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ABSTRACT
This paper provides theoretical and empirical insig the relationship between emotions and
knowledge sharing. Pride (@gofocused emotion) and empathy @herfocused emotion) are
related to eagerness and willingnésshare knowledge. Our hypotheses were testeddansn
of a survey in which respondents were asked touat@lone of four different scenarios. Pride
and empathy were found to affect eagerness anahgvikss to share knowledge. Furthermore,
these emotions also influenced knowledge shariteniions, partly mediated by eagerness and
willingness. Both eagerness and willingness medihie relationship between pride and
knowledge sharing intention, whereas only willingsiéurned out to mediate the relationship
between empathy and knowledge sharing. These fisdirave a number of implications for
theory on both knowledge sharing and emotions.

Key words: Knowledge sharing; Emotions; Attitudedentions

! Corresponding author: Bart van den Hooff, VU Unsigr Amsterdam, De Boelelaan
1105, 1081 H\Amsterdam, The Netherlands, ++31 20 598 6@§2;anden.hooff@vu.nl
1




1. INTRODUCTION

As knowledge is often seen as one of individualshp assets in today’s knowledge economy, it
can be assumed that people will have strong felaigput sharing their knowledge. Common
sense would dictate, for instance, that peoplel@lmore inclined to share their knowledge with
people towards whom they feel positive emotionsr(j, empathy) than would be the case with
people towards whom they have negative emotiongefardisappointment). Therefore, the

connection between emotions and knowledge shasiragvery interesting one to research, but
one that has not been the subject of much empirgssarch to date. This paper contributes to
the literature by filling that void by integratiritbeoretical insights on emotions and knowledge
sharing, and providing a thorough empirical exgioraof the relationship between these two

concepts.

Building on a conceptualization of knowledge sharias “making individual knowledge
collective”, a distinction is made between ego-f&euli (or individual) emotions on the one hand,
and other-focused (or collective) emotions on ttieeio (Aaker & Williams, 1998; Markus &
Kitayama, 1991). A prime example of an ego-focusextion ispride, whereagmpathyis seen
as a typical other-focused emotion (Aaker & Willgmi998; Mueller, 1987). In this study, pride
and empathy are related to two previously distisiged attitudes towards knowledge sharing:
eagernessa strong internal drive to share what one knoave] willingness which is also a
positive attitude towards knowledge sharing, b thrat is more conditional (De Vries, Van den
Hooff & De Ridder, 2006). Where eagerness is pripaerived from an individual passion for
a practice, willingness stems from a focus on thbikective’s interests (De Vries et al., 2006).
These attitudes, in turn, are assumed to be peBitrelated to an individual’s intention to share
knowledge.

Based on these foundations, the research quebabdmstcentral to this study is:
“How do emotions (pride and empathy) influence watés towards knowledge sharing
(eagerness and willingness) and knowledge shantentions?

In the following paragraphs, we first present dwedretical foundations with regard to attitudes
and intentions towards knowledge sharing, and emsti Based on these foundations, we
present five hypotheses which were tested througbcenario experiment in a large IT
organization. After elaborating on the setup of ¢napirical study, we discuss the results of the
experiment and relate these to our hypotheses.hén discussion section, the theoretical
implications of our findings are discussed, as \&slavenues for future research.

2. EMOTIONSAND KNOWLEDGE SHARING

In order to discuss the possible influence of eomstion knowledge sharing attitudes and
behavior, we first define knowledge sharing andimgiish two different attitudes towards
sharing: eagerness and willingness. Next, we dssdusnv ego-focused and other-focused
emotions (in this case, pride and empathy) arenasguo be related to these attitudes.



