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Abstract

This study examines whether subtypes of prosocial motivation can mediate the effects of relational aspects of work design on the willing-
ness to share knowledge. A 3-level model was developed to test whether principlism-based and collectivism-based prosocial motivation
act as mediators, and data were collected from three companies. Based on the collected data, a Partial Least Squares (PLS) structural
equation model was estimated, and a mediation analysis was conducted. The results show that collectivism-based prosocial motivation
mediates the influence of social support and initiated task interdependence on the willingness to share knowledge. Principlism-based
prosocial motivation, although not a mediator, also has a significant positive effect on the willingness to share knowledge. These results
indicate that workplaces should be designed to emphasize social support and, at least partly, to foster initiated task interdependence.
Furthermore, recommendations are provided on how workplaces and organisational culture can be designed to stimulate collectivism-
based and principlism-based prosocial motivation, thereby promoting knowledge sharing within organisations. The study contributes
to answering the previously unanswered call for research to investigate the influence of relational aspects of work design on motivation
and knowledge sharing, considering reciprocity and feelings of obligation. The findings suggest that integrating subtypes of prosocial
motivation as mediators between relational aspects of work design and knowledge sharing is a successful approach to addressing this

research gap.
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1. Introduction

In recent years, trends such as digitalisation and re-
mote working, accelerated by the COVID-19 pandemic,
have changed working life (Knight et al, 2023; Parker and
Grote, 2022). Collaboration tools such as Slack and Google
Drive (Walker and Lloyd-Walker, 2019), shared data repos-
itories such as SharePoint, Google Drive, and Dropbox
(Da Silva and Chaves, 2021), and tools for videoconfer-
encing such as Zoom and Webex (Laybats and Tredinnick,
2019) are increasingly being used in organisations to enable
the exchange of knowledge even over long distances. For
employees, these changes have led to advantages such as
greater flexibility and time savings due to reduced or elim-
inated commuting (Nakrosiené et al, 2019; Tremblay and
Thomsin, 2012), but also to disadvantages such as isolation
from colleagues (D’Oliveira and Persico, 2023), which in
turn can lead to loneliness (Hawkley and Cacioppo, 2010).
The changed working environment also makes it more dif-
ficult for employees to share knowledge to the extent they
are used to. This is because face-to-face communication
has a positive effect on knowledge sharing (Tan, 2016);
however, employees have fewer opportunities to commu-
nicate face-to-face. Consequently, organisations face dis-
advantages resulting from a reduced exchange of knowl-
edge, as knowledge sharing is relevant for the intellectual

capital (Allameh, 2018), innovative ability (Berraies, 2020;
Thompson and Heron, 2006), and financial performance of
organisations (Wang and Wang, 2012).

For organisations to remain competitive, it is therefore
important for them to know how work can be designed in
such a way that good conditions are created for their em-
ployees to share knowledge, even in work situations char-
acterised by physical distance. For this reason, the question
of how individuals can be motivated to share knowledge
challenges organisations and engages researchers (Liang et
al, 2008). The results of numerous explored knowledge-
sharing models, which include different types of motiva-
tion, show that motivation is a key factor in knowledge shar-
ing (Lin and Lo, 2015; Nguyen and Malik, 2020; Stenius et
al, 2016).

Prosocial motivation (Hu and Liden, 2015; Kim and
Kim, 2021; Liao et al, 2022; Sun et al, 2021) and behaviour
(Rodriguez-Montoya et al, 2021; Wan et al, 2021; Xia et
al, 2021) have received increasing research attention in re-
cent years. In this context, prosocial motivation is a key
influencing factor for prosocial acts, which also include
knowledge sharing (Bolino and Grant, 2016). Nevertheless,
prosocial motivation has so far been considered in very few
knowledge-sharing models (Gohler et al, 2023; Pian et al,
2019; Xia and Yang, 2020).
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The increasing number of scientific articles address-
ing work design published in management and psychol-
ogy journals (Parker et al, 2017) indicates its increasing
relevance in organisations. In recent years, numerous re-
searchers have focussed specifically on relational aspects of
work design (Grant, 2007, 2008a; Grant and Parker, 2009;
Knight et al, 2022). According to Grant and Parker (2009),
considering relational and proactive aspects can contribute
to new insights into the research field of work design. They
list literature that indicates that relational aspects such as so-
cial support and constructive feedback can generate proso-
cial motivation. Foss et al. (2009) examine the influence
of work design aspects from Hackman and Oldham’s ‘Job
Characteristic Model’ (Hackman et al, 2005; Oldham and
Hackman, 2005) on selected types of motivation in self-
determination theory (Ryan and Deci, 2020) and their im-
pact on knowledge sharing. They call for future research on
the influence of relational aspects of work design on moti-
vation and knowledge sharing. They also explicitly point
out that reciprocity and feelings of obligation should be con-
sidered forms of motivation in this context. However, this
has not yet been investigated in the research literature.

According to Batson (2022; 2008) principlism and
collectivism are among the four main motives for prosocial
behaviour, along with altruism and egoism. Prosocial moti-
vation, in turn, is an important antecedent of prosocial acts,
which include knowledge sharing (Bolino and Grant, 2016).
This study builds on this line of thought in order to heed
the aforementioned call by Foss et al. (2009) to investigate
the influence of relational aspects of work design on moti-
vation and knowledge sharing, considering reciprocity and
feelings of obligation. To close this research gap and con-
ceptually advance established theories, this study integrates
collectivism- and principlism-based subtypes of prosocial
motivation into a research model. What these two types of
motivation have in common is that they motivate people to
take actions that benefit the well-being of others. However,
the core motive in collectivism-based prosocial motivation
is that a person or group is motivated to perform acts ori-
ented toward reciprocity norms that benefit the collective to
which they belong. If, on the other hand, prosocial motiva-
tion is based on principlism, the core motive driving proso-
cial acts is to act obligingly in accordance with internalised
values.

Asin Foss etal. (2009), the research model comprises
three levels: work design, motivational types, and knowl-
edge sharing. However, adhering to the research call, the
model differs from that of Foss et al. (2009) in terms of
the selection of constructs at the lowest and middle levels.
At the lowest level, relational aspects of work design are
integrated. To ensure that the selection of the relational as-
pects is based on a solid foundation, it is oriented toward
Morgeson and Humphrey’s (2006) Work Design Question-
naire (WDQ). The constructs social support, initiated task
interdependence, contact with beneficiaries of work, and

constructive feedback represent the relational aspects of
work design and are included at the lowest model level.
Collectivism- and principlism-based prosocial motivation
serve as mediators at the middle level of the research model,
as a link between the lower level of relational aspects of
work design and the upper level of knowledge sharing.

The modelling approach chosen to pursue the unan-
swered research call by Foss et al. (2009) simultaneously
allows a research contribution to be made regarding another
research question, namely, whether subtypes of prosocial
motivation mediate the effects of relational aspects of work
design on the willingness to share knowledge. Currently,
no model in the literature addresses this question.

