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Reverse relationship between reward and performance – the mediating role of 

knowledge sharing  

Abstract 

The study draws upon expectancy theory and proposes a reverse relationship between 

rewards, knowledge sharing, and job performance. Knowledge sharing behaviours including 

knowledge donation, collection, and lurking are modelled to intervene between this 

relationship. The study was conducted with employees who had used online knowledge 

platforms in organisations from three industries in Vietnam, namely, tele-communications, 

banking, and insurance. A pilot study was undertaken prior to the formal survey to ensure 

clarity and validity of the questionnaires. The results show that job performance was 

significantly related to knowledge donating and collecting but not related to lurking. 

Knowledge donating, collecting, and lurking also have a significant impact on intrinsic 

rewards respectively and that top management support moderates the effect of knowledge 

donating, knowledge collecting, and lurking on intrinsic rewards. The study extends 

expectancy theory into online knowledge sharing literature and suggest for optimising 

organisational resources and maximising knowledge sharing values.  
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1. Introduction 

Knowledge sharing encourages the exchange of knowledge, experience and skills 

throughout the whole organisation (Cavaliere et al., 2015). Such sharing preserves pre-existing 

knowledge (Nesheim & Gressgård, 2014), enables every department to access necessary 

information and connects employees within the organisation (Wang et al., 2019). 

Consequenlty, knowledge sharing is critical to gain organisational competitive advantages 

through enhanced social interaction in the workplace, diminishing production costs, generating 

solutions and increasing productivity (Nguyen et al., 2019a, Nham et al., 2020).  

The emergence of online platforms such as weblogs, Zoom, Microsoft Teams, or Skype 

has facilated online knowledge sharing for more collaborative work among employees. Online 

platforms function as a bridge for knowledge sharing by extending employees’ reach beyond 

face-to-face communication (Navimipour & Charband, 2016; Park & Gabbard, 2018). Online 

platforms have interactive potential, which enables interlocutors to communicate 

asynchronously or synchronously in near real-time to work across space and time by integrating 

assorted information sources and overcome difficulties by blending knowledge (Nguyen, 

2020). For example, due to their broad readership, weblogs and discussion forums are effective 

in conversationally contextualising knowledge where employees can express their personal 

viewpoints and reflect on the knowledge gained in an organisation (Pi et al., 2013; Safa & Von 

Solms, 2016).  

Online knowledge sharing behaviour refers to the provision or receipt process of digital 

information, skills, and experience (Cummings, 2004). Effective online knowledge sharing can 

result in positive organisational outcomes such as enhanced performance, productivity, or 

innovation capabilities, which are key to providing organisations with a sustainable 

competitive advantage (Cummings, 2004; Li et al., 2019; Mesmer-Magnus & DeChurch, 

2009). Employees are often encouraged to participate in online knowledge sharing to facilitate 
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the information flow and the wider distribution of knowledge, as well as creating a healthy 

learning climate based on collaboration (Yang, 2007). Online knowledge sharing is especially 

useful in multinational corporations or large companies with a large cohort of employees who 

may frequently utilise digital communications and exchanges (Iglesias-Pradas et al., 2017).  

Although online knowledge sharing is crucial to the success of the organisation, many 

employees are reluctant to share knowledge online (Trusson et al., 2017; Nguyen et al. 2019b). 

About 90 percent of online participants do not donate or collect knowledge online (Marett & 

Joshi, 2009; Rafaeli et al., 2004; Walker et al., 2013). These are referred to as lurkers (Amichai-

Hamburger et al., 2016; Sun et al., 2014). The annual losses associated with knowledge hiding 

by lurkers is significant (Panopto, 2018). Rewards are considered essential to encourage 

employees to participate in knowledge sharing (Bartol & Srivastava, 2002; Hau et al., 2013). 

However, rewards are not always effective (e.g. Olatokun and Nwafor, 2012), or may 

negatively affect knowledge sharing (e.g. Bock and Kim, 2002). The discrepancy may have 

resulted from the contexts of the study, the reward system design, the type of rewards offered, 

or the knowledge sharing capacity of the employee participants for example, as a knowledge 

donator, knowledge collector, or a lurker? According to Varoom’s (1964) expectancy theory, 

an individual may engage in certain behaviours to achieve a desired outcome or consequence 

(Matzler et al., 2011). The outcome could be an expected reward, and the behaviour becomes 

an antecedent of this reward. Drawing on this view, this study proposes job performance and 

knowledge sharing as such behaviours for an anticipated outcome – intrinsic reward. The 

proposition is consistent with that in Prentice and Thaichon (2019) and based on the assumption 

that well-performing employees tend to engage in certain behaviours such as sharing their 

knowledge with peers or participating in the sharing process to “feel good” about themselves 