2.1. Knowledgesharing attitudes and intentions

Knowledge sharing is the process where individonalgually exchange their (tacit and explicit)
knowledge and jointly create new knowledge (De ¥ri¢an den Hooff & De Ridder, 2006).
This implies that individuals make their knowledgmlective through sharing, which means that
the relationship between individual and collectfgemmunity, group, team or organization) is a
central aspect of knowledge sharing behavior. Rerdollective to be able to benefit from its
potential “intellectual capital”, individual memizeof the collective must make this knowledge
available: share their knowledge with co-workerarf\den Hooff & Huysman, 2009).

In the literature on knowledge management, the destade has seen the emergence of a
“practice-based perspective” (Hislop, 2002) whiampéasizes that knowledge is personal,
subjective, socially determined, primarily tacihdarelated to daily practice (Cook & Brown,
1999; Brown & Duguid, 2001). As a consequence,siaing of knowledge cannot be forced,
but results from a shared intrinsic motivation @, a motivation which is largely determined
by the relationship between individual and colleetinterests (Wasko & Faraj, 2005), but also
by the interest that individuals have in their pi@eg in the subject matter of their work (Wenger,
McDermott & Snyder, 2002). Therefore, the attitudbst individuals have towards the
collective, as well as to the subject of that adllee’s practices, is likely to be an important
determinant of their knowledge sharing behavior. &titude involves “categorization of an
object along an evaluative dimension” (Fazio, ChdoDonel & Sherman, 1981: 341), in other
words, the extent to which an individual evaludtes object (in this case, the collective and the
practice) in positive or negative terms.

With regard to these attitudes, we build on theknafrDe Vries et al. (2006), who discuss and
empirically test the distinction between two atliés towards knowledge sharireggernessand
willingness.Willingness is defined as the extent to which ativildual is prepared to grant other
group members access to his or her individuallettlal capital. Eagerness, on the other hand,
is defined as the extent to which an individual aagrong internal drive to communicate his or
her individual intellectual capital to other grompembers. Although they are both positive
attitudes towards knowledge sharing (as opposetbtanstance, an outrighinwillingnessto
share knowledge) and they are found to be posytivelated to knowledge sharing, there are
some important differences, which are related o distinction made above between attitudes
towards the collective and attituds towards thetra.

Willingness is focused on theollective it is a positive attitude towards the communitye
team, the organization. Based on positive feelitaygards the collective and its interestes,
willingness stands for a readiness to reply toeagles kindly. In a way, willingness to share
implies a conditional way of knowledge sharing. é&stare willing to provide access to their
personal knowledge, but because their focus ishencollective interest, they expect others to
behave similarly—and focus on the collective inséras well. They will not easily take the
initiative to actively share their knowledge if thare uncertain about whether others are also
willing to contribute to the group’s interest byasimg knowledge. For people who are willing to



share their knowledge, the norm of reciprocityngportant—they expect others to contribute as
well (Adler&Kwon, 2002; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998).

Eagerness, on the other hand, is focused oprénticearound which the collective creates and
shares knowledge. Eagerness is a positive attitomards the subject matter of that practice,
towards the content being created and exchangedspercifically to one’s own expertise with
regard to that practice. An actor who is eager hares knowledge will spout his or her
knowledge, without paying too much attention tovganthat other members of the collective do.
Their passion for the practice creates a strongly ieed to “spread the word”, share their
passion and expertise. For eager individuals, sthehavior is much less important: whether
other group members will also share their knowletgaot really relevant to them—it is the
subject about which knowledge is being sharedttiggers them. People are eager to let others
know what they know because they themselves cangid@luable and feel a strong drive to
showcase their expertise.