The remainder of this paper is organised as follows.
The second section presents the theory behind the three lev-
els of the research model. This is followed by the presen-
tation of the study’s hypotheses and methodology. Sub-
sequently, the results of the study are presented and dis-
cussed. The research contributions are listed in the ‘Theo-
retical Contributions’ section. Moreover, in the ‘“Manage-
rial Implications’ section, I provide recommendations for
acts by organisations for shaping relational aspects at work,
as well as for promoting the generation of prosocial motiva-
tion and an organisational culture conducive to knowledge
sharing. Finally, the limitations of the research and possi-
ble future research directions are discussed, and the main
contributions of this study are summarised.

2. Literature Review
2.1 Relational Aspects of Work Design

Work design is gaining importance due to the digital-
isation of work processes and communication, a develop-
ment accelerated by the COVID-19 pandemic (Knight et al,
2023; Parker and Grote, 2020, 2022). According to Parker
(2014), research shows that it is possible to design motivat-
ing work that has a positive impact on the employees of or-
ganisations and the organisations themselves. Understand-
ing work design enables organisations to promote employee
well-being and performance, thereby reducing the costs as-
sociated with high levels of illness (Knight et al, 2022).

It is therefore worthwhile for organisations to improve
work design. According to Knight and Parker (2021), var-
ious work redesign interventions offer the opportunity to
achieve this; these include job enrichment and enlargement,
as well as conducting relational interventions and system-
wide changes. A meta-study showed that the majority of
work redesign interventions examined either had a direct
positive effect on employee performance or an indirect ef-
fect via motivation. In this context, they described moti-
vation as a key factor. The meta-analysis also showed that
a particularly large number of high-quality studies demon-
strated the positive impact of relational interventions per-
taining to work design on performance. Knight and Parker
(2021) also included contributions to teamwork in em-
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ployee performance. It is quite conceivable that there could
also be a connection between work redesign interventions
and knowledge sharing via subtypes of prosocial motiva-
tion, as knowledge sharing also contributes to teamwork.
There are arguments in the literature in favour of relational
aspects of work design having a positive effect on prosocial
motivation. For example, Grant and Parker (2009) discuss
clues that suggest that social support, interactions outside
the organisation, and task interdependence could generate
prosocial motivation. Regarding the intersection between
relational aspects of work design and subtypes of proso-
cial motivation in the model described in the Introduction,
there are currently no research models in the literature that
examine this intersection; only the effects of individual fac-
tors similar to relational aspects of work design on prosocial
motivation have been investigated (Castanheira et al, 2016;
Grant, 2007, 2008a).

The selection of relational aspects of work design in
the research model of this study is based on Morgeson and
Humphrey’s (2006) WDQ. In recent years, the development
of the WDQ has become one of the most important publi-
cations in the field of work design (Parker et al, 2017). The
four measurement scales of the social characteristics section
of the WDQ are as follows: ‘Social Support’, ‘Interdepen-
dence’, ‘Interaction Outside Organisation’, and ‘Feedback
from Others’. To measure the hypotheses outlined in the
Section Development of Hypotheses in a valid way and in-
tegrate the constructs into the 3-level model for examining
the research call by Foss et al. (2009), adjustments must be
made, as described later in the Section Measures.

2.2 Prosocial Motivation

Prosocially motivated individuals desire to support
others or act out of concern for others (Batson, 1987; Bolino
and Grant, 2016; Grant, 2008b). This action costs the self,
such as waiting in line or paying fair prices. Because be-
longing to a group offers many benefits, people often act
prosocially despite these costs (Twenge et al, 2007). In the
context of work design, prosocial motivation is essential,
for example, because of the tendency for greater distances
to be overcome between employees as a result of the conse-
quences of digitalisation, such as working from home and
teleworking. Employees often must make greater efforts to
share their knowledge. Instead of answering questions from
a colleague at a neighbouring desk, in the adjacent office,
or during a lunch break in person, one must resort to tak-
ing a phone call, writing a message, or conducting a video
conference. Therefore, prosocial motivation is required to
make this additional effort.

In a meta-analysis, Liao et al. (2022) analysed the
influence of prosocial motivation on psychological, be-
havioural, performance, and career-related work outcomes.
Their findings suggested that prosocial motivation tends
to have a positive impact on employee well-being, proso-
cial behaviour, performance, and career success. These re-

&% IMR Press

search findings indicate that the presence of prosocial mo-
tivation enables organisations to reap many benefits.

According to Batson (2022; 2008), there are four main
motives for prosocial behaviour: altruism, egoism, collec-
tivism, and principlism. If prosocial motivation is based
on collectivism, for instance, there is a motivation to act
prosocially in favour of a collective to which one belongs
and whose members usually support each other recipro-
cally. If prosocial motivation is based on principlism, for
example, there is a motivation to act prosocially to meet in-
ternalised values (Batson et al, 2008, 2011). Organisations
can use the four motives listed by Batson (2022) (altruism,
egoism, collectivism, and principlism) to generate proso-
cial motivation. According to the empathy-altruism hy-
pothesis, empathising with another person’s situation fos-
ters altruism (Batson, 1987, 2017; Nakagawa and Kosaka,
2022). Organisations can therefore attempt to shape work
design in such a way that employees become aware of their
colleagues’ need for support. Organisations can also use
the motive of egoism, for example, by making use of reci-
procity norms (Gobel et al, 2007; Toérronen, 2018) in de-
signing work processes such that employees can build reci-
procity credit with their colleagues through prosocial acts,
from which they are highly likely to benefit at a later point in
time through reciprocal compensation (Batson et al, 2008;
Blau, 2008). The warm glow—that is, the joy experienced
in helping (Erlandsson et al, 2016; Ferguson et al, 2012;
Lilley and Slonim, 2014)—is another egoistic motive for
prosocial behaviour. Organisations can consider this and
design work processes in such a way that employees have
the opportunity to experience pleasure by observing the
positive effects of their social acts.

Regarding the intersection between the two subtypes
of prosocial motivation integrated in the research model, on
the one hand, and knowledge sharing on the other, there is
supporting literature that the two types of prosocial motiva-
tion could have a significant positive effect on the willing-
ness to share knowledge. Currently, there are no models in
the literature that analyse the effects of prosocial motivation
subtypes on knowledge sharing. However, some models
consider the effects of prosocial motivation on knowledge
sharing or hiding. For instance, prosocial motivation has
been found to negatively affect knowledge hiding (Babic et
al, 2018, 2019; Cerne et al, 2015). Moreover, early mod-
els (Gohler et al, 2023; Pian et al, 2019; Xia and Yang,
2020) have examined the influence of prosocial motivation
on knowledge sharing and found a significant positive in-
fluence. This suggests that the subtypes of prosocial mo-
tivation integrated into the present study’s research model
may also positively influence knowledge sharing.

2.3 Knowledge Sharing

Knowledge is a resource that can be used strategically
by organisations (Ferreira et al, 2020) and appears to play a
key role in value creation (Del Giudice et al, 2017). Knowl-
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edge sharing within organisations creates competitive ad-
vantages by reducing redundancy and innovation costs, as
well as fostering creativity (Nguyen, 2021). It has also been
shown that knowledge sharing between individual organi-
sations is rewarding. For example, knowledge sharing be-
tween the management of different organisations leads to
new ideas, partnerships, new products, and opportunities
through the joint start-up of companies (Steffen et al, 2017).

