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The Effect of Performance Expectations and
Relationship Expectations on Information Contribution:

Focusing on China’s Small and Medium Enterprises

Seok Noh

Supervised: Prof. Jae-Jung Kang

Abstract

From the perspective of expectancy theory, this study explores the factors that affect the intention toward
and behavior of information contribution among the employees of small and medium-sized enterprises
(SMEs) in China. A new information contribution model is constructed, which yields two important
variables—performance expectation and relationship expectation—and includes the mediating role of

work engagement.

Data are collected from SMEs in China, with 531 employee samples. Structural equation modeling is
used to test their predictive powers on the behaviors of information contribution. The findings confirm
that performance expectation affects information contribution intention, work engagement, and
information contribution behavior. The role of relationship expectation in the research model is especially

examined owing to the unique characteristics of Chinese relational culture.

The results confirm the hypothesis. Relationship expectation affects an individual’s work engagement,
information contribution intention, and information contribution behavior. Moreover, performance and
relationship expectations indirectly influence information contribution behavior via information

contribution intention and work engagement.

These findings lend an important insight into evolving constructs (i.e., information contribution intention
and work engagement) and how organizations can enable employee performance and relationships

through work engagement.

Keywords: information contribution, performance expectations, relationship expectations, SMEs, work

engagement
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Chapter 1

l. Introduction

The performance of an enterprise is the core of its development. In this development, the factors of
knowledge and information especially influence enterprise performance. Knowledge and information
can not only improve the competitiveness of enterprise organizations, but also enhance their added value.
In turn, there are many other factors that also affect the sharing of knowledge and information. The
influence of, for example, personal, organizational, and environmental factors is characterized by a
certain randomness, and may limit the performance of enterprises and organizations. To overcome this
problem and improve the value of knowledge and information for enterprises, |1 conduct in-depth
research on information contribution and explore which factors influence employee information

contribution.

Information contribution constitutes the early stage of information sharing. Only when employees have
the motivation to contribute information or have expectations after contributing information will they
work hard to contribute their own information, and thus create additional value for and enhance the

competitiveness of the enterprise.

Knowledge and information have evolved to be important sources of competitive advantage; they are
fundamental drivers of business success (Bock et al. 2007). Indeed, organizations that facilitate
knowledge exchange benefit from long-term competitive advantages (Barua et al. 2007; Wagner 2006).
We also know that employees are more productive if they engage in beneficial information-sharing

behaviors (Baird and Henderson 2001; Teece 2000). Thus, improving the organizational efficiency and



organizational performance of small and medium-sized enterprises (SMES) is foundational to research
on such organizations. When employees facilitate information sharing, organizations can increase
information flow, efficiency, and effectiveness, and respond more quickly to changing customer needs.
However, contextual factors, such as the type of industry, size of organization, and type of organizational

structure, may affect the quality of the information provided (Li and Lin 2006).

This research explores the influencing factors of information contribution within SMEs from the
perspective of knowledge and information. The sharing of knowledge and information not only affects
employee productivity and work relationships within an organization, but is also known to affect
organizational performance. While it is generally accepted that the value of knowledge largely
determines the fate of an organization (Grant 1996), the question posed by Wasko and Faraj (2005)
received widespread attention from scholars and practitioners 17 years ago (Hwang et al. 2015; Wang

etal. 2014).

Organizations are how more committed to discovering and leveraging knowledge-based resources. A
key aspect of this effort is encouraging employees to contribute their knowledge and information
through a variety of channels, such as face-to-face communication, email, online chat, and online
discussions. The critical role of personal knowledge and information, especially in improving
organizational performance, ranges from avoiding mistakes to initiating organizational progress (Blatt
et al. 2006; Liu et al. 2014). However, personal knowledge is often considered to be highly private and
a source of personal superiority over others (Ipe 2003; Lin and Huang 2010). That is, knowledge and
information contributions benefit the organization at the expense of individual advantages (Yu and Chu
2007). However, reciprocal communication is essential to efficiency of work among employees and to
increase organizational productivity (Blau 1963; Flynn 2003a). One of the benefits of reciprocal

exchanges is better cooperation among employees (Emerson 1976). When employees provide valuable
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information to the organization, both organizational work efficiency and performance improve; in return,
the organization offers feedback to employees through corresponding incentives and compensation,

creating a virtuous cycle of increasing information contribution and greater incentives and compensation.

A knowledge-based view of the firm (Grant 1991, 1996; Spender 1996; Teece 2000) holds that
knowledge is the foundation of a firm’s competitive advantage and, ultimately, a major driver of firm
value. However, knowledge and information exist inherently within individuals (Nonaka and Konno
1998) and, more specifically, within employees who create, identify, archive, access, and apply
knowledge to perform tasks. Thus, the movement of knowledge and information across personal and
organizational boundaries, in and out of repositories, and into organizational routines and practices
ultimately depends on the information-contribution behavior of employees. When the information
contribution of the entire organization is limited, the potential for information gaps increases, which can

lead to suboptimal work outcomes (Baird and Henderson 2001).

Work engagement has a large and positive effect on an employee’s intention to share knowledge (Song
et al. 2014; Chen et al. 2011; Tang et al. 2015). Employees who are engaged in and enthusiastic about
their work are more likely to share job-related ideas and expertise with their coworkers (Chen et al. 2011)
because knowledge sharing is a self-motivated and proactive habit. The same can be said of the positive
influence of employee job satisfaction on innovative work behavior (Agarwal 2014; Agarwal et al. 2012;

De Spiegelaere et al. 2016). In this study, | investigate the mediating effect of work engagement.

In addition to the above background factors, | also introduce the relationship factor because the survey
sample constitutes employees of SMEs in China. A relationship is the fundamental link between today’s
Chinese enterprises and the Chinese people that maintains economic and social activities. A relationship
generally refers to a social relationship based in mutual benefit; it is a special social relationship that

helps maintain partners in a mutually beneficial manner through mutual responsibility for resource
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acquisition and ongoing cooperation. In China, more emphasis is placed on guanxi exchanges, and
Chinese companies and Chinese people attach more importance to guanxi to conduct economic
transactions and maintain social contacts. Noh (2022) claims that interrelationships can be improved
through knowledge sharing, and that employees operating on aspirations may have positive attitudes
toward information sharing out of an interest in fairness and reciprocity. Noh and Kang (2021) further
state that the motivation for obtaining personal information is to maintain relationships or friendships.
These findings suggest that Chinese respondents place greater emphasis on friendship, which highlights

the characteristics of Chinese relationship culture.

The goal of this study is to gain a better understanding of the factors that influence the proclivity of
employees in Chinese SMESs to engage in information contribution behaviors. Because such behavior
can be influenced not only by individual motivations but also by situational forces (Yoo and Torrey
2002), and there already exists extensive literature on the associations between performance expectation,
relationship expectation, work engagement, and information contribution (Huber 2001; Lee et al. 2020;

Bock et al. 2005), | employ a theoretical framework that incorporates expectancy theory.

I extend the definition of performance expectation through the study of expectancy theory. I show that
performance expectation can motivate employees to contribute to information. Owing to the relational
nature of culture among Chinese SMEs, | emphasize the importance of relationship expectation,
focusing on its role in employee information contribution. Additionally, the results—that employees
who are engaged and enthusiastic about their work are more likely to contribute work-related
information to their colleagues—are corroborated. The study also found that work engagement and
performance expectation, relationship expectation, and information contribution intention behavior are
closely related. Performance and relationship expectations affect information contribution through the

mediating influence of work engagement, and, similarly, the effect of relationship expectation is
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strengthened through the mediation of work engagement. While studies have focused on personal
cognition or social networks, | examine the combined effects of performance expectation, relationship
expectation, and work engagement on organizational information contribution. Finally, by illustrating
the various roles of relationship and performance expectations in organizations, and the mediating role
of work engagement, this study contributes to the long-term development of the entire organization.
While sharing such information may be beneficial to other members of the organization, it does require
the information provider to devote a certain amount of time and effort to share such information. In most
organizations, more people consume information than contribute to it. Although these organizations
thrive as people provide autonomous information, there is limited research on the factors that influence

people’s willingness to provide information, and multiple factors may be at play.