Although both attitudes have different foundatigagocus on the collective and a focus on the
practice), they have in common that they are pasitittitudes towards knowledge sharing, and
consequently, both are likely to be positively tethto knowledge sharing. De Vries et al. (2006)
confirm this, finding a positive influence of bo#agerness and willingness on knowledge
sharing. Although their findings establish an iefhge of attitudes on behavior, most research on
the relationships between attitudes and behavimisfithat this relationship is mediated by
intentions (Bagozzi, 1981; Davis, Bagozzi & Warshai®89; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975;
Warshaw, 1980). Kim and Hunter (1993) present aaraatlysis of research on the attitude-
behavior relationship and show convincingly thdeimtion is indeed a mediator between these
two concepts, and that intentions are good predictd actual behavior. Furthermore, actual
knowledge sharing behavior is very difficult to raeee, unless one resorts to contributions to
online forums and the like. Even in a laboratoritisg, knowledge sharing behavior is very
difficult to operationalize (although Kane, Argaad Levine (2005) show an interesting way to
do this). For these reasons, our study focusesnowledge sharingntentionsas a dependent
variable.

2.2. Emotionsand attitudes

Emotion is an elusive concept, and a wide variétyedinitions have been used to make sense of

this concept. Kleinginna and Kleinginna (1981) fastance, present an impressive list of

definitions of emotions and suggest the followicgrisensual” definition (1981, p. 355):
“Emotion is a complex set of interactions among jsciive and objective factors,
mediated by neural-hormonal systems, which cargie rise to affective experiences
such as feelings of arousal, pleasure/displeas(lsggenerate cognitive processes such
as emotionally relevant perceptual effects, apmiaislabeling processes; (c) activate
widespread physiological adjustments to the aragiseonditions; and (d) lead to
behavior that is often, but not always, expressyealdirected, and adaptive.



A second integrative and usable definition of ewmmdiis provided by Bagozzi, Gopinath and
Nyer (1999, p. 184):
“ By emotions, we mean a mental state of readitlegisarises from cognitive appraisal
of events of thought; has a phenomenological tameaccompanied by physiological
process; is often expressed physically (eg. inugest posture; facial features) and may
result in specific actions to affirm or cope witmation, depending on its nature and
meaning for the person having it.”

What becomes clear from these definitions is tmaemotion (a) is a mental state, (b) has an
affective as well as a cognitive nature, (c) isregped in a physical way and (d) leads to actions
and behaviors that are an expression of, or wayppe with, this mental state. It is important to

distinguish emotions from attitudes, because diu(evaluative judgments of an object, as
defined above) are mental states as well. Accortbrigagozzi et al. (1999), emotions are more

intense than attitudes in terms of both feeling argression, and they arise from a different

source. Emotions arise because of changes in pesiird situations or events, based on some
state of arousal which is by definition transiehttitudes, on the other hand, are less personal,
can also be aimed at mundane objects, and arestalnie. Attitudes can be stored and retrieved,
whereas emotions are situational and thus volaSiece both emotions and attitudes are

evaluative and affective in nature, however, theyli&ely to be related.

Numerous classifications of emotions exist, butdor study an important distinction is the one
between ego-focused and other-focused emotionse $ie relationship between individual and
collective interests is crucial in explaining knedte sharing. Aaker and Williams (1998) use
this distinction in their study on the role of emos in persuasive appeals. The distinction
between ego-focused and other-focused is estatllisnethe basis of “the degree to which
specific emotions systematically vary in the extientvhich they follow from and also foster or
reinforce, an independent versus interdependefit @darkus and Kitayama, 1991, p. 235).
Ego-focused emotions are associated with an indaligl internal state, “to the exclusion of
others, and (...) consistent with the need for irdlreil awareness, experience and expression.”
(Aaker and Williams, 1998, p 242). Examples of égaised emotions can be pride, happiness,
anger etc. Other-focused emotions, on the othed,heme associated with others with whom the
individual identifies, and are “consistent wittetheed for unity, harmony and the alignment of
one’s actions with those others” (Aaker and Willggrh998, p. 242). Examples of other-focused
emotions are empathy, peacefulness, indebtednesdnethis study, we will focus on one
specific ego-focused emotiopride; and one specific other-focused emotiempathy. This
focus is justified by the fact that these are priexamples of ego-focused and other-focused
emotinos, they are common and universal emotionsac different cultural settings
(Matsumoto, 1989), have been previously researametifferent contexts (Aaker et al., 1986;
Mueller 1987), and are likely to be associateddthleagerness and willingness to share.