Organisations can use four types of influencing factors
to promote knowledge sharing: individual, social, techno-
logical, and organisational (Nguyen, 2021). For example,
organisations can make use of individual factors by creat-
ing conditions that allow employees to experience enjoy-
ment and self-efficacy (Zhang et al, 2014) as well as an in-
crease in reputation (Safa and Von Solms, 2016) through
knowledge sharing. However, there are also social factors
that organisations can take advantage of to promote knowl-
edge sharing, for example, by taking measures that increase
trust between employees (Hassandoust et al, 2011; Safa and
Von Solms, 2016) or by introducing social norms that value
knowledge sharing as being especially positive (Hassan-
doustetal,2011; Sunetal, 2014). In addition, organisations
can use technological measures through the provision of in-
formation and communication technology (ICT) to improve
communication and coordination in the process of knowl-
edge sharing (Deng et al, 2023; Tohidinia and Mosakhani,
2010) and ensure the high quality of the systems used for
knowledge sharing (Lin, 2011; Tan, 2016). This is partic-
ularly important in light of the fact that the trend toward
digitalisation means there are fewer opportunities for infor-
mal exchanges between employees, and work is therefore
often coordinated using information technology instead of
face-to-face interactions (Raghuram, 2021). Furthermore,
organisational factors can be used to foster knowledge shar-
ing. For example, knowledge sharing can be promoted
through reward incentives (Lee et al, 2020), management
support (Cavaliere and Lombardi, 2015), appropriate work
design (Foss et al, 2009; Llopis and Foss, 2016), and the
creation of an organisational culture conducive to knowl-
edge sharing (Azeem et al, 2021). In particular, numer-
ous options are available when creating an organisational
culture that is beneficial to knowledge sharing. Organi-
sations can provide physical, virtual, or mental spaces for
knowledge sharing according to the ‘Ba’ concept (Nonaka
and Takeuchi, 2019), be open to new ideas and continuous
learning (Schein and Schein, 2017), strive for an open com-
munication culture (Choo, 1996), or promote trust and em-
pathy (Von Krogh et al, 2000).

Through their studies, some researchers have gener-
ated preliminary results on how work design affects knowl-
edge sharing (Foss et al, 2009; Gagné et al, 2019; Jafari
Navimipour and Charband, 2016; Llopis and Foss, 2016)
and knowledge hiding (Gagné et al, 2019), but without con-
sidering prosocial motivation in their models. In particu-
lar, only the effects of individual relational aspects of work

design on knowledge sharing have been investigated, ei-
ther without considering prosocial motivation as a media-
tor (Kaffashan Kakhki et al, 2020; Pee and Lee, 2015), or
without considering motivation as a mediator in any form
(Appel-Meulenbroek et al, 2017; Liu et al, 2010).

3. Development of Hypotheses

This section hypothesises the assumed mediating ef-
fects of subtypes of prosocial motivation in relation to
the indirect effect of relational aspects of work design on
knowledge sharing (see Fig. 1). The segmentation approach
is used, in which the mediation hypotheses are based on
both the hypotheses linking the independent variables to the
mediator variables and the hypotheses linking the media-
tor variables to the outcome variable (Memon et al, 2018;
Rungtusanatham et al, 2014).

3.1 Hypothesised Effects of the Independent Variables on
the Mediator Variable

3.1.1 Contact With Beneficiaries of Work

Contact with the beneficiaries of one’s work im-
proves employees’ persistence and performance (Grant et
al, 2007), and allows them to perceive the prosocial effects
of their acts (Grant, 2007). According to Turner and Hadas-
Halpern (2008), physicians take more time to examine pa-
tients’ radiographs when a photograph is included in the pa-
tient’s records. They hypothesised that the photos created
greater closeness with the patients, which created additional
motivation to help. Following this, they considered that the
photos had reinforced pre-existing feelings of obligation to
help, which are based on internalised norms. Studies also
reveal that call centre employees invest more time in con-
versations to raise funds for students in financially difficult
situations if they had previously spent a few minutes talk-
ing with students who told them about how the funds they
raised had improved their lives (Grant et al, 2007). In addi-
tion, research shows that nurses took over 60 per cent more
time to pack surgical kits and packed more than twice as
many kits when they had contact with beneficiaries of their
work (Bellé, 2013; Siciliano and Thompson, 2022). Again,
pre-existing feelings of obligation to help may have been re-
inforced by contact with beneficiaries of work. Direct con-
tact with individuals who benefit from one’s work also in-
creases perceived self-efficacy. An increased perception of
the impact of one’s actions is often accompanied by greater
responsibility for performing or not performing one’s own
actions, and therefore increases the motivation to act proso-
cially.

H1(+): Contact with beneficiaries of work has a posi-
tive effect on principlism-based prosocial motivation.

3.1.2 Social Support

Social support reflects the extent of opportunities to
receive advice and support from colleagues and supervi-
sors in the workplace (Humphrey et al, 2007; Karasek et al,
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Contact with
beneficiaries
of work

H1(+)

Social support

Constructive
Feedback

Initiated Task
interdepend-
ence

Fig. 1. Research model.

1982; Morgeson and Humphrey, 2006). Social support acts
as a buffer against the harmful effects of work-related stress
on employee health, including anxiety and depression (Lu
et al, 2023). Research also indicates that it positively af-
fects job satisfaction and performance and reduces the risk
of burnout, and role conflict (Humphrey et al, 2007).

According to previous studies, employees are more
motivated when they feel that the organisation in which they
work cares about their well-being (Imran et al, 2020). As a
result of organisational support, employees show a stronger
emotional attachment to the organisation, improved per-
formance, a stronger sense of belonging, and fewer with-
drawal tendencies (Rhoades and Eisenberger, 2002). Thus,
the positive experience of social support from the organisa-
tion increases the likelihood that employees will feel more
obligated to reciprocate this positive treatment through in-
creased commitment and a stronger sense of belonging.
This will likely result in increased helping behaviour among
employees within the organisation. This is because in-
creased mutual-helping behaviour among employees also
benefits the performance of their respective organisations.
It is therefore likely that employees have a self-interest in
contributing to the successful survival of their organisation
in competition with other organisations through prosocial
behaviour such as sharing knowledge. This behaviour con-
tributes to securing the continued existence of the organ-
isation and, thus, of their job, in which they tend to en-
joy working because of the social support they receive.
Utility-oriented reciprocity norms (Gobel et al, 2007) serve
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to guide employee behaviour in this context. The type of
reciprocity associated with this norm is characterised by
the fact that people generally do not want to be indebted
to others, but prefer a situation in which others owe them a
favour (Blau, 2008). This suggests that when receiving so-
cial support in an organisation, people are motivated to act
prosocially to avoid being in debt to their colleagues, but at
least to create a balance, and thus to be perceived in their so-
cial working environment as a prosocial and helpful person.
This line of thought is supported by research suggesting that
when employees experience perceived organisational sup-
port, they are more likely to act in a manner that positively
impacts both their organisation and colleagues (Krishnan
and Mary, 2012).

H2(+):  Social support has a positive effect on
collectivism-based prosocial motivation.