(intrinsically rewarded), as opposed to the assumption that employees are extrinsically 

rewarded to perform well or to engage in knowledge sharing. 
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Consistent with the foregoing discussion, this study proposes a reverse relationship 

between rewards and job performance. Knowledge sharing is modelled to mediate between this 

relationship. In addition to this individual perspective, organisational support is included to 

understand external influence on these relationships. Consequently, the study contributes to the 

knowledge sharing literature by utilising expectancy theory to reinterpret the reward-

performance relationship. As prior studies were primarily focused on examining the effect of 

rewards on online knowledge sharing and the impact on employee job performance, the 

establishment of this relationship directs both researchers and practitioners to reconsider the 

determinants of online knowledge sharing behaviours to assist in the design of reward systems 

for participants. The following section presents the relevant literature and offers hypotheses for 

testing. The methodology applied to examine these hypotheses is then outlined. Discussion and 

implications of the research findings conclude this paper.  

2. Literature review and hypotheses development 

Job performance and knowledge sharing 

Job performance refers to an individual’s ability to accomplish job responsibilities or perform 

activities that are formally recognised as part of their job. Job performance not only involves 

task performance but also the less formal “emergent” behaviours that include helpfulness, 

sportsmanship, conscientiousness, and civic virtue (Organ, 1988). These behaviours do not 

contribute directly to an organisation’s technical core, but rather fosters a social and 

psychological environment conducive to the accomplishment of work that relates to the 

technical core (Motowildo et al., 1997). 

Knowledge sharing refers to the provision or receipt process of information, skills, and 

experience either online or offline (Cummings, 2004). The current study focuses on online 

sharing. In the knowledge sharing literature, two main dominant approaches have been applied 
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to capture online sharing behaviour. First, such behaviour is viewed as a holistic activity (e.g. 

Choi et al., 2008; Kwahk & Park, 2016; Matzler & Mueller, 2011). However, with this 

approach, online knowledge sharing behaviour is oversimplified and not adequately measured. 

Second, online knowledge sharing behaviour more recently has been viewed as bidirectional 

(Akhavan & Mahdi Hosseini, 2016). This perspective, first introduced by Van der Rijt (2002) 

and Ardichvili et al. (2003), involves both donating and collecting knowledge, and refers to 

both the supply of, and demand for, the knowledge needs to be included in the knowledge 

sharing process. Unlike the first approach which applies a unidirectional perspective, where 

sharing knowledge as a one direction process from the provider to the recipient, the 

bidirectional perspective has brought more insights when capturing online sharing behaviour 

(Yi, 2009).  

However, knowledge donating and knowledge collecting per se are insufficient to 

capture all dimensions of online knowledge sharing behaviours because they can only present 

the active processes of learning, where individuals actively communicate with each other. 

Another dimension, lurking, which suggests passive learning with no or little interaction among 

members, has not be captured. Lurking is recognised as a common behaviour in the online 

knowledge sharing process (Amichai-Hamburger et al., 2016; Sun et al., 2014). 

In order to address the limits of the two approaches, this study examines online 

knowledge sharing behaviour with three dimensions: knowledge donating, knowledge 

collecting, and lurking. Knowledge donating refers to the process in which employees donate 

their knowledge. Knowledge collecting involves the process in which employees consult 

colleagues to encourage or ask them to share their intellectual capital (Van den Hooff & de 

Ridder, 2004). Lurking refers to the process in which employees read posts and accumulate 

knowledge shared in the online platform (Sun et al., 2014). Understanding the dimension of 

lurking provides more insights to the online knowledge sharing process. 
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Employees who are pleased with their jobs are likely to engage in organisational 

activities and contribute to the organisation. High performing employees are likely to have 

more positive energy and outlook towards life and career, hence they become more committed 

to the organisation (Matzler & Mueller, 2011; Matzler et al., 2011). These employees are often 

more positive about challenging satiations and even relish in the chance to show their ability 

as well as being more open to develop new skills and learn new subjects (Matzler et al., 2008). 

They tend to proactively engage in sharing knowledge with others to conduct their work 

smoothly and maintain the good relationship with colleagues as well as contributing to the 

development of the organisation (Liao & Chuang, 2004). The proactive approach is more 

conducive to optimising organisational resources as intrinsic reward is non-financially driven.        