Empathyrefers to the reactions of one individual to tihserved experiences of another (Davis,
1983) and implies collective concern and pro-sodiehavior (Aaker & Williams, 1998;
Eisenberg & Fabes, 1990; Roberts & Strayer, 1986)such, empathy is strongly focused on the
collective. Hence, it is likely that empathy wilbgitively influence the willingness to share
knowledge, as this attitude is also characterized fbcus on the collective. However, empathy
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can also enhance the feeling that what one knoweng valuable to others, enhancing one’s
own passion for the practice and thus positiveljpencing the eagerness to share.

Pride manifests itself when an individual evaluatesdrifer own performance in a positive light
(Bagozzi et al., 1999), leading to a higher setéesy (Zammuner, 1996). As such, is a very
individually oriented emotion, which is likely toebassociated with expertise, self-efficacy and
self-rated performance (Williams & DeSteno, 2008hen an individual is proud of his or her
expertise and experience in his or her practids,itidividual is more likely to be eager to share
knowledge about this practice. Thus, pride is {iked positively influence an individual's
eagerness to share their knowledge. On the othet, lmide is especially evoked when one’s
performance is recognized, when members of thedole acknowledge the individual’s skills,
expertise and contributions. So in spite of the fhat pride is a “self-consious” emaotion, it is
likely to be enhanced by public appraisal (Willia&a®eSteno, 2008). Consequently, pride can
also lead to a stronger conviction that one hasialdé things to contribute to the group’s
performance, thus also positively influencing th#imgness to share.

Although both emotions are assumed to be positivelsted to both attitudes, empathy is
assumed to be primarily associated with willingn@ssth being primarily other-focused), and
pride with eagerness (both ego-focused). Conselyu@rdg expect that willingness will primarily
mediate the relationship between empathy and krimgelesharing intentions, while eagerness
will primarily mediate the relationship betweend@iand knowledge sharing intentions.

We empirically tested the relationship between éongt attitude and intention in an experiment
in which respondents were asked to evaluate ofeuofdifferent scenarios (designed to invoke,
respectively, a high level of pride, a low levelpide, a high level of empathy and a low level
of empathy), and indicate what their attitude ta¥gasharing their knowledge would be in the
situation sketched in the scenario (measuring eagsrand willingness) as well as how likely
they would be to share their knowledge in thatagitn (measuring intention to share). With
regard to these conditions, the theoretical framkwbscussed above leads to the following
hypotheses:

H1. Both eagerness and willingness to share knowledd be higher in the high pride than
the low pride condition.

H2. Both eagerness and willingness to share knowl&dt be higher in the high empathy than
the low empathy condition.

H3a. Eagerness and willingness will mediate the i@hahip between pride and empathy on the
one hand, and intention to share knowledge on tther dhand.

H3b. The indirect effect of pride on intention to sh&nowledge via eagerness will be stronger
than the effect via willingness.

H3c. The indirect effect of empathy on intention twae knowledge via willingness will be
stronger than the effect via willingness.

In the following section, we will discuss in moreetdil the methods used to test these
hypotheses.



3. METHOD

The empirical study in which our hypotheses westetd was part of a larger company survey
on barriers to knowledge sharing within the organon. This survey was sent out to 450
employees from two departments of the Dutch brasfch large international IT company. Of

these 450 employees, 252 filled out the survey (589nafortunately, for privacy reasons, we

could not ask respondents’ age or gender. All epygae were trained experts in their field of
either software development or general technolagyises. All respondents were involved in

high-tech, knowledge intensive work (software eegiing, hardware development,

technological consultancy, et cetera). Theref@karing knowledge was of high importance to
their daily practice.