3.1.3 Constructive Feedback

Constructive feedback shows ways of identifying gaps
in understanding (Fong et al, 2016, 2018) and solving prob-
lems (Fong et al, 2018; Hamid and Mahmood, 2010); it has
the characteristics of being informative, concrete, reflec-
tive, carefully formulated, and supportive (Ovando, 2005).
According to Kluger and DeNisi (1996), praise and blame
reduce the effectiveness of feedback because they draw the
attention of the feedback recipient away from the work task
and the learning process, and instead focus it on the self
and on processes superior to the work task. By contrast,
when feedback is designed to emphasise correct solutions,
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such as by showing how to eliminate poor solutions, it can
improve employee performance (Kluger and DeNisi, 1996)
and generate positive feelings, such as hope, for success in
completing tasks (Fong et al, 2018). Thus, in this context,
constructive feedback helps keep employees’ attention on
their tasks while working on them. In turn, this increases
the likelihood that the performer consciously values the ex-
ecution of their tasks. According to Ryan and Deci (2000),
consciously valuing an activity generates identified moti-
vation. If an employee identifies with their work tasks, it
tends to lead to identification with the organisation, as the
organisation provides them with a workplace that enables
them to perform these tasks. If there is identification with
the organisation, the employee sees themselves as part of
a collective. This, in turn, increases the likelihood that the
employee will support their colleagues. How a person per-
ceives themselves in relation to a collective identity is a cru-
cial factor in their behaviour towards others (Gaertner et al,
2016). Studies have shown that cooperation and the will-
ingness to share resources within groups are promoted by
strong identification and a sense of belonging (Levine et al,
2005; Wakefield et al, 2017). According to Wakefield et al.
(2017) “...we tend to provide help and support to members
of groups with which we identify, and we tend to receive
help and support from them in return...” (p. 786).

H3(+): Constructive feedback has a positive effect on
collectivism-based prosocial motivation.

3.1.4 Initiated Task Interdependence

Initiated task interdependence describes the strength
of the flow of work from one job to another or to several
others, while received task interdependence indicates how
a particular job is influenced by one or several other jobs
(Berntzen and Wong, 2021; Kiggundu, 1981; Wong and
van Gils, 2022). If employees are interdependent in their
work processes, they are more likely to consider themselves
part of a collective than if their work processes are inde-
pendent. This increases the likelihood that employees who
identify with other employees experiencing similar interde-
pendencies in their work also identify with the organisation,
which is characterised, among other things, by its employ-
ees and work structure. Therefore, task interdependence
could lead employees to identify more strongly with their
own organisation. It can be assumed that such identifica-
tion generates a sense of responsibility toward colleagues,
which is associated with collectivism-based prosocial mo-
tivation. The research by Levine et al. (2005) and Wake-
field et al. (2017), listed in the argumentation chain of H3,
is also relevant to the argumentation chain established here
for H4. Their research indicates that when people identify
with a group, they make their own resources available to
a greater extent. According to the chain of reasoning out-
lined here, task interdependence can lead to greater identifi-
cation with colleagues and one’s own organisation, which,
in turn, can result in more pronounced helping behaviour.

For employees whose work processes are characterised by
initiated task interdependence, this relationship could be
particularly strong, as this form of task interdependence is
highly associated with the visibility of others’ dependence
on the results of their own work. Research findings sug-
gest that initiated task interdependence increases one’s own
work motivation and is associated with feelings of respon-
sibility for the results of the work of others dependent on
one’s work, whereas a demotivating effect has been found
for received task interdependence (Doerr et al, 2004; Kig-
gundu, 1981; Taggar and Haines, 2006). These results con-
tribute to the argument that initiated task interdependence
generates collectivism-based prosocial motivation.

H4(+): Initiated task interdependence has a positive
effect on collectivism-based prosocial motivation.

3.2 Hypothesised Effects of the Moderator Variables on
the Outcome Variable

According to Batson (2022), the main motives for
prosocial behaviour are altruism, egoism, principlism, and
collectivism, which can exist in parallel or partially in par-
allel, complement each other, or conflict with each other.
There are different viewpoints in the literature as to whether
true altruism—that is, acting with the ultimate goal of im-
proving the well-being of another person without deriving
any kind of benefit from it oneself—is really possible (Bat-
son, 1987; Batson et al, 2008). According to proponents
of altruism, for example, experiencing empathic pleasure
in the act of helping is merely an unintended consequence
of the act, although not itself the cause of the act (Batson
et al, 2011). If prosocial motivation is based on egoism, it
will only positively affect the willingness to share knowl-
edge in certain situations. For example, individuals share
knowledge to build reciprocity credit or experience pleas-
ant feelings from helping others (Batson et al, 2011). This
means that knowledge is shared only when the knowledge
provider can expect direct or future benefits from the assis-
tance. However, if prosocial behaviour is based on other
motives, the situational dependence of the willingness to
share knowledge may be less pronounced than if it is based
on egoism (Gohler, 2021).

If helping others is done because it corresponds to act-
ing for ethical reasons or inner beliefs and values, the action
is based on principlism (Batson et al, 2008; Grant and Berg,
2011). When prosocial motivation is based on principlism,
the situational dependence of a helping act (e.g., sharing
knowledge) is likely less pronounced than if egoism is the
basis. For example, if a person has internalised the value
that helping others is worthwhile, they are more likely to
help others or share knowledge in situations in which they
do not experience personal benefits from the helping act
than is a person whose helping behaviour is based on ego-
istic motives (Gohler, 2021; Gohler et al, 2023).

HS5(+): Principlism-based prosocial motivation has a
positive effect on the willingness to share knowledge.
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When prosocial motivation is based on collectivism,
there is motivation to support the well-being of individuals
who belong to the collective to which the helping person
belongs (Batson, 2022; Grant and Berg, 2011). In this con-
text, the person being helped belongs to an in-group of the
collective. For example, an in-group can represent one’s
family (Brewer and Chen, 2007; Triandis et al, 1988), work
colleagues (Babic et al, 2019; Brewer and Chen, 2007), an
organisation (Alkhadher et al, 2020), or an entire society
(Grant and Berg, 2011). If collectivism forms the foun-
dation to help, it is more likely that a person will support
another person who is part of the collective without expe-
riencing a direct benefit. This is because the act of helping
already serves the goal of contributing to the collective’s
well-being. This suggests that, when collectivism-based
prosocial motivation is present, there is a more constant,
situation-independent willingness to share knowledge than
when egoism-based prosocial motivation is present.

H6(+): Collectivism-based prosocial motivation has a
positive effect on willingness to share knowledge.

3.3 Mediation Effects

The mediation hypotheses are generated based on
the segmentation approach (Rungtusanatham et al, 2014).
Here, in the first step, hypotheses directed from the inde-
pendent variables to the mediator variable are formed. The
second step involves forming hypotheses from the mediator
variables to the dependent variable in the model. The con-
tent of the mediation hypotheses is based on the set of hy-
potheses formed in the first two steps (Zhou et al, 2011). By
applying this approach, the following mediation hypotheses
can be created through the combinations of ‘H1 and H5’,
‘H2 and H6’, ‘H3 and H6’, and ‘H4 and H6’:

H7(+): The influence of contact with beneficiaries
of work on willingness to share knowledge is mediated by
principlism-based prosocial motivation.