High performers tend to donate knowledge to keep their work going smoothly and avoid 

errors or problems since they are dutiful and work well in their roles. Kumar et al. (2009) 

suggest that high performing employees with higher levels of expertise often display 

considerably more flexible behaviours, such as giving useful advice that benefits the 

organisation. They tend to view knowledge donating as an important component of their work 

and believe that donating knowledge is important to effective daily work and entails getting 

along with others (Borges, 2013; Wang & Yang, 2007). Consequently, high performing 

employees are more likely to participate in knowledge sharing, particularly knowledge 

donating, which is indicative of workplace helpfulness, cooperation, and collaboration 

Furthermore, employees with high performance often display intellectual curiosity, 

creativity, and flexible thinking (Digman, 1990) and thus are keener to learn and experience 

(Rothmann & Coetzer, 2003). Knowledge collecting and lurking are reflective of a person’s 

curiosity and originality (Cabrera et al., 2006). High performers are more likely to discover 

novel ideas through knowledge collecting and learning from others via lurking. Knowledge 

collecting and lurking provide a good learning opportunity from others and can inspire creative 
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ideas. Wasko and Faraj (2000) and Wasko and Faraj (2005) show that high performing 

employees have a high level of openness and are more engaged with collecting knowledge as 

well as lurking. These employees tend to collect knowledge by asking or discussing their issues 

with their colleagues or read and accumulate knowledge about them through lurking, 

consequently improving the level of confidence in work performance such as reducing time or 

errors for a set of work processes (Gueutal et al., 1984). This discussion leads to the following 

hypotheses:  

H1a: Job performance is positively and significantly related to online knowledge 

donating.  

H1b: Job performance is positively and significantly related to online knowledge 

collecting. 

H1c: Job performance is positively and significantly related to online knowledge 

lurking. 

Online knowledge sharing and intrinsic reward 

Rewards are generally categorised into extrinsic and intrinsic (Choi et al., 2008). The former 

refers to monetary incentives such as bonuses, paid vacation, and promotions (Kankanhalli et 

al., 2005); the latter refers to intrinsic incentives such as praise and public recognition (Choi et 

al., 2008). Rewards have been proven to be motivational outcomes (Kim & Lee, 2006; Pee et 

al., 2010) that occur through the mechanisms of expectancy (Vroom, 1964). 

Vroom’s (1964) expectancy theory indicates that motivation to perform and engage in 

chosen behaviours relates directly to an anticipated reward, which produces fulfilment 

(Kiatkawsin & Han, 2017; Purvis et al., 2015). Three elements leading to employees’ 

motivation to perform a behaviour are: (i) valence, as the value assigned by employees to a 

specific reward, (ii) expectancy, as the employees’ expectations for receiving a reward, and 
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(iii) instrumentality, as the employees’ perception of actually receiving the reward (Vroom, 

1964). The interaction of these three elements creates a motivational force that drives 

employees’ behaviour (Vroom, 1964). Such reward is more intrinsically driven. 

The expectancy theory relies on the reinforcement perspective. This perspective 

endorses the utilitarian view of human nature and assumes that reinforcements from intrinsic 

rewards can enhance any behavioural dimension, such as force, duration, novelty, and 

variability (Skinner, 1963). From this perspective, intrinsic rewards result from employee 

efforts in the desired direction and elicit behavioural changes if a given reward is designed to 

meet the demand of employees (Eisenberger & Cameron, 1998). In other words, employees 

will be motivated to exert a high level of effort when they believe that effort will lead to desired 

rewards (Malik et al., 2015).  

Previous research on expectancy theory shows that employees exhibit greater 

motivation when they participate in reward system design (Kauhanen & Piekkola, 2006; 

Lawler, 2000). The degree of employee participation in reward system design positively affects 

reward acceptance and work commitment because employees know what rewards they might 

gain if they actively participate in online knowledge sharing (Lawler, 2000). Accordingly, a 

reward system that is designed to meet the demand of employees encourages online knowledge 

sharing behaviours (Huang et al., 2008). In the work setting, in some circumstances where 

knowledge is valuable and gaining specific knowledge is difficult, employees may strategically 

choose to withhold knowledge because of the fear of losing competitive advantage 

(Wittenbaum et al., 2004). Employees will be motivated to engage in online knowledge sharing 

and become more active in knowledge donating and collecting as well as lurking when it is 

intrinsically driven (Hau et al., 2013). Consistent with foregoing discussion, the following 

hypotheses are offered:  

H2a: Knowledge donating is significantly related to intrinsic reward. 
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H2b: Knowledge collecting is significantly related to intrinsic reward. 

H2c: Knowledge lurking is significantly related to intrinsic reward. 

The moderating role of top management support  

Top management support refers to the support of top management for employee behaviour 

engagement such as online knowledge sharing (Kang et al., 2008). Top management support 

creates an organisational environment in which online knowledge sharing among employees is 

encouraged (Koch, 2003). As a result of the provision of structure, facilitation, and support, a 

knowledge sharing culture can be cultivated and maintained. Srivastava et al. (2006) state that 

online knowledge sharing does not happen automatically in an organisation, and top 

management support plays a pivotal role in this process. 