This study deals with employee information contribution within an organization, and | specifically focus

on the organization of Chinese SMES. The research questions are set up as follows:

1) What is the role of information contribution in SMES?

2) What factors affect employee information contribution behavior?

3) Which factors mediate the effect of employee information contribution behavior?

Beginning with these questions, | design the theoretical basis and study variables, and develop models
and hypotheses through a theoretical review and framework. The remaining paper is organized as
follows. The following section examines important literature on expectancy theory, information
contribution behavior, as well as some motivational debates related to them, before developing study
hypotheses based on regulatory focus theory. Survey research experimental data are used to examine
hypothetical models to answer the research question. Finally, the findings are addressed as well as their

ramifications.



Chapter 2

I1. Theoretical Review

Literature research requires a critical reading of literature resources using the keywords of definitions of
information, knowledge, and knowledge sharing; information contribution; information contribution
influencing factors (personal factors such as intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, and personal trust;
organizational factors such as organizational trust, organizational culture, national culture, shared culture,
and organizational citizen behavior; and technical factors); expectancy theory; China’s relationship
culture; relationship networks and knowledge sharing; work engagement; and information contribution.
The following discussion will focus on the definitions of concepts and how they fit into expectancy

theory.
2.1 Information, Knowledge, and Knowledge Sharing

Despite the many attempts to define “information” and “knowledge,” there remains a lack of a clear and
complete description of what they are and how they are related. Although many definitions are related,

they are far from complete. The definitions of information and knowledge are organized as follows:
Information

A message containing relevant meaning, implication, or input for a decision and/or action is referred to
as information. Current (communication) and historical (processed data or reconstructed image) sources
are used to gather information data. In essence, the goal of information is to assist in making decisions,

solving issues, or seizing opportunities.



Knowledge

Our understanding of knowledge can be thought of as the know-what, know-how, and know-why
capacity that resides in the human mind. Everyone learns and increases knowledge in order to improve
their lives; however, the goal of business knowledge is to create or add value to organizations, including
companies, and all their stakeholders. Liew (2007) holds that the ultimate goal of knowledge is to create

value.

According to the knowledge-based view of companies (Grant 1991, 1996; Spender 1996; Teece 2000),
knowledge is the cornerstone and foundation of a company’s competitive advantage, and, ultimately,

becomes the core driver of company value.

Knowledge Sharing

The way knowledge is shared within an organization is the core issue of knowledge management; it is
considered to be the company’s most valuable resource (Grant 1996). Knowledge sharing, according to
Hendriks (1999), entails a relationship between at least two parties: one who holds the knowledge and
the other who receives it. Individuals in organizations have always created and exchanged knowledge;
hence, knowledge sharing was seen to be a naturally occurring activity. Knowledge sharing is a dynamic
process influenced by a variety of complicated elements at the corporate, group, and individual levels

(Andrews and Delahaye 2000; Davenport and Prusak 1998).

Individuals have inherent knowledge—this is particularly true for employees who generate, identify,
document, access, and apply knowledge while performing tasks (Nonaka and Konno 1998). Thus, the
information-sharing activities of employees are ultimately responsible for the movement of knowledge
across personal and organizational boundaries, in and out of repositories, and into organizational

routines and practices. When knowledge exchange within an organization is restricted, the risk of
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knowledge gaps grows, and these gaps are more likely to result in less-than-ideal work outcomes (Baird

and Henderson 2001).

Associating knowledge with power makes it extremely difficult to share knowledge within an
organization. To solve this problem and dilemma, we must provide numerous incentives to encourage
people to share with others the information and knowledge they possess. O’Reilly and Pondy (1980)
surmise a strong correlation between individual rewards and knowledge-sharing behaviors. Gupta and
Govindarajan’s (2000) case study illustrates that significant changes in incentive systems are required
to encourage individuals to share their knowledge and information, particularly in an internal technology

network-based organization.

Definitions of information and knowledge, and the relationship between information and knowledge,
are often considered interchangeable, or can be considered related with intended applications. If you
accept and internalize external information, it becomes knowledge; and if you externalize knowledge

that you know, it becomes information again.

For example, in an organization, information is transformed into knowledge if an employee accepts
information contributed by other employees and applies it to the internal organization. Employees again
contribute knowledge to other employees, and this knowledge is transformed back into information.
Such is the cyclic process of knowledge and information exchange. In this study, | use the concepts of

information and knowledge interchangeably.

2.2 Limitations of Knowledge Sharing

Although information and knowledge can be used as interchangeable concepts, they are still
conceptually different. In this study, information can be understood as the content that helps companies

make decisions, solve problems, and seize opportunities. There are also essential differences between
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information contribution and knowledge sharing. | thus summarize the characteristics and limitations of

knowledge sharing as follows:

First, the knowledge-sharing activities of employees are influenced by personal and intra-organizational
communication; when knowledge and information exchange within an organization is limited, the risk
of knowledge gaps increases, and these gaps are more likely to lead to less-than-ideal work outcomes

(Baird and Henderson 2001).

Second, a variety of complex factors at the organizational and individual levels affect the dynamic
process of knowledge sharing (Andrews and Delahaye 2000; Davenport and Prusak 1998). Sharing
knowledge within an organization requires us to provide many incentives to encourage employees to

share the information and knowledge they have, all of which limit employee knowledge sharing.

Finally, according to Hendriks (1999), knowledge sharing requires a relationship between at least two
parties: one party holds knowledge, and the other party receives it. Individuals in an organization always
create and exchange knowledge, which makes knowledge sharing a naturally occurring activity that is
not affected by time and environment, has no clear purpose, and does not motivate employees to share

knowledge.

Based on these limitations of knowledge sharing, | focus on information contribution within the
organization, posing the following questions: what is information contribution and what are the

characteristics of information contribution?

2.3 What is Information Contribution?

Information contribution behavior is a manifestation of employees’ own internal motivation,; it is also
the early stage of information sharing. Only when employees have the motivation to contribute

information or have expected results after contributing information will they make efforts to contribute
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their own information, create added value for the enterprise, and enhance the competitiveness of the

enterprise.

Information behavior refers to the purposeful participation of users in the retrieval, adoption, and
dissemination of information; content creation and sharing; and other activities. In this section, | review
and organize the relevant literature on information sharing and information contribution. 1 document
and explain the content of information contribution among individuals within a network as well as

information contribution among members of the organization.

Let us first consider individual information sharing on the Internet. Individual information sharing—
also called information donation in the information-sharing process—refers to individuals providing
their information (Wang and Noe 2010). It takes place in both physical and virtual communities, and it
takes place through a variety of means such as face-to-face conversation, email, online chat, and online
discussion (Ray et al. 2014; Liu et al. 2014; Ma and Agarwal 2007; Wasko and Faraj 2005). Information
is often regarded as very private, or even the source of individual status vis-avis others, as Ipe (2003)
points out. This means individuals who are not highly motivated may not contribute (Lin and Huang

2010); that is, knowledge sharing can never be imposed, only prompted.

Next, let us consider information sharing among organizational members. Information sharing among
employees is represented by efforts and contributions to the creation of an organizational knowledge
database, and it has piqued the interest of practitioners and researchers (Cabrera and Cabrera 2002;
Hansen 2002). Knowledge sharing within a firm is a critical issue in knowledge management, and it is
regarded as a firm’s most valuable resource because it embodies intangible assets and creative processes
that are difficult to replicate (Grant 1996; Porter and Liebeskind 1996). This reciprocal interchange is

vital in molding employees’ perceptions of one another and enhancing the productivity of firms (Blau
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1963; Flynn 2003a). Note that most discussions of knowledge management and information sharing

differentiate between data, information, and knowledge.

One of the gains of reciprocal exchange is cooperation (Emerson 1976). Employees can also gain
valuable resources, such as expertise and information content, over time by giving and receiving
benefits—not because of hierarchical power or contractual obligations, but because the rules of

reciprocity are so strongly supported by each other (Flynn 2003b; Heath 1976).

