.; Jahanzeb, S. Impressing for popularity and influence among peers: The connection between employees’

upward impression management and peer-rated organizational influence. J. Soc. Psychol. 2021, 161, 608–626. [CrossRef]
71. Scott, B.A. A conceptual framework for the study of popularity in the workplace. Organ. Psychol. Rev. 2013, 3, 161–186. [CrossRef]
72. Zhang, M.; Zheng, W.; Wei, J. Sources of social capital: Effects of altruistic citizenship behavior and job involvement on advice

network centrality. Hum. Resour. Dev. Q. 2009, 20, 195–217. [CrossRef]
73. Doty, D.H.; Glick, W.H. Common methods bias: Does common methods variance really bias results? Organ. Res. Methods 1998, 1,

374–406. [CrossRef]
74. Gravetter, F.J.; Wallnau, L.B. Statistics for the Behavioral Sciences, 10th ed.; Cengage Learning: Boston, MA, USA, 2017.
75. Hair, J.F.; Black, W.C.; Babin, B.J.; Anderson, R.E. Multivariate Data Analysis: A Global Perspective, 7th ed.; Pearson: New York, NY,

USA, 2010.
76. Srivastava, A.; Bartol, K.M.; Locke, E.A. Empowering leadership in management teams: Effects on knowledge sharing, efficacy,

and performance. Acad. Manag. J. 2006, 49, 1239–1251. [CrossRef]
77. Van Der Vegt, G.; Emans, B.; Van De Vliert, E. Team members’ affective responses to patterns of intragroup interdependence and

job complexity. J. Manag. 2000, 26, 633–655. [CrossRef]
78. Anderson, J.C.; Gerbing, D.W. Structural equation modeling in practice: A review and recommended two-step approach. Psychol.

Bull. 1988, 103, 411–423. [CrossRef]
79. Aiken, L.S.; Wset, S.G. Multiple Regression: Testing and Interpreting Interactions; Sage Publications, Inc.: Thousand Oaks, CA,

USA, 1991.
80. Moon, H.; Kamdar, D.; Mayer, D.M.; Takeuchi, R. Me or we? The role of personality and justice as other-centered antecedents to

innovative citizenship behaviors within organizations. J. Appl. Psychol. 2008, 93, 84–94. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
81. Gunyakti Akdeniz, H.; Bayhan Karapinar, P.; Metin Camgoz, S.; Tayfur Ekmekci, O. Seeking the balance in perceived task

performance: The interaction of perfectionism and perceived organizational support. Curr. Psychol. 2023. [CrossRef]
82. To, C.; Leslie, L.M.; Torelli, C.J.; Stoner, J.L. Culture and social hierarchy: Collectivism as a driver of the relationship between

power and status. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 2020, 157, 159–176. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-041015-062452
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000416
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431698018002001
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012951
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12328
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-022-09714-0
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019130
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20604585
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.92.3.544
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.12.2.198.10116
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327043hup1801_3
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2503
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2020.1851639
https://doi.org/10.1177/2041386612464092
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrdq.20015
https://doi.org/10.1177/109442819814002
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2006.23478718
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920630002600403
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.103.3.411
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.1.84
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18211137
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-023-05473-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2019.12.006

	Introduction 
	Literature Review and Hypothesis Development 
	Goal Orientation and Knowledge Sharing 
	The Cooperative Side of Goal Orientation: LGO and Knowledge Sharing 
	The Competitive Side of Goal Orientation: PPGO and Knowledge Sharing 
	Coworker Influence as a Situational Cue: Coworker Popularity 
	Moderating Effects of Coworker Popularity 

	Methods 
	Sample and Data Collection 
	Measures 

	Results 
	Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
	Descriptive Statistical Analysis 
	Hypothesis Testing 

	Discussion 
	Overall Findings 
	Theoretical Implications 
	Practical Implications 
	Limitations and Conclusions 

	Appendix A
	Independent Variable: Goal Orientation 
	Moderating Variable: Coworker Popularity 
	Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing 

	References