Top management support has previously been identified as a useful resource for 

employees’ effective functioning in organisational life (Ng & Sorensen, 2008). In examining 

the implications of top management support, Bandura and Walters (1977) drew upon social 

learning theory and argued that behaviour patterns adopted by top management have been 

shown to influence employees' behaviour. When experiencing support from top management, 

employees expose their real selves, are able to take risks, and do not fear the consequences if 

they fail (Kahn, 1990). Supportive organisational environments can foster feelings of 

psychological safety that enhance willingness to engage fully in work roles. In such 

environments, employees feel safe, trustworthy, secure, and clear regarding behavioural 

consequences. 

The nature of the environment also plays an important role in online knowledge sharing. 

Employees who feel the support from top management tend to exert more effort towards the 

success of the organisation (Bonner et al., 2002; de Bakker et al., 2010). Under this perception, 

employees who perceive higher support from top management often have a stronger belief that 
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if they actively donate and collect knowledge as well as lurking, the organisation will offer the 

desired rewards. With high support from top management, employees often have positive and 

secure expectations related to the organisation’s likely reaction to their knowledge sharing 

behaviour. Thus, they tend to fear less of incurring damaging consequences for their careers 

and reputation as a result of investing themselves fully in online knowledge sharing 

(Edmondson, 1999). In highly supportive environments employees are likely to value online 

knowledge sharing behaviours including knowledge donating, collecting, and lurking because 

such support can be interpreted as the availability of potential recognition from others, and/or 

an opportunity to develop within the work environment (Wikhamn & Hall, 2014).  

The opposite occurs in environments where top management support is low. Employees 

in such environments often believe active online knowledge sharing behaviour will not be 

recognised. They are unsure of what to expect and fear that they may suffer for their personal 

engagement in knowledge sharing. Consequently, they tend to guard themselves by avoiding 

knowledge donating, knowledge collecting, or lurking (Kahn, 1990). In such environments, 

constructive communication is not possible (Wikhamn & Hall, 2014). When things go wrong, 

instead of identifying weaknesses and finding solutions to overcome the problems in the future, 

the discussion tends to be dominated by accusations and scapegoating. On the other hand, when 

things turn out well, acknowledgment is non-existent. As such, online knowledge sharing is 

not appreciated and can be experienced as a “stressor” (Hall et al., 2006). Hence, employees’ 

intrinsic reward is compromised, as there is no intrinsic reward for the behaviour or action that 

leads to a positive result. Consequently, the following hypotheses are offered:  

H3a: Top management support has a significant moderating effect on the relationship 

between knowledge donating and intrinsic reward. 

H3b:  Top management support has a significant moderating effect on the relationship 

between knowledge collecting and intrinsic reward. 
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H3c: Top management support has a significant moderating effect on the relationship 

between lurking and intrinsic reward. 

The proposed relationships are shown in Figure 1.  

Insert Figure 1 

3. Methods 

3.1. Sample 

The study was conducted with employees who had used online knowledge platforms in 

organisations from three industries in Vietnam, namely, tele-communications, banking, and 

insurance. These industries were selected based on the suggestion of Kim and Lee (2006) and 

Tohidinia and Mosakhani (2010) since knowledge management practices are important in these 

industries and these industries have the appropriate information technology infrastructure for 

online knowledge sharing. Of 792 eligible responses from 895 surveys, 49% were males and 

51% were females. The majority of respondents were in the age group 31-40 (45.5%), followed 

by the 18-30 group (44.2%), and the 41-60 group (10.4%). More than 74% of respondents had 

a bachelor’s degree.  

3.2. Measures 

Measures for the study variables were adapted from existing studies which reported 

high reliability and validity. This study adopted a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1-strongly 

disagree to 7-strongly agree for all measurement items to enable flexibility. The scale of 

intrinsic rewards was adapted from Choi et al. (2008) as was the measurement of intrinsic 

rewards (Choi et al., 2008). To measure job performance, five items were derived from Kang 

et al. (2008) and Kwahk and Park (2016). Top management support was also measured through 

adaptation of Kang et al.’s (2008) work. The scales of knowledge donating and collecting were 

both adapted from Akhavan and Mahdi Hosseini (2016). The scale for lurking was from Bishop 

(2007) and Dennen (2014). 
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3.3. Procedures 

The questionnaire was originally developed in English and translated to Vietnamese, 

then back-translated to ensure consistency by two bilingual experts to ensure the meanings 

being consistent. SurveyMonkey was used to design the online questionnaire. Prior to the 

survey, a pilot study was conducted with 30 Vietnamese employees. The results showed the 

high reliability of all measures. The formal questionnaire included a cover letter introducing 

the research and explaining the significance and objectives. Two funnelling questions were 

placed at the beginning of the online survey to ensure that the employees worked in Vietnamese 

tele-communications, banking and insurance industries and had experienced online knowledge 

sharing in their organisation. Three research assistants, with permission from company 

management, directly distributed the link of the questionnaire to employees in the Vietnamese 

tele-communications, banking, and insurance companies. Finally, 895 responses were received 

but only 792 were eligible, leading to a response rate of 88.5%. 