Information exchange is a critical component for firms striving to stay competitive (Moberg et al. 2002),
and understanding and putting information sharing into practice are seen as critical for businesses to be
competitive and profitable. Successful exchanges require a free flow of information, which refers to the

movement of information or data among members of an organization.

Workers will be more productive if they develop favorable information-sharing behaviors (Baird and
Henderson 2001; Teece 2000). When information sharing is promoted, a company can increase
information flow, efficiency, and effectiveness, as well as respond to changing customer needs more
quickly. Organizations that foster knowledge exchange do gain long-term competitive advantages
(Barua et al. 2007; Wagner 2006) because knowledge is a known driver of business success (Bock et al.
2007). This relationship is further altered by contextual factors, such as the type of industry, size of the
organization, and type of organizational structure, that affect the quality of information provided (Li and

Lin 2006).

Individuals who generate, recognize, archive, access, and utilize information when performing their
activities possess useful information and expertise (Grant 1996; Nonaka and Konno 1998). The
information sharing activities of employees determine how information moves across individual and

organizational boundaries into organizational routines and practices. Information gaps are more likely
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to occur when there is a lack of information sharing across an organization (Baird and Henderson 2001,
Teece 2000). Within organizations, information is usually exchanged through networks of members
(Barua et al. 2007; Hatala 2006). In fact, members with higher-strength networks are more likely to
obtain higher-quality information than those with lower-strength networks (Parker et al. 2001; Sinkula

1994),

The behavioral intentions of individuals toward information sharing and contribution in the network is
a popular subject of study. In this study, | focus on information contribution content in the context of
the behavioral intentions of employees in the organization. That is, what are the factors in an

organization that affect employee information contribution?

2.4 Influencing Factors of Information Contribution

The literature has long identified a wide range of factors that influence employees’ knowledge-
and information-sharing behaviors across various industries and types of organizations. The
streams of research on factors affecting information contribution can be classified into three broad

factors: situational and context, relationship, and knowledge.

Situational and context factors indicate the characteristics of an organization, such as organizational
culture, leadership, organizational structure, information technology, and compensation system.
Relationship factors are components that facilitate the relationship among groups or organizations that
transmit and accept knowledge, and include trust level, communication level, intimacy, mutual
influence, characteristics of recipients, characteristics of beneficiaries, information on knowledge
holders, and competitive relationships among groups. The knowledge factors are related to which
attributes are shared, and include whether the knowledge can be codified, causal ambiguity, and the

usefulness and value of knowledge (Park and Moon 2004).
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Others may also find information on a wide range of topics useful, such as domain-specific expertise,
project experience, technical information, and market information. While one or more members of an
online community may share such information, the decision is entirely theirs (Li 2011). Information
controlled by one or a few individuals, but that is valuable to other members of the community, is
referred to as discretionary information. There are numerous ways to share such confidential
information. Computer technology and the Internet have especially simplified and streamlined the
process of storing and retrieving such data (Li 2011). The most common method of information

exchange today is the sharing of arbitrary information over computer networks (Li 2011).

Within an organization, widespread information contributions remain the exception rather than the rule.
On the contrary, information hoarding and suspicion of information provided by others is a natural
human tendency (Davenport and Prusak 1998). Many, if not most, businesses actively limit information
contributions owing to concerns about confidentiality, industrial espionage, and diverting or overloading
employees with work-related attention (Constant et al. 1994). The organizational incentive structures
(such as pay-for-performance schemes) of a firm may, in fact, discourage information contribution if
employees believe that providing information will jeopardize their personal efforts to distinguish
themselves from their colleagues (Huber 2001). Such a work environment that is not conducive to

information sharing is difficult to change once it has been established (Ruggles 1998).

The influencing factors of knowledge management can be summarized and sorted based on a
broad overview of the qualitative and quantitative research; they can generally be analyzed from
the perspective of several dimensions, including individual, organizational, and technical. The
review of the literature thereof showed that more than half of the studies listed human and
technological factors as key influencing factors. In Heisig’s (2009) study, in particular, over 40

percent of respondents named “organizational factors” as another key influencer.
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2.4.1 Individual Factors

Employee motivation and knowledge-sharing behavior are fixtures of the discussion on self-
determination theory (Deci and Ryan 2000). Deci and Ryan (2000), in particular, distinguish
between two motivation types based on different goals and reasons for action: intrinsic motivation

and extrinsic motivation.

Intrinsic motivation is driven by interest in the task itself, enjoyment, or a willingness to help
others; it exists within the individual rather than relying on any external pressure or other reward.
People who are intrinsically motivated are more likely to engage in tasks and work to improve
their skills, which, in turn, can improve organizational productivity (Deci and Ryan 2000).
Extrinsic motivation is the manifestation of an activity that results in a desired outcome. It is
focused on an orientation toward goals such as monetary rewards and personal career advancement

(Deci and Ryan 2000).

Extrinsic motivation is typically based on perceptions of the costs (efforts) and benefits (rewards)
of knowledge and information sharing. When people perceive benefits that outweigh or equal costs,
they share their knowledge and information. Many organizations exploit this tendency by
implementing reward systems that encourage employees to share their knowledge and information.
Both intrinsic and extrinsic motivations are seen as drivers or determinants of knowledge-sharing

behaviors in the literature on knowledge management (Wang and Hou 2015).

Trust is also an important influential factor in knowledge sharing. It is the belief that another party
will behave appropriately and not take advantage of the situation (Gefen et al. 2003; Hsu et al.
2007), and it exists at both the individual (as interpersonal trust) and organizational or social levels

(Hau et al. 2013; Chow and Chan 2008). Employee interaction is especially influenced by social
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trust, as well as how much employees want to learn from each other and share their knowledge

(Chow and Chan 2008).

2.4.2. Organizational Factors

Organizational or corporate culture constitutes the values, beliefs, and systems that promote or
inhibit knowledge creation and information sharing within a company (Newell et al. 2009; Janz
and Prasarnphanich 2003; Alavi and Leidner 2001; Michailova and Minbaeva 2012). The
motivation of an employee to contribute knowledge and information may also be influenced by
friendly relations among employees and organizational culture (Hung et al. 2011)—an extremely

powerful factor that can influence individuals’ day-to-day work practices (Lauring, 2009).

More relevant to this research, organizational culture is also linked to national culture. Noh (2021)
argues that shared culture exists in the values, beliefs, and attitudes of groups; and that based on
people’s values and cultural differences, this affects whether social networking service (SNS)
users are familiar with disseminating information. For example, earlier research by Bock et al.
(2005) and Davenport and Prusak (1998) argues that shared cultures maintain concepts that tend
to effectively guide the use of information management tools and are beneficial for encouraging
information-sharing behavior. As cultural sharing stimulates the free flow of information, people
are willing to share a large amount of useful information with other users (Hult et al. 2003; Raban

and Rafaeli 2007).

In Noh’s (2021) study, community openness within an information-sharing culture is seen as an
individual tendency, usually associated with more positive information-sharing beliefs. Noh thus

explores the diversity of shared cultures; measures and analyzes projects from the perspective of
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fairness, openness, and identity; and finds that it affects the extent to which SNS users disseminate

information in shared cultural environments.

| also briefly review the effect of organizational citizen behavior (OCB) on information sharing in
organizational influencing factors. Social exchange theory (Blau 1964) states that knowledge and
information sharing is a way of social interaction. It further attributes information sharing to
behavioral factors such as job security, status, the balance of power, and maintenance of future
relationships (Bock et al. 2005; Cabrera and Cabrera 2005; Jarvenpaa and Staples 2001,
Muthusamy et al. 2007). Information sharing is a form of OCB, which is a voluntary act that
contributes to an organization’s competitive advantage. OCB is known to significantly affect
information-sharing behavior (Al-Zu’bi 2011; Ramasamy and Thamaraiselvan 2011; Teh and
Yong, 2011; Islam et al. 2012; Teh and Sun 2012; Husain and Husain 2016). This means that the

more employees there are that exhibit OCB, the higher their information-sharing behavior.