HS8(+): The influence of social support on willing-
ness to share knowledge is mediated by collectivism-based
prosocial motivation.

H9(+): The influence of constructive feedback on
willingness to share knowledge is mediated by collectivism-
based prosocial motivation.

HI10(+): The influence of initiated task interdepen-
dence on willingness to share knowledge is mediated by
collectivism-based prosocial motivation.

4. Methodology
4.1 Procedure

To exclude possible biases that could arise from data
collection in a single organisation, three data collections
were conducted to examine the research model statistically.
From 10 May 2019 to 12 June 2019, two surveys were con-
ducted simultaneously in a consulting company and a re-
cruitment company, both based in Hamburg. A third data
collection was conducted from 26 May 2020 to 3 July 2020
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at the administrative headquarters of a large retail and ser-
vice company, also based in Hamburg. Nearly 600 indi-
viduals were invited to participate in data collection via an
online link and informed about the research objectives as-
sociated with the survey. No financial compensation was
received for participating in the survey. A total of 103 com-
pleted questionnaires were collected. Table 1 presents the
demographic characteristics of the participants. As a max-
imum of three paths are directed toward endogenous con-
structs in the research model (see Fig. 1), a sample size of
at least 10 x 3 = 30 subjects is necessary to evaluate the
Partial Least Squares (PLS) structural equation model un-
der investigation, according to the application of the rule of
10 (Barclay et al, 1995; Hair et al, 2017).

4.2 Research Instrument

Smart PLS software (Version: 3.0; SmartPLS GmbH;
Bonningstedt, Schleswig-Holstein, Germany) was used to
calculate the PLS structural equation model. PLS structural
equation models offer numerous advantages such as, among
others, that no assumptions must be made about the distri-
bution of the raw data, or a high statistical power, which
allows the evaluation of smaller samples, the calculation of
complex models, as well as the identification of ‘key driver’
constructs (Hair et al, 2017). Therefore, a PLS structural
equation model was an appropriate research tool for testing
the mediation hypotheses regarding the subtypes of proso-
cial motivation integrated into the model.

The inner structural equation model containing the
constructs and hypothesised cause-effect relationships is
shown in Fig. 1. For the external measurement models
associated with the latent variables, this study examined
whether each item was reflective or formative. The applica-
tion of control questions led to the conclusion that the vari-
ance of all individual items was generated by the variance
of the associated latent variables; therefore, all items and
the associated measurement models were reflective. For
this reason, evaluation criteria for reflective measurement
models were applied. As settings, a maximum number of
300 iterations and a termination criterion of 10~7 were set
in ‘Smart PLS 3, and the path weighting scheme was se-
lected.

4.3 Measures

The constructs social support and initiated task inter-
dependence developed by Morgeson and Humphrey (2006)
were used in a German translated version by Stegmann et al.
(2010). For the construct constructive feedback, the items
of the construct feedback from others by Morgeson and
Humphrey (2006) were adapted to measure only the neu-
tral, solution-orientated, and task-related parts of the feed-
back, and no feedback components in the form of evalu-
ative praise or rebuke. Instead of the measurement scale
interaction outside the organisation from Morgeson and
Humphrey (2006), which also comes from the social char-
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Table 1. Response distribution.

Demographic characteristics Number of persons (Total N =103)  Percentage
Distribution by age
15-25 23 22.33
26-35 45 43.69
36-45 23 2233
46-55 8 7.77
56-65 4 3.88
6675 0 0.00
>75 0 0.00
Distribution by gender
Female 57 55.34
Male 45 43.69
Others 1 0.97
Distribution by education
Basic secondary school 1 0.97
Secondary modern school 8 7.77
A-levels 26 25.24
Bachelor’s degree 27 26.21
Master’s degree 39 37.86
PhD 2 1.94
Distribution by staff level
Employee without leadership position 80 77.67
Team leader 12 11.65
Head of department 291
Area manager 3.88
Board of management 4 3.88
Distribution by years at organisation
<5 78 75.73
5-9 9 8.74
10-14 10 9.71
15-19 1 0.97
20-24 1 0.97
25-29 2 1.94
>29 2 1.94
Distribution by corporate division
Case processing 5 4.85
Marketing 7 6.80
Sales 11 10.68
Human Resources 20 19.42
IT 22 21.36
Quality assurance 2 1.94
Customer service 5.83
Finances 5 4.85
Other division 25 24.27

PhD, philosophiae doctor; IT, information technology.

acteristics section of the WDQ, the scale for the construct
contact with beneficiaries of work from Grant (2008b) was
chosen in order to be able to validly measure the effect on
principlism-based prosocial motivation according to the ar-
gumentation of HI. This was done because, according to
the argumentation of H1, contact with beneficiaries of work
is the essential basis for the generation of principlism-based

prosocial motivation, but this aspect is only partially cov-
ered by the construct inferaction outside the organisation,
as it is mingled with the measurement of general contact
with other people. Therefore, the items of the scale con-
tact with beneficiaries of work from Grant (2008b) were
translated into German. For all translated items, as a check,
back-translation was performed by a person whose native
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Table 2. Measured constructs.

Constructs Source Number Items Identification  Factor Cronbach’s  Composite Average
of Items labels for Items loading alpha reliability variance
extracted (AVE)
Social Support Morgeson, F. and Humphrey, 4 I have the opportunity to develop close friendships in my job. Soc_Supp 1 0.512 0.720 0.824 0.546
E. (2006) translated into Ger- My supervisor is concerned about the welfare of the people that Soc_Supp 1 0.752
man by Stegmann, S. et al. work for him/her.
(2010) People I work with take a personal interest in me. Soc_Supp 1 0.846
People I work with are friendly. Soc_Supp_1 0.801
Initiated Task Inter- Morgeson, F. and Humphrey, 3 The job requires me to accomplish my job before others Init TI 1 0.729 0.755 0.844 0.645
dependence E. (2006) translated into Ger- complete their job.
man by Stegmann, S. et al. Other jobs depend directly on my job. Init TT 2 0.874
(2010) Unless my job gets done, other jobs cannot be completed. Init_TI 3 0.800
Contact with benefi- Grant, Adam M. (2008a) 3 My job enables me to build close relationships with the people Cont Ben w 1 0.937 0.913 0.939 0.837
ciaries of work translated by Gohler GF affected by my work.
My job allows me to form emotional connections with the people Cont Ben w 2 0.884
who benefit from my work.
My job gives me the chance to have meaningful communications Cont Ben_ w_3 0.922
with the people who benefit from my work.
Constructive Feed- Morgeson, F. and Humphrey, 3 My supervisors and coworkers give me information on how to Constr Feedb 1 0.878 0.851 0.908 0.768
back E. (2006) adapted by Gohler avoid repeating mistakes.
GF Managers and coworkers give me feedback on how my work Constr_Feedb 2 0.903
performance can be improved.
People from my organisation show me alternative approaches or Constr Feedb 3  0.848
ways how to master my work tasks.
Principlism-based ~ Grant, Adam M. (2008b) 3 I help my coworkers ... ... because this corresponds to my inner values.  Principl b pm_1 0.905 0.840 0.922 0.798
prosocial motivation adapted by Gohler GF ... because coworkers should support each other.  Principl b pm 2 0.898
... because it is in line with my principles. Principl b pm 3 0.877
Collectivism-based Grant, Adam M. (2008b) 4 I help my coworkers ... ... because through improved collaboration the or- Coll. b. pM_1  0.902 0.877 0.938 0.791
prosocial motivation adapted by Gohler GF ganisation [ am working in can better compete with
rival organisations.
... because this is vital for the success of the work Coll. b. pM 2 0.865
that needs to be done within the organisation.
... to promote the competitiveness of the company Coll._b. pM_3  0.923
where I work.
... so that the work processes within the company Coll._ b. pM_4  0.867

run efficiently and smoothly.
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Table 2. Continued.