3.4. Common method variance 

Both ex-ante and ex-post procedures were undertaken to minimise response bias and 

errors. For the ex-ante procedure, validated scales from previous studies to measure the 

variables were used. A pilot study was conducted to ensure the high reliability. In the main 

survey, respondents were assured of anonymity in their responses and similar questions were 

dispersed throughout different sections of the questionnaire to refresh respondents’ memories. 

For the ex-post procedure, Harman’s single factor test, partial correlation procedure, and 

controlling for the effects of an unmeasured latent method factor were assessed (Podsakoff et 

al., 2003). In the Harman’s single factor test, when measurement items of the study were loaded 

on one factor, resulted in only 44.36% of variance. Partial correlation procedure was 

undertaken with the inclusion of a marker variable (organisational innovation). This process 

did not alter the postulated relationships and significance of these relationships. The last 
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procedure was to control for the effect of an unmeasured latent factor and to compare the item 

loadings with and without adding an unmeasured latent methods factor. The results showed no 

great difference between two sets of loadings (all less than .01). Multicollinearity was 

diagnosed by using the variance inflation factor (VIF). The results present no issue of 

multicollinearity as all VIFs are below 3.0 (Rogerson, 2001). 

3.5. Predictive validity testing 

As the study was undertaken cross-sectionally, the proposed causal relationships cannot 

be established unless predictive validity is addressed. Following Prentice and Woodside’s 

(2013) approach, we tested the predictive validity by randomly splitting the data into two 

subsamples to assess a predictive relationship between job performance and intrinsic rewards. 

Two models, Model 1 and 2, were assessed with job performance, knowledge donating, 

knowledge collecting, and lurking as predictors from the one subsample, and intrinsic rewards 

as the outcome variable from the other. The results below reveal that the selected predicting 

variables from one subsample are significantly related to the outcome variable from the other, 

and thus supporting a causal relationship from job performance to intrinsic rewards. 

Model 1: Intrinsic rewards = .28 + .17**Knowledge donating + .16**Knowledge 

collecting + .08**Lurking + .54***Job performance. Adj.R2 = .60, df = 4/391, p<.001 

Model 2: Intrinsic rewards = .24 + .19***Knowledge donating + .17***Knowledge 

collecting + .08**Lurking + .52***Job performance. Adj.R2 = .62, df = 4/391, p<.001, Note: 

**p<.01, ***p<.001 

4. Analysis and results 

The skewness and kurtosis values were between -2.00 to +2.00, indicating normal 

distribution of the data (Hair et al., 2014). Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and maximum 

likelihood estimation were used to determine the model fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The model 

fit indices were acceptable: (χ2 = 993.874, d.f. = 245; χ2 /d.f = 4.06; CFI = .96; NFI=.95; TLI 
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= .95, RMSEA=.06). The results of standardised residual co-variances and modification index 

values indicate no conspicuously significant changes to the model. The average variance 

extracted for each factor was higher than the cut-off value of .5, indicative of adequate 

convergence (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). The composite reliability was acceptable with all 

Cronbach’s alpha values over.7 (Nunnally, 1994). All items have a significant loading on their 

corresponding constructs, demonstrating adequate convergent validity (see Table 1). The 

square root of average variance extracted of each construct exceeds the correlation between 

constructs, indicating discriminant validity (see Table 2).  

Insert Tables 1 and 2 

Structural equation modelling was conducted to test the hypotheses (see Table 3). The 

results demonstrated an acceptable fit of the model (χ2 = 866.013, d.f. = 184; χ2 /d.f = 4.71; 

CFI = .96; NFI= .95; TLI = .96, RMSEA=.07). H1a, H1b and H1c proposed job performance 

significantly affect knowledge donating, knowledge collecting, and lurking. The results show 

that job performance was significantly related to knowledge donating (β=.83, p<.001) and 

knowledge collecting (β=.88, p<.001), but not related to lurking (β=.06, p>.05), supporting 

H1a and H1b but not supporting H1c. H2a, H2b, and H2c proposed that knowledge donating, 

knowledge collecting, and lurking have a significant impact on intrinsic rewards respectively. 

The results indicate that intrinsic rewards were significantly affected by knowledge donating 

(β=.48, p<.001), knowledge collecting (β=.26, p<.001), and lurking (β=.15, p<.001); thus, H2a, 

H2b and H2c were supported.  

Insert Table 3 

H3a, H3b, and H3c proposed that top management support moderates the effect of 

knowledge donating, knowledge collecting, and lurking on intrinsic rewards. In Table 4, the 

results show that the negative moderating effect of top management support was found in the 

relationship between knowledge donating and intrinsic rewards (β= -.27, p<.05). Top 
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management support, however, had a positive moderating effect on the relationship between 

knowledge collecting and intrinsic rewards (β=.39, p<.001) and between lurking and intrinsic 

rewards (β= .15, p<.001). Thus, these hypotheses were confirmed.  