2.4.3 Technological Factors

Technology is a core factor and an important driver of managing knowledge and knowledge
sharing in an organization. Technology use, functionality, and usability (Kirchner et al. 2009);
contribution “requires too much time and effort” (Vuori and Okkonen 2012); platform structure
(Matschke et al. 2014); “interface design and user needs” (Hung et al. 2011); and other factors are

considered to be important factors in employee knowledge and information contribution.

According to recent research, corporate social media is a facilitator of new ways of working and
new forms of knowledge sharing and interaction (Razmerita et al. 2016). | hypothesize that,
depending on the internal context of the organization, technology can not only improve

information self-efficacy, connectivity effectiveness, and levels of cooperation among employees,
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but it can also reduce user motivation (e.g., when contribution costs are high) (Cabrera and Cabrera

2002).

| analyze and summarize the influencing factors of information contribution in several dimensions
based on the literature review. Although these are not the only influencing factors, | focus on the
factors of personal motivation dimension and the motivation of individuals to contribute

information in the organization. In Table 1-1, I classify the literature on this topic.

Table 1-1. Literature Review on Influencing Factors of Information Contribution

Influencing

Classification Literature Review Source
Factors

Intrinsic motivation is driven by
interest in the task itself,
enjoyment, or a willingness to help
others, and that exists within the
individual rather than relying on
Intrinsic any external pressure or other Deci and Ryan
Motivation | reward. People who are (2000)
intrinsically motivated are more
likely to engage in tasks and work
o to improve their skills, which, in
Individual turn, can improve organizational
Factors productivity (Deci and Ryan 2000).

Extrinsic motivation is the
manifestation of an activity that

results in a desired outcome. It Deci and Ryan
Extrinsic focuses on goal-oriented (2000);
Motivation | motivations such as monetary Wang and Hou
rewards and personal career (2015)
advancement (Deci and Ryan
2000).
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Interpersonal
Trust

Trust influences knowledge
sharing. It can be discussed at the
individual level, such as
interpersonal trust and
organization, or at various social
levels, such as class (Hau et al.
2013; Chow and Chan 2008).

Hau et al. (2013);

Chow and Chan
(2008)

Table 1-2. Literature Review on Influencing Factors of Information Contribution

Influencing
Factors

Classification

Literature Review

Source

Organizational
Factors

Organizational
Trust

Trust is the belief that the other
party will behave appropriately and
will not take advantage of the
situation (Gefen et al. 2003; Hsu et
al. 2007). Employee interactions
are influenced by social and
organizational trust, that is, how
much they want to learn from each
other and share their knowledge
(Chow and Chan 2008).

Gefen et al. (2003);
Hsu et al. (2007);

Chow and Chan
(2008)

Organizational
Culture

Organizational or corporate culture
can be defined as the values,
beliefs, and systems that promote
or inhibit knowledge creation and
information sharing within a
company (Newell et al. 2009; Janz
and Prasarnphanich 2003; Alavi
and Leidner 2001; Michailova and
Minbaeva 2012). Employee
motivation to contribute knowledge
and information may also be
influenced by organizational
culture and friendly relations
among employees (Hung et al.
2011).

Newell et al. (2009)
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National
Cultural

Organizational culture is linked to
national culture. According to
Lauring (2009), organizational
culture is extremely powerful and
can influence an individual’s day-
to-day work practices.

Lauring (2009)

Table 1-3. Literature Review on Influencing Factors of Information Contribution

Influencing
Factors

Classification

Literature Review

Source

Organizational
Factors

Sharing
Cultural

Noh (2021) argues that shared
culture exists in the values, beliefs,
and attitudes of groups. Based on
people’s values and cultural
differences, this affects whether
SNS users are familiar with
disseminating information. For
example, shared cultures maintain
concepts that tend to effectively
guide the use of information
management tools and are
beneficial for encouraging
information shared behavior (Bock
et al. 2005; Davenport and Prusak
1998; Davenport et al. 1998). As
cultural sharing stimulates the free
flow of information, people are
willing to share a large amount of
useful information with other users
(Hult et al. 2003; Raban and Rafaeli
2007). In the Noh (2021) study,
community openness within an
information-sharing culture is seen
as an individual tendency, usually
associated with more positive
information-sharing beliefs. Noh
(2021) explores the diversity of
shared cultures; measures and

Davenport and
Prusak (1998);
Hult et al. (2003);
Bock et al. (2005);
Raban and Rafaeli
(2007);

Noh (2021)
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analyzes projects from the
perspective of fairness, openness,
and identity; and finds that it affects
the extent to which SNS users
disseminate information in shared
cultural environments.

Organizational
Citizen
Behavior

Information sharing is a form of
OCB—a voluntary act that
contributes to an organization’s
competitive advantage. OCB has a
significant effect on information-
sharing behavior (Al-Zu’bi 2011;
Ramasamy and Thamaraiselvan
2011; Teh and Yong 2011; Islam et
al. 2012; Teh and Sun 2012; Husain
and Husain 2016). This means that
the more employees exhibit OCB,
the higher their information-sharing
behavior.

Husain and Husain
(2016);
Teh and Sun (2012)

Technological
Factors

Technical
Usefulness
Technical
Ease of Use
Technology
Application

Technology as a core factor is an
important driver for managing
knowledge and knowledge sharing
in an organization. Technology use
and functionality, usability
(Kirchner et al. 2008), that
contribution “requires too much
time and effort” (Muori and
Okkonen 2012), platform structure
(Matschke et al. 2014), and
“interface design and user needs”
(Hung et al. 2011) are considered
important factors of employee
knowledge and information
contribution. According to recent
research, corporate social media is a
facilitator of new ways of working
and new forms of knowledge

Razmerita et al.
(2016);
Cabrera (2002)
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sharing and interaction (Razmerita
et al. 2016). This study
hypothesizes that, depending on the
internal context of the organization,
technology can not only improve
information self-efficacy,
connectivity effectiveness, and
levels of cooperation among
employees, but it can also reduce
user motivation (e.g., when
contribution costs are high)
(Cabrera 2002).

The literature review confirms that organizational influencing factors (organizational trust,
organizational culture, national culture, shared culture, organizational citizen behavior, etc.) affect
employees’ information contribution (Hung et al. 2011; Bock et al. 2005; Noh 2021; Husain and Husain
2016). However, these factors may be limited by external changes, including external environmental
factors, which ultimately affect information contribution. Technical factors can affect the efficiency of
communication and collaboration among employees contributing information, and also reduce user

motivation (e.g., when contribution costs are high) (Cabrera and Cabrera 2002).

This study focuses on individual influencing factors, including intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. I thus
define intrinsic motivation as that driven by interest in the task itself, enjoyment, or a willingness to help
others; its source is internal, that is, within the individual, than based in external pressures or rewards.
People who are intrinsically motivated are more likely to engage in tasks and strive to improve their
skills, which can ultimately increase organizational productivity (Deci and Ryan 2000). Alternatively,
extrinsic motivation is focused on goal-oriented motivation, such as monetary rewards and personal

career development (Deci and Ryan 2000). Extrinsic motivation is usually based on perceptions of the
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costs (efforts) and benefits (rewards) of knowledge and information sharing. When people believe the

benefits are greater than or equal to the costs, they share their knowledge and information.

| conduct an in-depth investigation of an individual factor (motivation), and then combine the
expectancy theory and the characteristics of the Chinese corporate relationship culture to develop the

variable of a personal factor (motivation) to apply it to an information contribution model.

2.5 Theoretical Development

In the theoretical review of the influencing factors of information contribution, | focus on two main
factors of performance and relationship expectations based on expectancy theory, Chinese relationship
culture, work engagement, and information contribution, with the mediating effect of work engagement

on information contribution intention.

| use expectancy theory as the general framework to study the direct effect of performance and
relationship expectations on information-contributing behavior. Expectancy theory will help us
understand the intrinsic manifestation of motivation, the study’s main focus. Recall that intrinsic
motivation is an interest in the task itself and not rooted in any external pressure or reward. Intrinsically
motivated people, as noted earlier, increase organizational productivity (Deci and Ryan 2000). Relatedly,
work engagement positively affects employees’ willingness to share knowledge (Song et al. 2014; Chen
etal. 2011; Tang et al. 2015). Engaged employees are mentally, emotionally, and physically connected
and integrated, and focused on their roles. According to Kahn (1990), such employees are not only open
to themselves and others, but also to work and others because they are fully committed to their work
(Kahn 1990). Combined with the cultural characteristics of China’s SMEs, | go into the greater details

of relationship expectations.
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The literature on people’s motivation to contribute to a pool of information and the factors that lead to
solutions to communication dilemmas provides a foundation for developing the hypotheses about

information-contributing behaviors (Li 2011).