To test our hypotheses, we designed four differss@narios which were manipulated to
stimulate either pride or empathy. In each scenaegpondents were presented a hypothetical
situation in which one of their colleagues askeehthfor help on a certain topic on which the
respondent was knowledgeable, but which was nate@lto their current projects. Respondents
were told that the person requesting their help waking on a tight deadline and really needed
help, but respondents were also told they wer@iway obliged to help the other person.

Respondents were randomly assigned to one of tirecfinditions. In the low pride condition,
respondents were told that the person request@dffueh the respondents because other, more
knowledgeable and experienced, persons were uabiaiht the moment. In the high pride
condition, respondents were told that the persqunested the respondent for help because they
felt the respondent was the most knowledgeableeapdrienced person in the field. In the low
empathy condition, respondents were told that #reqn who requested for help was considered
unlikeable, irresponsible and generally unwillirgy Help others. Finally, in the high empathy
condition, respondents were told that the persoo reljuested for help was considered likeable,
responsible, and generally willing to help others.

3.1. M easures

Eagerness and willingness were measured with tteees each, based on the scales by De Vries
et al. (2006). Knowledge sharing intention was mea$ with a single item that asked
respondents for the likelihood that they would shiamowledge in the situation described in the
given scenario, on a 5-point scale fromIgighly unlikelyto (5)highly likely. Finally, to check if

the manipulations of pride and empathy succeedesl,agked respondents how proud or
empathic they felt when they considered the sibmatFor this we used statements that were
insipired by the items used by Aaker & Williams 989. Except for knowledge sharing, all items
were measures on a 5-point scale fromsfigngly disagred¢o (5) strongly agreeltems, scales,
and Cronbach’s alpha’s are listed in Table 1.



Table 1. Scales, items and reliabilities.

Scale ltem Alpha

If you consider the situation sketched in the alsnenario, to
what extent would you agree with the followingestaénts?

Eagerness | would feel appreciated for my speekjgertise .65
I would tell my colleagues about things that | Wwnabout this
problem, even without their asking me for it
Next to the colleague requesting assistance, ldwvalso try to
convince others of the important of my area of etpe

Willingness | would try to improve my colleague’srformance by .80
sharing knowledge
| would expect my colleagues to share their kndgewith
me as well when | help them
I would think that sharing my knowledge would aumite to
improved collaboration with my colleagues

Knowledge How likely would it be for you to share your knowtge -
sharing intention
Pride | would feel good about receiving the desgémezognition for .74
my work
I would consider myself to be a winner
Empathy Being with this colleague would be impottanme 91

Creating a positive informal relationship withglolleague
would be important to me

4. RESULTS
4.1. Manipulation checks

We first checked if we were successful in manipotapride and empathy with our scenarios,
by comparing feelings of pride between the low &igh pride condition, and by comparing

feelings of empathy in the low and high empathyditions. These comparisons indicated that
our manipulations succeeded. Participants in tedade condition indicated that they would

feel less proud\ = 3.37,SD= 0.90) than respondents in the high pride comalifVl = 4.09,SD

= 0.65), F(1, 125) = 27.19p < .001,n? = .18. Similarly, respondents in the low empathy
condition indicated that they would less empatMcH2.68,SD = 0.91) than respondents in the
high empathy conditior = 3.70,SD= 0.58),F(1, 123) = 56.06p < .001,n% = .31.

4.2. Hypothesestesting

Hypothesis 1 posed that both eagerness and widsgyto share knowledge would be higher in
the high pride condition than in the low pride ciioth. This hypothesis was confirmed for both
eagernes$:(1, 125) = 20.76p < .001,n% = .30, and willingness3(1, 125) = 5.46p < .001,n> =
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.12. Similarly, hypothesis 2 posed that both eaggsrand willingness to share knowledge would
be higher in the high empathy condition than inldve empathy condition. This hypothesis was
also confirmed for both eagerne§§l, 123) = 47.56p < .001,1> = .28, and willingness:(1,
123) = 32.56p < .001,1? = .21. Means and standard deviations for all déeenvariables
across conditions are listed in Table 2.