Insert Table 4 

6. Discussion 

Rewards have been widely acknowledged as a determinant of knowledge sharing 

behaviour in the relevant literature. However, research findings on the impact of rewards on 

knowledge sharing behaviour are inconsistent. This study draws on expectancy theoryto 

propose a reverse relationship between knowledge sharing behaviour and rewards, and model 

job performance as an antecedent of knowledge sharing, and top management support as a 

moderator. The results support hypotheses. The following section presents the discussion about 

these findings.  
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6.1. Job performance and online knowledge sharing 

The significant positive relationships between job performance and knowledge 

donating and knowledge collecting indicate that high performing employees are likely to 

donate and collect knowledge. The findings support the proposed model and conform to our 

contention that if knowledge donators and collectors have high job performance, they tend to 

actively contribute to the organisation through donating and collecting knowledge. Job 

performance in this case is the source of motivation to drive knowledge donators and 

collectors in online knowledge sharing. Employees with high job performance often strive for 

cooperation rather than competition. They are more willing to engage to disseminate their 

knowledge to others and transfer their individual knowledge into organisational capital. They 

are also eager to learn new things and open to acquire knowledge. Equally those who fail to 

perform well are less likely to donate or collect knowledge. Instead, they are likely to keep 

knowledge for themselves due to the fear of losing a competitive advantage. These findings 

are in line with those in Matzler et al. (2011) and Matzler et al. (2008) that knowledge 

sharing is a form of workplace helpfulness, cooperation, and collaboration and entails 

‘getting along with others’. Therefore, employees,  who are sympathetic, enthusiastic to help 

others, intellectual curiosity and responsible, tend to participate in the knowledge sharing 

process. In contrast, lurkers are not affected by job performance. This finding is consistent 

with those in Sun et al. (2014) and Amichai-Hamburger et al. (2016) were it was found that 

lurkers have their own reasons for lurking such as time constraints rather than job 

performance.  

6.2. Online knowledge sharing and intrinsic rewards  

The results of this study show that knowledge donating, knowledge collecting, and 

lurking positively influence intrinsic rewards. These results imply that intrinsic rewards work 

well with knowledge donators, knowledge collectors, and lurkers. Each of them is committed 
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to online knowledge sharing due to their expectation that their behaviour would be honoured, 

recognised, and acknowledged. If the reward system is intrinsically driven, knowledge 

donators, collectors, and lurkers will be actively sharing their knowledge online. The results of 

this study show that intrinsic rewards should be designed to meet the expectations of different 

types of knowledge sharing participants. This finding is in line with Vroom’s (1964) 

expectancy theory confirming that the motivation to perform a behaviour affects anticipated 

rewards. However, contrasting with the traditional view that intrinsic rewards are a natural 

inclination or inherent disposition and hard to change, the findings of this study are in line with 

those in Pee & Lee (2015) which prove that intrinsic rewards could be affected by the condition 

in which individuals develop and function. In this study, intrinsic rewards are affected by online 

knowledge sharing behaviours including knowledge donating, which can be regarded as an 

extra-role behaviour rather than an obligatory job responsibility. Therefore, the higher the 

intrinsic rewards that are offered, the more employees would be likely to share their knowledge. 

The findings of this study partly help to explain the variation in the literature regarding 

the drivers of rewards. Different types of knowledge sharing participants have different levels 

of expectations in relation to intrinsic rewards: knowledge donators have a relatively strong 

expectation (β=.48, p<.001), while knowledge collectors (β=.26, p<.001) and lurkers (β=.15, 

p<.001) have a medium and small expectation respectively. Prior research has investigated 

rewards but tended to neglect the different types of participants, whose reactions to the 

expected rewards will be different. Therefore, when examining the relationship between 

rewards and knowledge sharing behaviours, the exclusion of also examining the different types 

of participants, may account for the mixed results within previous studies.   

6.3. The moderation of top management support  

Top management support was found to negatively moderate the effect of knowledge 

donating on intrinsic rewards but positively moderates the influence of knowledge collecting 
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and lurking on intrinsic rewards. These results imply that with high support from top 

management, knowledge donators perceive that their knowledge donating is less 

acknowledged and feel that their involvement and competence are less appreciated. These 

results are in line with findings of Zhao et al. (2016) showing that knowledge donators, as 

active members under the support of management, tend to feel deprived of the chance of 

displaying their own interest in donating knowledge. When top management supports 

knowledge sharing, others may wonder that knowledge donating behaviours stem from their 

own interests or from the top management.  

In contrast, knowledge collectors and lurkers are motivated to collect knowledge and 

lurk with more support from top management. One possible explanation is that knowledge 

collectors may think that raising questions or asking for knowledge makes them lose face or 

reduce their reputation. Lurkers may feel shameful when they lurk without contribution. 