2.5.1 Expectancy Theory

This section discusses and explains expectancy theory from the perspective of organizational members’
expectations of organizational performance and relationships. In terms of motivational expectancy
theory, let us look at VVroom’s (1964) theoretical study, which states that personal assessment options
are chosen based on which options are thought to lead to the most desirable personal outcomes.
Expectancy theory is a cognitive theory of motivation that focuses on human subjective rational
behavior. It comprises three core concepts—expectations, tools, and valence—which when combined
produce motivational forces. Expectancy theory was initially developed to explain motivation,
specifically a voluntary choice made by individuals when alternatives are available. When applied to a

jobrole, it focuses on three areas: decision making, satisfaction, and performance levels.

According to expectancy theory, people actively monitor the outcomes of their actions and assess the
likelihood of those actions resulting in specific positive outcomes. Accordingly, the desire for reward
determines an individual’s motivation to perform certain actions. The willingness to put in the effort to
achieve a specific outcome is thus determined by several factors, including (a) the value that will be
assessed on the return, (b) the likelihood that those outcomes will yield a return, and (c) the likelihood
of achieving the ultimate goal (Isaac et al. 2001; Li 2011). In the past, researchers have used expectancy
theory to investigate the factors that lead to system acceptance and intention to use as well (Ajzen and

Fishbein 1980; DeSanctis 1983; Snead and Harrell 1994; Li 2011).
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Employee motivation and knowledge-sharing behaviors are often discussed in self-determination theory
(Deci and Ryan 2000). According to Passer and Smith (2004), the concept of “motivation” refers to the
processes that influence the direction, persistence, and vitality of goal-directed behavior. Likewise,
Coetsee (2003) states that the term “motivation” refers to the interaction between forces within an
individual and his/her environment. Kreitner and Kinicki (2007) argue that, in the current context,
motivation represents the mental processes that lead to arousal, direction, and persistence of voluntary
behavior. Likewise, Werner (2002) describes motivation as intentional (one chooses to act) and
directional (indicating the presence of a drive aimed at achieving a particular goal). Applied in a work
context, motivation is the willingness of individuals and teams to put in a high level of effort to achieve
organizational goals, conditioned on the ability to strive to meet individual and team needs (Coetsee
2003). As noted earlier, Deci and Ryan distinguished motivation in extrinsic and intrinsic in terms of
one’s goals, and the latter is the subject of my focus. We can understand motivation as a process that
affects behaviors that improve organizational performance and personal relationships. It is the
interaction between the internal strength of an individual and his/her organizational environment—a

psychological process that leads to the persistence of information-contributing behavior.

Expectancy theory holds that people choose between alternative behavioral plans based on their
perceptions (expectations) of how well a given behavior will lead to a desired outcome. Transactions
such as payment for services rendered typically occur in organizational employment relationships
between the employer (provider of incentives and recognition) and the employee (provider of service)
(Dawson 2000). Ceteris paribus, Robinson (1992) shows a link between transactional leadership and
stimulus-response theory because incentives (in the form of rewards, salaries, rewards, etc.) are used to

ensure expectations are met. Responses and organizational outcomes are thus reproduced and repeated.
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However, in most transactional relationships, managerial power and authority are absolute and
unassailable, to the point where employees become production system automatons. Those deemed
productive receive rewards, whereas those deemed unproductive and competitive are pushed out of the

system (Mathibe 2008).

Expectations, effort, productivity, and rewards all have a delicate relationship. DeSimon et al. (2002)
state that, if a person believes that there is a reasonable chance that his/her efforts will help achieve
organizational goals, and that this achievement will be a tool, he/she will exert more effort. It will be
used by the individual to achieve his/her personal objectives. If this is the case, organizational goals will
take precedence over personal goals, which may explain why incentives and rewards are used to

recognize employee efforts.

The literature establishes that when an employer and an employee enter into an employment relationship,
both parties have expectations. Kotter (1976) explains the expectations of employers and employees,
making two groups of comparisons and offering two perspectives. The first set of expectations
represents what the individual expects from the organization and what the organization expects to give
to the individual, while the second set of expectations represents what the individual expects to bring to
the organization. These two expectations represent a relationship of compromise intended to produce a
win-win situation for both the employee and the organization. Such inclusion expectations are the

“dynamics of organization-individual interactions (Mathibe 2008).

The psychological contract, according to Kreitner and Kinicki (2007), is the perception of the terms and
associated conditions by which an individual makes a reciprocal exchange with another party. Schein

(1980) summarizes the significance of expectations succinctly and clearly:
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... one of my central assumptions is that whether a person develops dedication, loyalty, and enthusiasm
for an organization and its goals is largely determined by two factors: These include: (1) the degree to
which his own expectations of what the organization will provide him with what he owes organization
match with what the organizations are of what it will give and get; (2) assuming there is agreement

on expectations what actually is to be exchanged. ..

It may be argued that both employers and employees must convey their expectations.

Expected relationship refers to a personal desire that arises for relationship formation when an individual
is placed in a situation where he/she can form a new relationship with the members of the community
to which he/she belongs (Lee et al. 2020). Nadri et al. (2004) and Lee et al. (2020) also agree that
communication in a virtual space helps maintain social networks by upholding existing relationships
and reestablishing old relationships with weak influence. The authors explain that individuals form a
habit of creating and maintaining intimate, appropriate relationships. This strengthens the intimacy of
existing relationships, while a new human network is also formed that allows one to connect to the
virtual space at any free time or communicate with someone constantly through information sharing

(Lee et al. 2020).

Mellor et al. (2001) explains that factors such as whether to share experiences with the other party and
the existence of dialogue that can give the other party a sense of stability and promote exchange are
important resources for relationship formation. On the formation of online relationships, studies
emphasize real person-to-person contact, while also insisting on exchanges with “real people” (Mellor

etal. 2001; Lee et al. 2020).

Relationship of expectations features in studies on online social interactions and on the determinants of

the level of participation of Internet users. Such a relationship has a positive effect on the immersion of
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online communities and the effectiveness of the Internet (Emde et al. 2020; Lee et al. 2020). It also
significantly affects perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use in the formation of immersive online

communities in technology acceptance models (Nadri et al. 2004; Lee et al. 2020).

2.5.2 China’s Relationship Culture

It is widely assumed that Chinese societies emphasize on guanxi exchanges. Chinese enterprises
similarly conduct economic transactions and maintain social exchanges based on this philosophy. In this
article, guanxi is understood to mean “relationship”; that is, a special social relationship based on mutual
benefit, mutual responsibility for resource acquisition, and ongoing cooperation, or reciprocity.
Relationships are the fundamental link that allow today’s Chinese enterprises and Chinese people to

maintain economic and social activities.

Personal relationships are highly valued in Chinese society as the foundation of economic and social
organization (Hwang 1987). Although it is among individuals, the relationship is built on reciprocal
exchanges between members of the “inner circle” (Hwang 1987; Fei 1992). This is a unique way of
social composition in today’s China, where “who you know” is more important than “what you know”

(Yeung and Tung 1996).

In China, people believe that, in daily life and business dealings, guanxi can improve the
competitiveness of enterprises, help easily obtain scarce resources when necessary, and make long-term

survival and development possible (Tsang 1998; Luo 1997; Yeung and Tung 1996).