Table 2. Means and standard deviations acr oss conditions.

Low pride High Pride Low empathy High empathy
(n =65) (n=62) (n=62) (n=63)
Eagerness 3.04 (0.78) 3.84 (0.41% 3.27 (0.72§ 4.04 (0.51
Willingness 3.90 (0.66) 4.32 (0.44) 3.59 (0.80) 4.25 (0.44)
Knowledge 3.82(0.86) 4.51 (0.64) 3.46 (0.929 4.50 (0.67)
sharing intention
Note Standard deviations between brackets. Differepésscripts within rows indicate
significant differences between conditions, p < Ddkey’'s HSD.

Hypothesis 3a posed that eagerness and willingwesdd mediate the relationship between
pride and empathy on the one hand, and intentioshere knowledge on the other hand.
Moreover, we posed that eagerness would more dyromgdiate the relationship between pride
and knowledge sharing intention (H3b), while wijiress would more strongly mediate the
relationship between empathy and knowledge shamiegtion (H3c).

To test our mediation hypotheses, we used the guveedeveloped by Preacher and Hayes
(2008). This procedure has several advantages ajibhee approaches to test mediation, such as
the causal steps approach (Baron & Kenny, 1986%t,Fmultiple mediators can be tested
simultaneously, allowing to test the effects ofleamgle mediator controlling for the effect of
the other mediators. Second, because a single sisady used to test the multiple mediator
model, the risk of a Type | error is reduced. Thitee method allows for contrasting the different
indirect effects in multiple mediator models in erdo check whether different indirect effects
differ significantly. Finally, the method uses bstoapping to test the significance of the
mediated effects, eliminating the need for muliai@ normality which is unlikely to be
achieved in small samples. The analyses and baptsstimates that follow are based on 5,000
bootstrap samples (Preacher & Hayes, 2008).

We conducted two mediation analyses. One compéiig pride conditions (low vs. high pride)
and one comparing both empathy conditions (lowhigh empathy). In both analyses, eagerness
and willingness are the mediating variables, anoMitedge sharing intention is the dependent
variable.

The first mediation analysis compared the mediagffgct of the low pride vs. high pride
condition on knowledge sharing intention via eagesnand willingness. Again confirming H1,
both eagernes$, = 0.81,SE= 0.11,8 = .55,p < .001, and willingnesdy = 0.41,SE= 0.10,8 =

.35,p < .001, were higher in the high pride conditioartithe low pride condition. Willingness,
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in turn, was positively related to knowledge sharnmtention,b = 0.63,SE= 0.11,8 = .45,p <
.001. Eagerness, however, was not significantlgteel to knowledge sharing intentiors=
0.18,SE=0.10,8 = .16,p = .081. The specific mediation analysis showed tiina total effect of
low versus high pride on knowledge sharing intenti@fore the mediators were included was
significant,b = 0.69,SE= 0.13, = .42,p < .001. Thus, knowledge sharing intention was &igh
in the high pride condition than the low pride ciioch. The direct effect of low versus high
pride after the mediators were included was algoifscant albeit less pronounced= 0.28,SE
=0.14,4 =.17,p = .041, suggesting partial mediation.

Both eagerness and willingness significantly medtae relationship between low versus high
pride and knowledge sharing intention. The indiefétct via eagerness had a point estimate of
0.14, SE = 0.08, 95% bias corrected and accelerated cardaénterval (95% Bca CI) [.002,
.300]. The indirect effect via willingness had amieestimate of 0.26SE = 0.08, 95% Bca ClI
[.127, .444F In all, the total model for knowledge sharing irtten was significant, adjR® =

.39, F(3,123) = 28.40p < .001. Contrast analysis comparing the size efitlirect effects of
eagerness and willingness did not reveal a sigmficlifference between the size of the indirect
effects, 95% Bca CI [-.358, .080].

