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The Effects of Performance Prove-goal Orientation and
Performance Avoid-goal Orientation on Knowledge Sharing:
The Moderating Role of Coworker Professional Respect
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Abstract This paper examined the effect of performance goal orientation, one of the sub-dimensions
of goal orientation, on knowledge sharing. To evaluate this effect, the concept was divided into two
dimensions(performance prove-goal orientation and performance avoid-goal orientation), and the effect
of each dimension was examined independently. In addition, this study considered the characteristics of
colleagues whose importance is increasing as providers of situational cues and specified the
circumstances under which performance orientation could be optimized. By applying the trait-activation
theory, the moderating effect of coworker professional respect, which is highly related to knowledge
sharing, was examined. To verify this relationship, the data from 162 employee-coworker dyads were
analyzed. The results could not confirm the effect of performance 'prove-goal' orientation on knowledge
sharing but showed that the positive effect was strengthened when the level of coworker professional
respect was high. In the case of performance 'avoid-goal' orientation, the analysis did not prove that
there was a significant relationship between this orientation and knowledge sharing, but it was
confirmed that a negative relationship with knowledge sharing was strong when the level of coworker
professional respect was high. These results revealed that colleagues constitute meaningful subjects as
situational cues, and this has great theoretical and practical implications in that it provides clues to
motivate employees who are not interested in knowledge sharing.
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics of respondents

Spec. Frequency | Percentage
Male 126 77.8
Gender
Female 36 22.2
20 41 25.3
30’ 84 51.9
Age
40' 31 19.1
over 50' 6 3.7
high school
graduated 16 9.9
college
graduated 26 16.0
Education - -
university
graduated 20 55.6
over -
graduate school 30 185
under 66 40.7
Syears
5-10 years 48 29.7
Tenure 10-15 years 24 14.8
15-20 years 18 11.1
over
20years 6 3.7
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Table 2. Results of scale's reliability

Variables Item Number | Cronbach' a
Learning goal orientation 5 .92
Performa.nce p'rove-goal 4 88

orientation
Performal.nce al.void—goal 4 8

orientation
Professional respect 3 .92
Knowledge sharing 7 .95
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Alotaiet. A w3 A9 (Varimax)& AM&Sto] QIEEA Wtk SHASR A4S 5193 (=.15, ns)Tt 74
S W AORlE Aol ASE BE USROS S SRAW=-07, m) AATR BANCE §
Y, TAUS FTPA) 2YPRES BA) R Jujeh ABRAYL e gokA A1 o)
sto] BAskgic B 23 BE AE £ 820 AA I D5 Ugth AAIRE ATEAE Table 49
2o Fol8E 7H= 0.4 o401& etk & 5718 Zr
Qlo] F=&Elow, AHH F BARZ 77.2%E UEt
o} F£AAQ 9Q¥A A= Table 37 2t} Table 4. Correlation analysis between variables
Variable M SD.| 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Table 3. Result of exploratory factor analysis e §
1. Gender | .22 | .42
Ttez Factor 1 |Factor 2 | Factor 3 | Factor 4| Factor 5 -
ams | s | aGo) | (PPGO) | (PAGO) | (PR) 2 Age 4.386.67-41
KS1 .84 12 -.01 -.07 24 3. Edu |2.85] .88 |-.30"|.33""
KS2 .86 .07 -.11 -.07 .20 4. OT 7.36(5.70| -.03 |.33™*| -.01
KS3 89 11 02 03 06 5. 160 [5.10( .86 |-.20%| .17* |.21*] ~.02
Ks4 457 A1 00 -04 16 6. PPGO|5.00| .88 |-.17+| .04 |21 -.05 |70
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. PAGO|3.62(1.04| -.10 |-.17*| .03 |-.21™{-.19*| .0
KS6 86 05 03 | -3 15 ’ ) AL 3 ¥
KS7 79 03 ol - 10 12 8. PR 5.19|.98 | -.22*| .07 |.22™*| -.03 |.22 27 =11
LGO1 12 82 18 -.16 07 9. KS 5.42(.88| .00 | -.03|.02|-.03].17*| .15 | -.07 [.56™**
LGO2 .10 .84 21 -.06 .04 N=162, * : p{.05, ** : p{.01, ** : p<.001.
LGO3 10 88 19 -11 06 Edu=Education, OT=Organizational tenure, LGO=Learning goal
— orientation, PPGO=Performance prove-goal orientation,
LGO4 10 81 27 .08 00 PAGO=Performance avoid-goal orientation, PR=Professional
LGOS 05 70 45 04 14 respect, KS=Knowledge sharing.
PPGO1 -.05 44 .73 .04 .06
PPGO2 -.12 51 .73 11 .06
PPGO3 .02 24 .87 .04 .02 =
4.3.2 32N Z1
PPGO4 | .09 50 68 16 13 3.2 EHiEA 2
PAGOl | -.07 12 .02 .79 -.02 AAA 3AHEA A= ol Table 55 E3f A&
PAGO2 | .01 | -04 | a2 | 74 -.08 2 ot} oM CEZAA ATk ATl BAMIRRA| L
PAGO3 | -03 | -25 03 79 -.06 et A d a7, 24y ° 1571 10
PAGO4 | -16 | -16 00 84 -02 O]O}i 5541440l EAsHA O‘——‘% gelg & Aot
PRI 31 15 05 - 11 83 [41]. 2 A7) ZFlol AuolZ ExAak 2| ATe
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A3 HITX Z AlaLo
PR3 35 o 08 08 - 9 LJr71"([)’ 10, ns), 443 E3 3%th R ]
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Variance Ak, wAle) WS Tie ok BUsaick
explained | 23.90 | 18.46 | 11.84 | 11.42 10.69
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Variance | 23.90 | 4236 | 54.20 | 65.62 | 7631 o AHEYT AAA IAEA A AU =
explained g} A ABGeke] BAL B2 B %*3(3;26,

Abbreviation: KS=Knowledge sharing, LGO=Learning goal
orientation, PPGO=Performance prove-goal orientation,
PAGO=Performance avoid-goal orientation, PR=Professional
respect.
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Table 5. Results of hierarchical regression analysis
on knowledge sharing

Knowledge sharing
Variable
Step 1 | Step 2 | Step 3 | Step 4 VIF
Control variables
Gender .00 .00 .03 .00 1.43
Age -.16 -.17 -.16 -.10 2.81
Education .09 .07 .07 .09 1.49
Organizational | & 15 12 09 | 217
tenure
Main variable
LGO 21 .17 .15 2.61
PPGO .10 .10 07 2.38
PAGO -.07 -.04 -.01 1.20
Moderator
! 2 | 20 | 124
Moderating effect
PPGO X PR .26* 2.37
PAGO X PR -.21* 2.10
R? .01 .08 11 14
R? change .07 .03* .03*
N=162, * : p.05, ** : pd.01, ** : p{.001.

LGO=Learning goal orientation, PPGO=Performance prove-goal
orientation, PAGO=Performance avoid-goal orientation,

PR=Professional respect, KS=Knowledge sharing.
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the relationship between PPGO and knowledge
sharing
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