From a theoretical point of view, the motivation of the relationship, as constructed by Chinese
enterprises and the Chinese, can be explained in three ways. First, from a sociological point of view,
relationship emphasizes feelings and their maintenance. Emotional retention is common among close

friends and family members, where social exchange mainly follows the law of needs; that is, resource
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allocation is not based on members’ contributions to the organization, but rather on their individual
needs. It is usually difficult for resource allocators to meet the requirements of all members. By
convention, beneficiary members will return the benefits and resources they have received in the past.
Such a relationship has the characteristics of “face,” and “face” is a manifestation of Chinese people’s
lack of affection. Second, from an economic point of view, the focus is on transaction fees. Relationship
cannot only reduce transaction costs, but also improve transaction efficiency. Third, from the legal
standpoint, the family-centered relationship network has been strengthened in the absence of a complete
legal system. In the context of a well-established legal system, Chinese companies and Chinese people

try to find personal power within the trust-based relationship network for protection (Davies et al. 1995).

Noh and Kang (2021) state that the motivation for obtaining personal information is to maintain
interpersonal relationships or friendships. Their analysis shows that Chinese respondents mostly

emphasized friendship, which highlights the characteristics of Chinese relationship culture.

Personal information-sharing activities are motivated by a desire to improve interpersonal
communication (Noh and Kang 2021). Noh et al. (2022) also point to the belief that these mutual
relationships can be improved through knowledge sharing; and in the interest of fairness and reciprocity,

employees who operate on desire may have a positive attitude toward information sharing.

I consider the relationship motivation and expectancy theory to expound on the relationship between
members of China’s SMEs and the relationship between members and the organization. This study

especially focuses on expectation reciprocity and relationship expectation.

2.5.3 Relationship Networks and Knowledge Sharing within Enterprises

Guanxi is a concept that describes the relationship between individuals and business networks in China

(Luo et al. 2012). Hitt et al.’s (2002) view is that the mutually beneficial relationship of obligation
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between Chinese ties and Korean personal ties is established among people who share visible and

meaningful experiences.

Ordonez de Pablos (2005) states that the emotional relationship among individuals implies the
development of close relationships with others. Ultimately, he notes, there is an emotional connection
between two different organizations. In other words, guanxi is a very important strategic and
organizational factor that constitutes an intimate and powerful network in business relationships

between individuals and companies in China (Gao et al. 2014).

Note that knowledge sharing is the exchange of knowledge possessed by members of an enterprise
organization with other enterprise organizations through networks that are transformed into assets and
resources (Lai et al. 2010). In this context, researchers have studied knowledge sharing among firms in
the form of knowledge transfer. Easterby-Smith et al. (2008) propose that knowledge transfer is
bidirectional, as the relationship between two parties in the network (such as strategic alliances and
consumers/suppliers) changes. Lu et al. (2013) argue that knowledge transfer is a process in which a

company is influenced by other companies through a network.

Lu et al. (2006) believe that, knowledge dissemination and technology transfer among companies can
be promoted through informal communication and exchanges such as establishing social networks.
Knowledge can be created and utilized across networks for commercial purposes (Moller et al. 2004).
Vithessonthi (2008), however, caution that knowledge learning among firms is possible not only

through contracts among managers, but also by exchanging important knowledge.

Knowledge sharing among partner companies and among bilateral companies is inseparable from
relationship formation; similarly, information contribution among corporate employees is inseparable

from relationships—at least in the “relationship-oriented society” of China (Gao et al. 2014). This is
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why guanxi has such an importance place in Chinese business networks; it informs all business practices,
and is a singular cultural factor that connects networks of mutually beneficial relationships as well as

networks of mutually beneficial relationships among employees.

This way, | consider guanxi to be a business relationship network among alliance partners, and thus a

factor of knowledge sharing among enterprises and information contribution among employees.

2.5.4 Work Engagement and Information Contribution

The intention of employees to share knowledge depends on their work engagement (Song et al. 2014;
Chen et al. 2011; Tang et al. 2015). Yet, the probable link between work engagement and knowledge

sharing is underappreciated (Chen et al. 2011).

| examine a number of studies wherein engagement is defined as, on the one hand, promoting
connections with work and others, and on the other hand, performing task behaviors while
simultaneously using and expressing one’s “preferred self” (Kahn 1990). As noted before, engaged

employees are focused, self-confident, open to others, and committed to their work (Kahn 1990).

The increased attention toward work and employee engagement has led to the emergence of varied
conceptualizations and definitions thereof. According to Schaufeli et al. (2002), the most widely used
and recognized definition of work engagement is “a positive, gratifying, job-related state of mind
marked by energy, devotion, and immersion.” Individuals who are passionate about their work often
have more energy and mental resilience; they put in a lot of effort (vigor) in the activities that they do.
Such engaged personnel are invested in their work, and experience a sense of purpose, excitement,

inspiration, pride, and challenge.

According to Shuck and Wollard (2010), comparable definitions of work engagement exist in the

literature, such as personal engagement, behavior engagement, and trait engagement, and each provides
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a unique perspective and context. For the purposes of this study, the term “work engagement” is chosen
and defined in accordance with the previously described terms. Work engagement, when compared with
other related concepts, encompasses a wide range of aspects of the employee engagement experience
(e.g., cognitive, emotional, and physical). It is the intentional involvement with or attachment to tasks,
objectives, or organizational activities at the cognitive, emotional, and physical level by, for example,
having a positive self-perception of one’s effectiveness, feeling positive emotions about executing tasks,
and voluntarily utilizing one’s energy and effort to achieve those tasks (Castaneda and Durén 2018;

Kuok and Taormina 2017).

Work engagement is a key factor in determining organizational performance and success. It has already
shown to influence organizational outcomes such as job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and
organizational citizenship behavior (Bailey et al. 2017; Andrew and Sofian 2012; Saks 2006). We know
that employee work engagement improves the intention to share knowledge (Song et al. 2014; Chen et
al. 2011; Tang et al. 2015). Such employees are more likely to share ideas and expertise (Chen et al.
2011), and the resulting job satisfaction has a profound influence on increased innovative behaviors at

work (Agarwal 2014; Agarwal et al. 2012; De Spiegelaere et al. 2016).

On the relationship between information sharing and innovative work behavior (Radaelli et al. 2014;
Kim and Park 2015; Yu, et al. 2013), we know that employees are more likely to elaborate, integrate,
and translate information when they share their expertise (Radaelli et al. 2014) than when they simply
pass it along to receivers. This activity encourages employees to engage in creative work behaviors such
as looking for opportunities for change and implementing new ideas into existing organizational
procedures. Taken together, increased employee work engagement may have a positive effect on

knowledge-sharing and creative behavior.
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Work engagement encompasses experiences at the cognitive, emotional, and physical level; it is the
intentional involvement with or attachment to tasks, objectives, or organizational activities (Castaneda
and Dur&n 2018; Kuok and Taormina 2017). The strong correlation between work engagement and
information sharing in organizations also provides a strong basis for the selection of work engagement

as a construct.

Reviewing this literature allows in-depth research and development of expectancy theory within the
context of performance expectation motivation and relational expectation motivation. | investigate the
relationship expectation by considering guanxi among Chinese SMEs. In terms of variable definitions,
as per the unified theory of acceptance and use of technology model, performance expectation is defined
as the extent to which a person believes that using the system can help improve the performance of a
task, whereas social influence is the perception that important people around them believe they should
use the new system (Venkatesh et al. 2003; Venkatesh e al. 2012). In this study, performance expectation
is defined as the extent to which organizational and individual performance can be improved through
information contribution. Here, relationship expectation is considered a social influencing factor,
defined as the extent to which a relationship with members of an organization could be improved and
maintained through information contribution. Finally, intention and behavioral factors are also part of
the composition of this study. My model draws from the theory of reasoned action (TRA). | further
discuss intention as a good predictor of behavior (Ajzen 1991; Fishbein and Ajzen 1975), where
intention is defined as self-instruction for carrying out a particular action to achieve a particular result
(Triandis 1979), and, in turn, a person’s actions are the visible manifestation of their actions (Triandis
1979; Millikan and Woodfield 1993). Given the theoretical basis of information-sharing intention and
knowledge-sharing behaviors, | add information-contribution intention and information-contribution

behavior into my model.
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Chapter 3

I11. Research Model and Hypothesis Development

3.1 Research Model
Based on expectancy theory, this research model introduces performance and relationship expectation,
and work engagement through the correlation between work engagement and information contribution.