Constructs Source Number Items Identification  Factor Cronbach’s  Composite Average
of Items labels for Items loading alpha reliability variance
extracted (AVE)
Willingness to share Bock, G. W. et al. (2005) 4 I am willing to share my knowledge frequently with my Will KS 1 0.937 0.933 0.953 0.835
knowledge adapted by Gohler GF coworkers in the future.
Sharing my know-how within the organisation I consider Will KS 2 0.817
meaningful.
I can well imagine sharing knowledge with my coworkers on a Will KS 3 0.969
regular basis in the future.
I am ready to share my expertise with other organisational Will KS 4 0.926
members.
Table 3. Fornell-Larcker criterion.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Constructive Feedback (1) 0.876
Contact with beneficiaries of work (2) 0.376  0.915
Initiated Task Interdepedentence (3) 0.269 0.254 0.803
collectivism-based prosocial motivation (4)  0.298  0.339  0.280  0.889
principlism-based prosocial motivation (5)  0.320 0.107 0.086 0.154  0.893
Social Support (6) 0.515 0.461 0.190 0.445 0.330 0.739
Willing to share knowledge (7) 0.350 0.203 0.162 0.255 0.305 0.454 0.914

Note. Square root of Average Variance Extracted (AVE) values (in bold) is on the diagonal.
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language is English, and a comparison was made with the
original items. For the constructs principlism-based proso-
cial motivation and collectivism-based prosocial motiva-
tion, the core statements of Grant’s (2008b) items related
to improving the well-being of others, or supporting them,
were adapted once in the context of a principlism-based
cause and once in the context of a collectivism-based cause
for prosocial acting. For willingness to share knowledge,
items from Bock et al. (2005) were adapted. All constructs
were measured using anchored 7-point Likert scales with
equidistant intervals, as shown in Table 2.

4.4 Common Method Bias

To test for common method bias, Harman’s single-
factor test (Podsakoff et al, 2003) was performed in the first
step. The single-factor solution explained 36.8% of the to-
tal variance, which is well below the threshold of 50%. This
suggests that the dataset was probably not affected by com-
mon method bias. In the second step, a more rigorous full
collinearity test, as recommended by Kock (2015), was per-
formed. In none of the calculations did the variance infla-
tion factors exceed 3.3. This result also indicates that the
dataset was likely not affected by common method bias.

5. Results

5.1 Assessment of the Reflective Measurement Models’
Reliability and Validity

The Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability val-
ues of all constructs included in the model were greater
than 0.7, indicating internal consistency reliability (see Ta-
ble 2). Except for the item ‘Soc_Supp 1°, all items met
the threshold of 0.7 for external loadings required for in-
dicator reliability. The item ‘Soc_Supp 1’ fell below this
threshold with a value of 0.512, but was not removed for
content validity reasons and because it exceeded the lower
threshold of 0.4, as recommended by Hair et al. (2017). All
Average Variance Extracted (AVE) values of the constructs
were above 0.5; thus, convergent validity was met for all
constructs. Discriminant validity was first checked using
the Fornell-Larcker criterion (see Table 3). The root of the
AVE value of all the constructs was greater than the cor-
relation of the respective constructs with other constructs.
Thus, the Fornell-Larcker criterion was fulfilled. In ad-
dition, discriminant validity was tested by calculating the
heterotrait-monotrait ratio (HTMT). The HTMT values of
the 97.5 percentiles of the bootstrapped confidence interval
were below the upper limit of 0.9 for all constructs, as re-
quired. These results also indicate that discriminant validity
was fulfilled for all constructs.

5.2 Assessment of the Inner Model

The inner model was verified for possible collinearity.
For all path links originating from exogenous constructs,
the variance inflation factors (VIF) were not greater than
the value 5. This indicates that no collinearity problems
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were present. Fig. 2 shows the calculated path coefficients
and calculated coefficients of determination.

5.3 Mediation Analysis

According to current research, when examining medi-
ation effects, calculating the significance of the indirect ef-
fect using bootstrapping is recommended (Hair et al, 2018,
2021; Koschate-Fischer and Schwille, 2022; Preacher and
Hayes, 2004, 2008; Zhao et al, 2010). The calculation re-
sults show that the constructs constructive feedback and
contact with beneficiaries of work have no significant in-
direct effect on willingness to share knowledge (see Ta-
bles 4,5). Social support had a significant indirect effect via
collectivism-based prosocial motivation. This was 0.082
and significant at the 5 per cent level. A significant indirect
effect mediated by collectivism-based prosocial motivation
was found for initiated task interdependence. 1t was 0.041
and significant at the 10 per cent level. However, the as-
sociated t-value, 1.689, is not far from the t-value of 1.96,
which is necessary to meet the 5 per cent level.

6. Discussion

The analysis shows that contact with beneficiaries of
work does not have a significant effect on principlism-
based prosocial motivation; therefore, H1 is not supported
(see Fig. 2). Since research shows that contact with bene-

ficiaries of work leads to prosocial behaviour (Grant et al,

2007; Turner and Hadas-Halpern, 2008), causes other than
principlism may play a stronger role in generating prosocial
motivation in this context. Contact with the beneficiaries
of one’s work could enhance one’s ability to empathically
put oneself in the shoes of those dependent on one’s work.,
Thus, altruism may explain previous findings of increased
helping through contact with beneficiaries of work. In addi-
tion, egoistic motives could theoretically explain why em-
ployees are more motivated to act prosocially if they are in
frequent contact with beneficiaries of their work. For exam-
ple, it is conceivable that many people feel a greater degree
of shame when they deny requests for help from those with
whom they have frequent contact. Furthermore, if the bene-
ficiaries of one’s work are physically encountered more fre-
quently, refusing requests for help in a personal dialogue
can be perceived as an exhausting and stressful situation.
Avoiding shame and other negative feelings could therefore
be a reason to act prosocially in the case of frequent contact
with beneficiaries of one’s own work.

The results also show that two of the three pathways
to the construct collectivism-based prosocial motivation
were significant. Social support had a significant effect of
+0.384 (p < 0.001); thus, H2 is supported. By contrast,
constructive feedback had no significant effect; hence, H3
is not supported. It is possible that the underlying hypoth-
esis that a longer remaining attention on work tasks caused
by constructive feedback leads to a higher appreciation of
these tasks, and consequently to a higher identification with
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H1(+)
+0.107

Contact with
beneficiaries
of work

Social support

Constructive
Feedback

Initiated Task
interdepend-
ence

H7

Principlism-
based pros.
motivation

R2 = 0.011

H5(+)

Willingness
to share
knowledge

R2 =0.137*

H6(+)

H8, H9, H10 +0213

Collectivism-
based pros.
Motivation

RZ = 0.239*

*p < 0.05
1 < 0.01
% 1 < 0.001

Fig. 2. Path coefficients and associated significance levels of the research model. n.s., not significant; pros., prosocial.