The second mediation analysis compared the megdiaifect of the low empathy vs. high
empathy condition on knowledge sharing intentioa ®agerness and willingness. Confirming
H2, both eagernesk,= 0.77,SE= 0.11,5 = .53,p < .001, and willingnes$ = 0.66,SE= 0.12,

B = .46,p < .001, were higher in the high empathy conditiban the low empathy condition.
Both eagernes® = 0.24,SE=0.12,3 = .18,p = .048, and willingness = 0.52,SE=0.12, =
.39,p < .001, in turn, were positively related to knoside sharing intention. The total effect of
low versus high empathy on knowledge sharing inbenbefore the mediators were included
was significantp = 1.04,SE= .14, = .55,p < .001, indicating that knowledge sharing intemtio
was higher in the high empathy condition than the émpathy condition. The direct effect of
low versus high pride after the mediators wereudetl was also significartt,= 0.51,SE= 0.14,

B = .27,p < .001, suggesting partial mediation. Both eagesrend willingness significantly
mediate the relationship between low versus highathy and knowledge sharing intention. The
indirect effect via eagerness failed to reach $icgmce, with a point estimate of .18E= .10,
95% Bca CI [-.001, .384]. The indirect effect viallwgness was significant, with a point
estimate of .34SE= .11, 95% Bca CI [.175, .590]. In all, the totabdel for knowledge sharing
intention was significant, adR? = .50, F(3,121) = 42.04p < .001. Again, contrast analysis
comparing the size of the indirect effects of eagss and willingness did not reveal a significant
difference between the size of the indirect effe@¥6 Bca ClI [-.532, .132].

In sum, H3a was mostly confirmed. The mediationlysis showed that both eagerness and
willingness significantly mediated the relationshigetween pride and knowledge sharing
intention. However, only willingness mediated te&tionship between empathy and knowledge
sharing intention. H3b was not confirmed; conteasdlysis did not show a significant difference
in the size of the indirect effects of eagernesbwaitlingness for the relationship between pride

2 An indirect effect is significant when the confide interval does not contain zero.
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and knowledge sharing intention. H3c was partlyficored. Only the indirect effect of empathy
on knowledge sharing via willingness was signific&tagerness was not a significant mediator.
However, the contrast analysis showed that the ¢fizbe indirect effects did not significantly
differ. Therefore, we cannot conclude that willilegg more strongly mediates the relationship
between empathy and knowledge sharing intentiom ¢agerness.

5. DISCUSSION

In answer to our research question, our findings\stinat pride and empathy do affect eagerness
and willingness to share knowledge. Furthermoresé¢hemotions also influence knowledge
sharing intentions, partly mediated by eagernedsnaltingness: both eagerness and willingness
mediate the relationship between pride and knovdedbaring intention. However, only
willingness turned out to mediate the relationshgiween empathy and knowledge sharing.
These findings have a number of implications foeotty on both knowledge sharing and
emotions.

One of the central assumptions behind this study tvat emotions are an important factor in
explaining knowledge sharing. Our findings indic#tat this is indeed the case: the emotional
state that an individual is in at a certain momenlikely to influence his or her attitude towards
knowledge sharing as well as his or her intentmradtually share knowledge. Therefore, our
findings contribute to the literature on knowledsfearing by highlighting the role of emotions,
providing empirical insight into the role that enoois play in people’s intentions (and
subsequent behavior) in terms of knowledge shaivigh that, we add to the practice-based
literature on knowledge (e.g, Brown & Duguid, 20@gok & Brown, 1999; Hislop, 2002) by
providing additional insight into the “emergent” bottom-up character of knowledge sharing,
and the factors influencing that process.