However, when top management highly supports online knowledge sharing, knowledge 

collectors and lurkers are encouraged to participate in online knowledge sharing as their 

behaviour is also recognised as a contribution to foster a culture of online knowledge sharing. 

These results support the findings of Zhao at al (2016) indicating that some individuals do not 

enjoy knowledge collecting or lurking due to shame or shyness. However, with support from 

top management, they may be encouraged to participate through collecting and lurking.  

7. Implications 

This study suggests several implications for both the relevant literature and 

practitioners. First, from a theoretical standpoint, this study is the first to capture three 

dimensions of online knowledge sharing behaviours which consist of knowledge donating, 

collecting and lurking. Going beyond the limit of measuring online knowledge sharing as active 

learning behaviour with knowledge donating and collecting, this study investigates online 

knowledge sharing from a comprehensive perspective including lurking as a passive learning 
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behaviour. Considering that there has been a lack of studies examining all aspects of online 

knowledge sharing behaviour, this study provides a useful theoretical basis for future scholars 

who intend to examine online knowledge sharing behaviours. The inclusion of all three 

dimensions will help future researchers achieve greater insights into the different types of 

knowledge sharing participants. 

Second, the findings of this study extend expectancy theory into the online knowledge 

sharing literature. The proposed model investigates intrinsic rewards as the output of online 

knowledge sharing behaviour instead of a determinant as shown in previous research. By doing 

this, the study partly helps to explain the inconsistent findings in the literature in terms of the 

influence of rewards in knowledge sharing. Moreover, this study indicates that organisations 

need to understand the demands of different types of participants and their knowledge sharing 

behaviours to target the desired intrinsic rewards. This study develops expectancy theory out 

of the traditional boundary in which intrinsic rewards are considered to be hard to capture. 

Thus, this study is one of the first showing that intrinsic rewards could be designed to meet the 

expectations of different types of participants. 

Third, job performance has often been examined as the outcome of knowledge sharing 

behaviours. In this study, job performance is modelled as the motivation for online knowledge 

sharing behaviours. Job performance can drive employees to be more committed to knowledge 

sharing. Such commitment is manifested in their knowledge donating and collecting. This view 

is consistent with that of Matzler et al. (2011) and Matzler and Mueller (2011) indicating 

employees who demonstrate a high level of  openness, conscientiousness, and agreeableness 

tend to perform well at work and are more prone to share knowledge. This finding conforms to 

Wiggins (1996) in that job performance is regarded as a chosen behaviour, which is expected 

to lead to preferred outcome, knowledge sharing behaviours including knowledge donating and 

collecting. 
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Fourth, this study presents a new perspective of top management support to knowledge 

sharing. The previous studies in the existing literature have examined top management support 

as a predictor of online knowledge sharing behaviours. The results consolidate the expectation 

and indicate that top management support moderates the impact of online knowledge sharing 

behaviour on intrinsic rewards. Examining top management support as a moderator is crucial 

and brings more insights into the psychological differences of the various types of knowledge 

sharing participants and their expectations of intrinsic rewards under different levels of top 

management support.  

From a practical standpoint, first, this study has shown that job performance positively 

influences the knowledge donating and collecting behaviour of employees in the organisational 

context. Management and HR practitioners should take this into consideration during the 

recruitment process. Job candidates could be asked to self-rate their competency or ability to 

complete a task in job descriptions. A candidate should be aware of his or her own personality 

traits such as their openness, conscientiousness, and agreeableness, which can help to enhance 

knowledge donating and collecting if the candidate has high job performance. 

Second, to motivate the online knowledge sharing participation, intrinsic rewards 

should be prioritised and customised according to participant typologies to effectively 

encourage employees to participate online knowledge sharing. Knowledge donators have a 

strong expectation of intrinsic rewards which are regarded as recognition of the value of 

knowledge shared and knowledge donators’ worth, improving self-esteem, and symbolising 

status and achievement. Thus, for those who actively share knowledge, managers should 

acknowledge the value of knowledge and expertise they share and make them feel recognised 

with incentives such as a certificate or transferring authority in their area of expertise. 

Knowledge collectors place moderate weighting on intrinsic rewards and need encouragement 

that helps them to solve their work issues and raise new ideas. Managers should encourage 
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knowledge collectors to seek knowledge to improve their work performance. Although lurkers 

do not contribute knowledge, they are still intrinsically driven. Managers may consider 

encouraging employees to read shared information and follow discussions as one means of 

learning.  

Third, top management should show strong support to encourage knowledge collectors 

and lurkers to step out of their silent zone. For example, a supportive organisational 

environment may foster feelings of psychological safety. Negative comments or criticism 

should be prevented or minimised. A small survey or quick interview about employees’ desire 

would be useful. For knowledge donators, strong support from top management has adverse 

impact. Instead, top management should value their knowledge donating behaviour and 

acknowledge their willingness to share. 