Table 4. Results of the mediation analysis part I.

Mediated relationship via collectivism-based ~ Indirect ~ 95% confidence interval ¢ value Significance  Significance
prosocial Motivation effect of the indirect effect (p <0.10) (p < 0.05)
Social support — Willing to share knowl- 0.082 [0.008, 0.169] 1.989 Yes Yes

edge

Constructive Feedback — Willing to share 0.010 [-0.025, 0.071] 0.432 No No
knowledge

Initiated Task interdepend-ence — Will- 0.041 [0.002, 0.095] 1.689 Yes No

ing to share knowledge

Table S. Results of the mediation analysis part II.

Mediated relationship via principlism-based . 95% confidence interval Significance  Significance
. L Indirect Effect o t value
prosocial Motivation of the indirect effect (» <0.10) (p < 0.05)
Contact with beneficiaries of work — 0.029 [-0.067, 0.114] 0.669 No No

Willing to share knowledge

the organisation providing the task, is incorrect. Employ-
ees’ appreciation of work tasks could possibly be indepen-
dent of or only slightly influenced by how much attention
they pay to them. The appreciation of work tasks could de-
pend primarily on other factors such as intrinsically moti-
vated involvement in work tasks or social recognition for
the fulfilment of these tasks. For example, emergency ser-
vice personnel often value their work tasks to an above-
average degree despite difficult working conditions such as
stress, shift work and low wages (Mountfort and Wilson,
2022; Thielmann et al, 2022). This may be because the task
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of saving lives is seen as fulfilling in itself, or because this
task is valued by society.

Initiated task interdependence had a significant effect
of +0.194 (p < 0.01) on collectivism-based prosocial mo-
tivation, thus confirming H4. Social support and initiated
task interdependence together explained 23.9% of the vari-
ance of the construct collectivism-based prosocial motiva-
tion (p < 0.01). This confirms that these two relational as-
pects of job design significantly contribute to clarifying the
variance of collectivism-based prosocial motivation.
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Looking at the effects of both subtypes of prosocial
motivation integrated into the model, it was found that
principlism-based prosocial motivation had a significant
positive effect of +0.272 (p < 0.01) and collectivism-based
prosocial motivation had a significant positive effect of
+0.213 (p < 0.05) on the willingness to share knowledge.
Therefore, H5 and H6 are supported. This argues for the
consideration of prosocial motivation and its subtypes in
knowledge-sharing models in the future. Together, both
subtypes of prosocial motivation explained 13.7% of the
variance of the construct willingness to share knowledge (p
< 0.05). This represents a substantial contribution to clar-
ifying the variance of the construct, considering that in an-
other study, prosocial motivation explained 36% (p < 0.01)
of the variance of the construct knowledge sharing (Goh-
ler et al, 2023). In addition to being based on principlism
and collectivism (see Fig. 2), prosocial motivation includes
subtypes of prosocial motivation based on altruism and ego-
ism. Therefore, it is not surprising that a limited selection of
prosocial motivation subtypes can explain less of the vari-
ance than prosocial motivation itself, which can be gener-
ated by all four main motives.

It should be noted that, in addition to prosocial motiva-
tion, there are other possible variables influencing the will-
ingness to share knowledge. Integrating these factors into
the research model tends to increase the coefficient of deter-
mination for this variable. Examples of additional influenc-
ing factors can be found in the knowledge sharing section of
the theory part of this paper. However, to maintain clarity
and ensure a parsimonious model, these additional influenc-
ing variables were not integrated into the model. The main
goal of the model was to investigate the mediation hypothe-
ses regarding the subtypes of prosocial motivation.

The mediation analysis showed that significant results
supporting the presence of mediation are available only for
collectivism-based prosocial motivation (see Tables 4,5).
Hypothesis H7 is rejected because the indirect effect medi-
ated by principlism-based prosocial motivation is not sig-
nificant. The aforementioned relationship as a possible
cause for the rejection of HI1 is also considered a possi-
ble cause for the rejection of H7. Previous findings of in-
creased helping behaviour through contact with beneficia-
ries of work could possibly not be based on principlism, but
on altruism, since empathic helping possibly plays a more
important role in this context than the presence of princi-
ples. When interpreting the amount of the indirect effect, it
must be taken into account that these are calculated by mul-
tiplying two direct path coefficients of the model (Hair et al,
2017), and therefore tend to be considerably smaller than
the direct effects. Regarding collectivism-based prosocial
motivation, two of the three mediation hypotheses are sup-
ported by the results. There was a significant indirect effect
of 0.082 (p < 0.05) regarding the effect of social support
on willingness to share knowledge; thus, HS is supported.
In contrast, no significant indirect effect was found for con-
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structive feedback; thus, H9 is not supported. The rationale
expressed above in the context of the rejection of H3 can be
considered a possible explanation for this result. This con-
cerns the causal chain of H3, which assumes that employ-
ees’ appreciation of work tasks depends on how much at-
tention they pay to them. Employees’ appreciation of work
tasks can be independent of how much attention they pay to
them. Hypothesis H10, on the other hand, was confirmed
by the results. [Initiated task interdependence had a sig-
nificant indirect effect of 0.041 (p < 0.1) on willingness
to share knowledge. Thus, the significance level is 10 per
cent; however, the associated t-value is 1.689, which is only
a small difference from the t-value of 1.96 required to meet
the 5 per cent significance level. The results suggest that
collectivism-based prosocial motivation acts as a mediator
for two of the four relational aspects of work design inte-
grated into the model with regard to their respective impacts
on willingness to share knowledge.

The results of this study are particularly relevant
against the background of the trends in work design and
knowledge sharing listed in the Introduction and Litera-
ture Review. The results suggest that work design can be
shaped in such a way that collectivism-based prosocial mo-
tivation can promote the willingness to share knowledge
and thus mitigate or even compensate for the negative ef-
fects on knowledge sharing caused by trends such as digi-
talisation and teleworking. When organisations ensure that
employees feel supported by their colleagues, superiors,
and organisation, and when workplaces are designed such
that they are also characterised by initiated task interde-
pendence, this strengthens collectivism within the organisa-
tion and generates collectivism-based prosocial motivation.
The results of this study also suggest that collectivism- and
principlism-based prosocial motivation foster the willing-
ness to share knowledge and thus represent opportunities to
successfully counteract the negative effects on knowledge
sharing that result from reduced face-to-face communica-
tion due to current trends such as increased home office and
teleworking. Strengthening collectivism and principlism in
organisations, therefore, appears to be a means of counter-
acting the challenges arising from the greater physical dis-
tance between employees in everyday working life.