I make appropriate modifications and improvements to the TRA model.

TRA was developed by Fishbein and Ajzen in 1975. It is mainly used to analyze how attitudes
consciously affect individual behavior, and lends insight into how attitudes are formed based on
cognitive information. TRA focuses on the intention to engage in certain behavior. It is especially
popular among scholars developing psychosocial models that explain human behavior, and is actually
an expansion of expectancy theory, which includes environmental factors in addition to the differences
among individuals. Within this context, individual motivation is a function of attitudes that stem from

one’s hopes to realize one’s potential to achieve desired outcomes through certain behaviors.

However, my research model deviates from the conventional TRA model in three ways: 1) performance
and relationship expectations directly affect the information contribution intention and work
engagement; 2) information contribution intention and work engagement directly affect information
contribution behavior; and 3) the degree of the mediating effect of information contribution intention
and work engagement on performance and relationship expectations affects the information contribution

behavior. Figures 1 and 2 illustrate the research model and hypotheses, respectively.
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Figure 1. Research Model
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Figure 2. Hypothesis Relationship Model
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H9 = Performance Expectation — Information Contribution Intention — Information Contribution
Behavior; H10 = Relationship Expectation — Information Contribution Intention — Information
Contribution Behavior; H11 = Performance Expectation — Work Engagement — Information
Contribution Behavior; H12 = Relationship Expectation — Work Engagement — Information
Contribution Behavior
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3.2 Hypothesis Development

Through a detailed review of the literature, | formulate the hypotheses based on the model and variables

shown in Figure 2. The eight hypotheses are listed in Table 2.

Table 2. Hypothesis Development

Items Hypothesis
Hvoothesis 1 Information contribution intention has a positive
yp effect on information contribution behavior.
Hvoothesis 2 Performance expectation has a positive effect on information
P contribution intention.
. Performance expectation has a positive effect on information
Hypothesis 3 - g
contribution behavior.
Hypothesis 4 Performance expectation has a positive effect on work engagement.
. Work engagement has a positive effect on information contribution
Hypothesis 5 .
behavior.
Hypothesis 6 Relationship expectation has a positive effect on work engagement.
Hypothesis 7 Relat_lons_hlp expectation has a positive effect on information
contribution intention.
. Relationship expectation has a positive effect on information
Hypothesis 8 - :
contribution behavior.
Hvpothesis 9 Performance expectation indirectly affects information contribution
yp behavior through information contribution intention.
. Relationship expectation indirectly affects information contribution
Hypothesis 10 . . . A .
behavior through information contribution intention.
. Performance expectation indirectly affects information contribution
Hypothesis 11 .
behavior through work engagement.
. Relationship expectation indirectly affects information contribution
Hypothesis 12 -
behavior through work engagement.
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The close relationship between intention and behavior is based in theory and empirical evidence
(Armitage and Conner 2001). The literature on behavioral intentions defines knowledge-sharing
behavior as the dissemination of knowledge and information acquired by one member to other members
within a virtual community (Lin et al. 2009; Ryu et al. 2003), while creative commons intention is the
degree to which a member believes a person will engage in knowledge-sharing behaviors (Bock et al.

2005).

Behavioral intention is a strong predictor of actual behavior according to the theory of planned behavior
(Ajzen 1991); there exists substantial empirical evidence supporting this relationship (see Kim et al.
2008; Pavlou and Fygenson 2006; Venkatesh and Davis 2000). | thus anticipate that the willingness to

contribute information will positively influence behavior to this effect.

Intention is also a good predictor of behavior (Ajzen 1991; Fishbein and Ajzen 1975); it is defined as
performing a specific action or self-indication of actions to achieve a specific outcome (Triandis 1979).
A person’s actions are visible manifestations of their actions (Triandis 1979; Millikan and Woodfield
1993). Indeed, Castaneda and Dur&n (2016) confirm a positive relationship between knowledge-sharing

intentions and knowledge-sharing behaviors in public organizations. | thus hypothesize:

Hypothesis 1: Information contribution intention has a positive effect on information contribution

behavior.

Expectancy theory explains how a decision-making action is motivated by the desire for a reward
(Vroom 1964; Li 2011). This theory assumes that people actively monitor the outcomes of their actions
and assess the likelihood that those actions will result in specific positive outcomes, such a reward. An
individual’s desire to receive this reward determines the motivation for certain behaviors. Thus, the

willingness to exert effort to achieve a result can be determined by several factors, including (a) the
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value that can potentially be received as a reward; (b) the likelihood that a performance will generate
returns; and (c) the achievement of performance outcomes the possibility of the target (Isaac et al. 2001,
Li 2011). Expectancy theory has also been used to investigate the factors that lead to system acceptance

and intention to use (Ajzen and Fishbein 1980; DeSanctis 1983; Snead and Harrell 1994; Li 2011).

According to social exchange theory, outcome expectations refer to the expected outcome of one’s
behavior (Bandura 1997; Compeau and Higgins 1995), and an individual’s conduct may result in a
beneficial outcome because people act in their own best interests (Bock and Kim 2002). Such positive
expectancies can be viewed as incentives within each form, and human behavior is influenced by these
various types of influences (Bandura 1997). Social cognitive theory lends further credence to this belief,
as it states that individuals are more likely to engage in behaviors that they expect to lead to positive
outcomes. In this study, individual outcome expectation refers to the information contributor’s judgment
that his/her information-contribution behavior will help achieve performance and organizational
outcomes, whereas organization-related outcome expectation refers to the information contributor’s
judgment that his/her information contribution will help achieve performance and organizational

outcomes (Chiu et al. 2006).

According to the efficiency-oriented perspective, employees share knowledge that will allow them to
produce the outputs that will help them achieve their goals more efficiently (Abrahamson 1991). For
employees, information-sharing behavior and innovation improves their performance at and efficiency

in achieving professional outcomes.

Positive performance outcomes include increased productivity and work quality, a lower error rate, a
greater ability to meet goals and objectives, and overall improvements in job performance (Yuan and
Woodman 2010). Employees may share information to improve the efficiency of their work roles and

units. This increased job performance allows them to be more competitive and successful.
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| interpret individual outcome expectations based on the hypotheses developed in established literature.

That is, the effects of both outcome and performance expectations are the same. | thus hypothesize:

Hypothesis 2: Performance expectation has a positive effect on information contribution intention.

Hypothesis 3: Performance expectation has a positive effect on information contribution behavior.

Hypothesis 9: Performance expectation indirectly affects information contribution behavior through

information contribution intention.

Employees with high intrinsic motivation spend more time on organizational activities, have pleasanter
moods, and experience less anxiety in the workplace (Deci and Ryan 1980). They are more engaged
with their work because they are driven. If an employee’s work engagement leads to performance-

related rewards, he/she is likely to be more involved with his/her work.

As per the concept of social exchange, relationships are a major determinant of two individuals’ attitudes
and motivations when they are influenced by their social and organizational environment, particularly
when exchanging unspecified cooperative outputs such as knowledge. Unlike economic transactions,
social exchange results in friendship and/or authority over others, as well as broad, uncertain
commitments (Organ and Konovsky 1989). The main concern is the relationship itself, rather than any
direct extrinsic benefit (Blau 1967). Employees who believe that work engagement can improve their
reciprocal relationships (i.e., social exchange) with others and are motivated by a desire for fairness and
reciprocity are more likely to have positive attitudes and motivations toward work engagement (Huber
2001). I surmise that increasing performance expectation and such relationship expectations will

increase work engagement. | thus hypothesize:

Hypothesis 4: Performance expectation has a positive effect on work engagement.
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Hypothesis 6: Relationship expectation has a positive effect on work engagement.

Hypothesis 11: Performance expectation indirectly affects information contribution behavior through

work engagement.

Hypothesis 12: Relationship expectation indirectly affects information contribution behavior through

work engagement.