In that process, people’s intrinsic motivations especially important (Osterloh & Frey, 2000),
and those intrinsic motivations are influenced hgirt attitudes towards both the collective, and
the practice that this collective (and they as vitlials) engage in. The distinction between
eagerness and willingness to share appears tovhliable one, as we find that these attitudes
both play a role in explaining knowledge sharintemions, and that they are both influenced
differently by the emotions of pride and empathgirlg attitudes as mediators between emotions
and (intentions towards) behavior thus contributeshe literature on emotions, as it provides
new insights into how emotions influence behavi@msr findings show that emotions do have a
direct influence on knowledge sharing intentionst, that there is also an interesting mediating
role for different attitudes.

Pride was found to affect both eagerness and wgrikss, and both eagerness and willingness
mediate therelationship between pride and knovdestaring intention. This seems to confirm
the statement that pride may be primarily be anfegosed emotion, but that it does have a
collective element as well: public appraisal of extize, skill and performance contributes to
evoking pride (Williams & DeStento, 2008), and imat sense pride is not an exclusively
individual emotion. Consequently, it does make eager to share out of the wish to showcase
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one’s expertise, but not without an eye for thdembive interest: pride invokes both eagerness
and willingness, so collective performanisea relevant motivation for people feeling pride as
well. At least for those feeling what is calledhievement-orientedr authenticpride, which
stems from mastering a skill, receiving a high apaid mark and being recognized for that
(Tangney, 1999; Tracy & Robins, 2004), as opposeadhat is callechubristic pride, which has
no particular target and refers to an unconditigrnabsitive view of oneself. Authentic pride is
in essence adaptive to the social context, whdrebgstic pride is entirely self-focused (Lewis,
1997; Williams & DeStento, 2008). Actually, hubitspride may be more of a personality trait
than an actual emotion, due to its stable andnigstature. It might well be that hubristic pride
would only invoke eagerness to share, since itddbk feeling for social context that is a part of
achievement-oriented pride.

Consistent with our expectations, empathy seentsatssmit its effect on knowledge sharing
primarily by affecting willingness to share knowigg] not by increasing eagerness. Willingness
was the only significant mediator of the relatiopsibetween empathy and intention to share, the
mediating effect for eagerness was not found tcsigaificant. In spite of the fact that the
contrast analysis showed no significant differemcthe size of the indirect effects for eagerness
and willingness, this is a clear indication thatlimgnessdoesplay a role in the relationship
between empathy and intention to share, and eaggedues not. This means that our theoretical
argumentation that empathy can also enhance thedgdkat what one knows is very valuable to
others, enhancing one’'s own passion for the pmactind thus positively influencing the
eagerness to share, does not hold. Where (autheniie clearly has an other-focused element
in it, next to its ego-focus, the reverse does it for empathy: empathy is a fully other-
focused emotion, and motivates the individual imparily focus on the collective interests. This
is in line with research that consistently findpasitive relationship between empathy and pro-
social behavior (Eisenberg & Fabes, 1990).

In conclusion, our findings have implications fdrebry on both emotions and knowledge
sharing. As the two concepts have not been related systematic way before, clarifying the
relationships between ego- and other-focused em®tan the one hand, and attitudes and
intentions towards knowledge sharing on the otk contribution to both literatures. Our
findings emphasize the need to include emotionsenexplicitly into research concerning
knowledge sharing. By connecting these two areageetarch, this study provides new
interdisciplinary insights. The findings of thisudy can be the basis for future research in which
more emotions can be included, providing a moraikkel picture of which emotions exert
influence on knowledge sharing, and the mechanttnegigh which this influence takes shape.
It would be interesting, for instance, to compdne tnfluence of positive emotions (such as
enthusiasm, empathy and happiness) on knowledgenghaith negative emotions such as
anger, fear and grief. In our study, only two emiasi were studied, both of them positive. In that
sense, our study serves as a first exploratiomefiriteresting interplay between emotions and
knowledge sharing.
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