6.1 Contributions and Implications

6.1.1 Theoretical Contributions

By integrating prosocial motivation into the research
model to investigate the influence of relational aspects of
work design on knowledge sharing, this study contributes
to the literature in three ways. First, the results showed that
the relational aspects of work design affect one of the two
subtypes of prosocial motivation integrated into the model.
Thus, both social support and initiated task dependence sig-
nificantly and positively affected collectivism-based proso-
cial motivation. Second, both mediators, principlism-based
and collectivism-based prosocial motivation, were found
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to have a significant positive impact on the willingness
to share knowledge. Initial research findings in the liter-
ature that support the integration of prosocial motivation
into knowledge-sharing models (Gohler et al, 2023; Pian
et al, 2019; Xia and Yang, 2020) can therefore be comple-
mented by results showing that selected subtypes of proso-
cial motivation also contribute to explaining the variance in
knowledge sharing. Third, integrating subtypes of proso-
cial motivation allowed the specific testing of mediation
hypotheses related to the indirect effects of the relational as-
pects of work design on the willingness to share knowledge.
Here, two hypothesised mediation relationships were con-
firmed. Mediation analysis via bootstrapping showed that
collectivism-based prosocial motivation mediated the influ-
ence of both social support and initiated task interdepen-
dence on willingness to share knowledge. Thus, the results
of'the mediation analysis substantially contribute to answer-
ing the research question of whether principlism-based and
collectivism-based prosocial motivation act as mediators
between the levels of work design and knowledge sharing.
The findings of this study suggest that collectivism-based
prosocial motivation indeed acts as a mediator between the
two levels, whereas principlism-based prosocial motivation
does not. This indicates that collectivism-based prosocial
motivation and the associated consideration of reciprocity
in human relationships play a key role in mediating the ef-
fects of relational aspects of work design on knowledge
sharing. This knowledge can contribute to answering Foss
et al.’s (2009) hitherto unexplored research call to investi-
gate the influence of relational aspects of work design on
motivation and knowledge sharing, considering reciprocity
and feelings of obligation.

6.1.2 Managerial Implications

This study suggests that collectivism-based proso-
cial motivation can be generated by promoting social sup-
port and initiated task interdependence. Collectivism-
based prosocial motivation, in turn, has a significant posi-
tive impact on employees’ willingness to share knowledge.
Additionally, organisations can support the generation of
principlism-based prosocial motivation, as it also has a sig-
nificant positive impact on the willingness to share knowl-
edge. To build on these findings and promote employees’
willingness to share knowledge in the workplace, organisa-
tions have two main tools at their disposal. The first instru-
ment is the design of work processes, and the second is the
design of organisational culture.

Regarding the first instrument, the design of work pro-
cesses, it is recommended that these be designed in such a
way that employees experience not only received task inter-
dependence but also initiated task interdependence. This
means that work processes for employees should be de-
signed such that employees are not only dependent on the
work results of their colleagues but that their own work
results are also needed by their colleagues, so that their
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colleagues are also dependent on them in their own work
processes; hence, task interdependence is given. Organi-
sational culture is a second important instrument for shap-
ing the level of work design, such that important founda-
tions are laid to promote the willingness of employees to
share knowledge. 1t should fulfil certain criteria. First,
it should be characterised by a climate of mutual support
so that employees feel that their workplace is characterised
by mutual social support. Second, such an organisational
culture should address the intrinsic values and principles
of employees so that principlism-based prosocial motiva-
tion can emerge. Third, it should facilitate identification
with the organisation, as this further promotes the emer-
gence of collectivism-based prosocial motivation. The in-
strument of designing organisational culture can thus in-
fluence the foundations of employees’ willingness to share
knowledge on two levels: on the level of work design, by
creating a climate of mutual support between employees,
and on the level of motivation, by promoting principlism-
and collectivism-based prosocial motivation. Both instru-
ments, the design of work processes and that of organi-
sational culture, can be used to foster the willingness to
share knowledge of employees. They can help organisa-
tions overcome challenges in knowledge sharing that arise
from the current trends in work design and knowledge shar-
ing mentioned above, such as greater physical distance and
a low frequency of face-to-face communication.

6.1.3 Limitations and Future Research

Batson (2008) listed altruism and egoism among the
main motives for prosocial behaviour. It would be possible
to include altruism- and egoism-based subtypes of prosocial
motivation, in addition to principlism- and collectivism-
based subtypes, in the model. Although the additional inte-
gration of the latter two types of motivation in knowledge
sharing models could lead to new insights, they were not
included in the model of this study to obtain a parsimo-
nious model aimed at integrating possible mediators that are
likely to mediate the effects of individual relational aspects
of work design on the willingness to share knowledge at the
motivational level.

Another limitation is that the significance level for the
indirect effect of initiated task interdependence on the will-
ingness to share knowledge found in the mediation anal-
ysis was 10 per cent. However, the associated t-value
found in the mediation analysis, with a magnitude of 1.689,
was not far from the t-value of 1.96 required to meet the
5 per cent level. Nevertheless, further investigation of
the indirect influence of initiated task interdependence via
collectivism-based prosocial motivation on the willingness
to share knowledge would help assess the importance of ini-
tiated task interdependence in the aforementioned context.
In this regard, computing models with sample sizes larger
than the 103 collected in this study would tend to result in
lower significance levels for the observed effects.
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7. Conclusion

Concerning the bottom level of the model (i.e., work
design), the results of the study indicate that both social sup-
port and initiated task interdependence have, first, a sig-
nificant direct effect on collectivism-based prosocial mo-
tivation and, second, a significant indirect effect on the
willingness to share knowledge. In contrast, the other
two relational aspects of work design included in the
model—contact with beneficiaries of work and constructive
feedback—had neither a direct effect on principlism-based
nor collectivism-based prosocial motivation, nor a signifi-
cant indirect effect on willingness to share knowledge. Con-
cerning the middle level of the model (i.e., the motivation
types), it was shown that both integrated subtypes of proso-
cial motivation have a significant direct effect on the will-
ingness to share knowledge. This argues for considering
principlism-based and collectivism-based prosocial moti-
vation in knowledge-sharing models in the future. Both
types of motivation help explain part of the variance of the
construct willingness to share knowledge.

Regarding the research question of whether the two
subtypes of prosocial motivation integrated into the model
mediate the impact of the relational aspects of work de-
sign on willingness to share knowledge, the analysis of
this study leads to the following conclusions. Collectivism-
based prosocial motivation mediates the impact of social
support and initiated task interdependence on willingness
to share knowledge. This indicates that this subtype of
prosocial motivation, and thus also reciprocity as a motive
for prosocial behaviour, represents an important link be-
tween workplace design and knowledge exchange. Accord-
ing to the research results, principlism-based prosocial mo-
tivation, on the other hand, does not act as a mediator. The
findings of this study contribute to addressing Foss et al.’s
(2009) call to investigate the influence of relational aspects
of work design on motivation and knowledge sharing. They
reveal that considering collectivism-based prosocial moti-
vation in knowledge-sharing models represents a way of
generating research findings that can explain how relational
aspects of work design affect knowledge sharing. Organi-
sations can use the findings from this study to strengthen
relevant constructs of the research model with suitable in-
struments, such as the design of work processes and organ-
isational culture, so that knowledge sharing can be fostered
and, as a result, competitive advantages can be achieved.
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