8. Limitations and future research  

Although great effort was made to ensure the vigorousness of this study, some 

limitations must be acknowledged. First, this study adopted a cross-sectional study and 

measured the variables in the proposed framework employing a self-report method. Individual 

belief, such as job performance, can change over time. In this regard, future researchers should 

implement a longitudinal study to estimate changes that affect online knowledge sharing 

behaviours and job performance over an appropriate time period. Second, the sample was 

collected from employees in Vietnamese tele-communications, banking, and insurance 

industries. Future researchers should investigate the model in different industries and different 

countries to validate the findings. Third, other moderators such as leadership styles may 

provide more insights to the intended outcomes. Final, knowledge self-efficacy, which refers 

to the confidence in bringing valuable knowledge to others, can be incorporated into the 
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proposed model to have a better understanding of the impact of knowledge donating, 

knowledge collecting and lurking behaviours. 
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Table 1. Measurement items 
Factor Item Mea

n 
SD Factor 

loadin
g 

Alph
a 

Intrinsic 
rewards 

People honour my job when I teach or share my own 
skills online 

5.05 1.35 .92 .95 

The more I share my own knowledge online, the more 
my reputation would be enhanced 

5.00 1.42 .88  

When I share my knowledge online, I can get more 
chance to show my skills to the other colleagues 

5.05 1.44 .90  

When I share my knowledge online, people approve me 
as expert in our company 

5.14 1.40 .94  

Knowledge 
donating 

In the organiational online platforms: 5.15 1.35 .91 .74 

I often share my information, skills and experiences with 
my colleagues 

    

When I have learned something new, I tell my colleagues 
about it 

5.08 1.40 .92  

 I regularly tell my colleagues what I am doing 4.79 1.47 .84  
 Sharing knowledge among colleagues in my company is 

considered normal 
5.33 2.92 .59  

Knowledge 
collecting 

In the organiational online platforms:     

I like to be informed of what my colleagues know 5.16 1.38 .85 .82 
When I need certain knowledge, I will ask my colleagues 5.00 1.53 .67  
When one of my colleagues is good at something, I ask 
him/her to teach me how to do that thing 

4.98 1.56 .67  

Lurking  I regularly read information and skills and experiences 
shared online 

3.68 1.93 .94 .93 

 I often accumulate information and skills and 
experiences shared online 

3.70 1.92 .90  

 I often read the discussion or knowledge exchange online  3.68 1.74 .78  
 I often follow the discussion or knowledge exchange 

online 
3.57 1.83 .83  

Job 
performance 

Online knowledge sharing helps me reduce errors at 
work 

5.31 1.36 .86 .97 

Online knowledge sharing helps me enrich my work 5.30 1.36 .92  
Online knowledge sharing helps me improve my work 
output 

5.39 1.36 .95  

 Online knowledge sharing helps me improve quality of 
work 

5.39 1.35 .95  

 Online knowledge sharing helps me solve problems at 
work 

5.39 1.34 .93  

Top 
management 
support 

The top management in my company 
emphasises the importance of online knowledge sharing 
between work units 

5.30 1.42 .90 .95 

 The top management in my company highly encourages 
employees to share knowledge online 

5.30 1.47 .95  

 The top management in my company makes consistent 
efforts to foster a culture of online knowledge sharing 

5.27 1.43 .92  



33 
 

 
 
 

 
 

Figure 1. Conceptual framework 
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Table 2. Discriminant validity 
 

  CR AVE 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 Intrinsic rewards .92 .75 .87      

2 Knowledge donating .86 .61 .61** .78     

3 Knowledge collecting .78 .54 .57** .65** .73    

4 Lurking .92 .75 .22** .12** .19** .86   

5 Job performance .94 .84 .69** .67** .67** .07 .92  

 6 Top management support .95 .86 .59** .62** .56** .03 .69** .93 

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
The bold numbers in the diagonal row are the square roots of AVE 
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Table 3. Results of structural model 
 

Path Knowledge 
donating  

Knowledge 
collecting 

Lurking Intrinsic 
rewards 

Job performance .83*** .88*** .06  
Knowledge donating     .48*** 
Knowledge collecting     .26*** 
Lurking     .15*** 
R2 .78 .68 .00 .58 
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 
 
 
Table 4. Results of moderator of top management support  
 

Path Knowledge 
donating 

Knowledge 
collecting 

Lurking Intrinsic 
rewards 

Job performance .83*** .88*** .06  
Knowledge donating     .58*** 
Knowledge collecting     -.03 
Lurking     .03 
Top management support    .07 
Top management support x Knowledge 
donating 

   -.27* 

Top management support x Knowledge 
collecting 

   .39*** 

Top management support x Lurking    .15*** 
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 
  
 
 