There is an established role of work engagement as a mediator in the relationship between antecedents
and outcomes in organizational settings (Kim et al. 2012). The literature (Wang and Noe 2010; Song et
al. 2014, Agarwal 2014; Radaelli et al. 2014; Schepers and Van den Berg 2007) indicates that, if
organizations are serious about decision-making fairness, they will facilitate and support employee work
engagement, which, in turn, enhances employees’ readiness to share their job-related knowledge with
other organizational members and/or actively promote new ideas for their company. This process may

then lead to application of ideas with the help of peers and/or managers, namely, innovative behavior.

Empirical evidence supports the influence of job engagement on positive organizational outcomes such
as job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and organizational citizenship behavior, as well as
negative outcomes such as intention to resign (Bailey 2017; Andrew and Sofian 2012; Saks 2006). Yet,

there is limited research on work engagement and knowledge sharing (Chen et al. 2011).

Our literature review already confirms the positive relationship between information sharing and
innovative and creative work behavior (Radaelli 2014; Kim and Park 2015; Yu et al. 2013) among
driven employees. As increased employee work engagement may have a positive effect on knowledge

sharing and creative behavior, | thus hypothesize:

Hypothesis 5: Work engagement has a positive effect on information contribution behavior.
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Lastly, expected relationship refers to a personal desire that arises for relationship formation when an
individual is placed in a situation where he/she can form a new relationship with the members of the
community to which he/she belongs (Lee et al. 2020). In a virtual space that is not bound by time and
or geographical constraints, communication serves to maintain existing relationships, reestablish old
relationships with weak influence, and form new human networks through constant information sharing
(Nadri etal. 2004; Lee et al. 2020). However, we cannot discount person-to-person contact in exchanges
with real people (Barnes 2001; Lee et al. 2020). Barnes (2001) further explains that relationships are
formed by deciding whether to share experiences and through dialogue that promotes a relation’s
stability and exchange. Indeed, such a relationship of expectations makes online communities more
immersive (Lee et al. 2020), and it has a significant effect on the perceived usefulness and perceived
ease of use of immersive online communities in the technology acceptance model (Nadri et al. 2004;

Lee etal. 2020).

| draw on the literature discussed above to understand the formation of employee relationships within
the organization. Relationship formation is the premise of communication among employees. Only
strong relationships can create a successful relationship network, allowing employees to communicate
continuously through information sharing and information contribution. | argue that information

contribution will be higher as a result of increased relationship expectations. | thus hypothesize:

Hypothesis 7: Relationship expectation has a positive effect on information contribution intention.

Hypothesis 8: Relationship expectation has a positive effect on information contribution behavior.

Hypothesis 10: Relationship expectation indirectly affects information contribution behavior through

information contribution intention.
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Chapter 4

IV. Research Methodology

4.1 Survey Introduction

The study reveals the information contribution behavior between the sender and the receiver within an
organization. Managers offer quantitative and qualitative analysis of the business—both aspects have
different influences, advantages, and disadvantages. | especially employ a quantitative research

technique for the analysis of data.

Quantitative research constitutes data collection and statistical analysis of predefined constructs.
Questions are designed in accordance with the research objectives, and the resulting data are analyzed
and evaluated to determine their generalizability. Good selection and analysis of data allows us to create
an accurate picture of the study objects through reliable and representative information. In this study, |

employ questionnaire surveys and specific variables for analysis.

Data analysis to test the hypotheses is done using the Statistical Package for the Social Science (SPSS)
23.0 program and AMOS 23.0 program. | use a five-point Likert-type scale to measure the constructs
of the questionnaire. First, | analyze the respondents based on common characteristics. Second, to ensure
validity and reliability of constructs, I conduct factor and reliability analysis. Third, to test the
relationships among all variables, | investigate the interactions among them. Finally, I conduct an
assessment of the developed model and thoroughly investigate the structure measurement thereof (see

Appendix A and Appendix B for details on study tools).
4.2 Operational Definition and Structure Measures
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Operational definitions are methods of defining the meaning of variables based on observable,
quantifiable, and actionable characteristics, that is, to translate abstract notions into observable and
testable items by describing the functions of variables derived from specific behaviors, traits, and
indications. An operational definition is essentially a thorough explanation of the operational methods
and variables evaluated. The operational definition is very significant in empirical research; it forms the
foundation for determining whether the study is worthwhile. Table 3 lists the operational definitions of

the variables of this study.

Table 3. Operational Definition

Construct

Definitions Items Key References
Items

Performance expectation is the extent Venkatesh et al.
Performance | to which organizational and individual (2003),

Expectation | performance can be improved through 50) Venkatesh et al.
information contribution. (2012)
Relationship expectation is the extent Venkatesh et al.

Relationship to which the relationship \_/vith the (2012),

Expectation _members of the organization could be 5(5) Lee et al. (2020),
improved and maintained through Khanam and Parveen
information contribution. (2019)

The intentional involvement with or
attachment to tasks, objectives, or
organizational activities cognitively,

emotionally, and physically by having Castaneda and Duran

Eng\{avgoergent posi,tive thoyghts about i.mprovi.n.g 9(9) Kuok a(lflglfg’c)rmina
one’s effectiveness, feeling positive (2017)
emotions about executing the tasks,
and voluntarily utilizing one’s energy
and effort to achieve those tasks.

Information | The degree to which one believes that

Contribution | one will engage in an explicit 4(4) Bock et al. (2005)

Intention information contribution action.
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Information | The degree to which one will engage in
Contribution | an explicit information contribution 4(4) Bock et al. (2005)
Behavior action.

Measurement scale items corresponding to the variables are proposed based on the literature review. In
some cases, parts of the items are canceled or revised owing to semantic mistakes in translation. The
scale items are measured on five-point Likert-type scale, with anchors shifting from “strongly disagree”
(1) to “strongly agree” (5). To ensure item reliability, the Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient is determined.
The scales to survey the constructs are indicated in Table 4 of Appendix F. The processing measures of

all of construct are proposed in the following section.

4.2.1 Measurement of Performance Expectation

The constructs are assessed using a five-point Likert scale adapted from the literature. Performance
expectation, a utility construct, has consistently been shown to be the best predictor of behavioral
intention (Venkatesh et al. 2003; Venkatesh et al. 2012; Sair and Danish 2018). Table 4 shows the
performance expectation scale with five items for each construct, as modified from the scale by

Venkatesh et al. (2012).
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Table 4. Measurement of Performance Expectation

Items Measures Key References

PEL. | expect that contributing information is useful in
firm members’ daily work.

PE2. | expect that contributing information will
increase firm members’ chances of achieving things
that are important them.

Performance

Expectation | PE3. | expect that contributing information will help Venkatesh et al.
firm members get their work done faster. (2012)

(PE1-PES)

PE4. | expect that contributing information will
increase firm productivity.

PES. | expect that contributing information will help
achieve firm performance.

4.2.2 Measurement of Relational Expectations

Employees who believe that their mutual relationships with others will improve as a result of their
information contribution and who are motivated by a desire for justice and reciprocity (Huber 2001) are
more likely to have positive attitudes toward information sharing. Relatedly, expected relationship refers
to a personal desire that arises for relationship formation when an individual is placed in a situation
where he/she can form a new relationship with the members of the community to which he/she belongs
(Leeetal. 2020). The main focus is on the relationship itself, rather than any potential external advantage
(Blau 1967). In this study, the scale for relationship expectation has three items and is based on the scale
developed by Sparrowe and Liden (1997), Khanam and Parveen (2019), and Lee et al. (2020), as

shown in Table 5.

Table 5. Measurement of Relationship Expectation
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Items Measures Key References

RE1. My information contribution will deepen the
bonds between the organization’s existing members
and myself.

RE2. By contributing information, | will become
acquainted with new members of the organization.

Relatlons_hlp RE3. My provision of information will broaden the

Expectation . L o Khanam and
breadth of my relationship with other organization P 201
members arveen (2019),

(RE1-RE5) ' Lee et al. (2020)

RE4. In the future, my information supply will attract
easy cooperation from exceptional members.

RES5. My input of information will foster strong
bonds among members who share common interests
in the organization.

4.2.3 Measurement of Work Engagement

Work engagement has nine items (items for each construct), and this scale is modified from the studies
of Kuok and Taormina (2017), Saks (2006), Macey and Schneider (2008), and Rich et al. (2010), as

shown in Table 6.
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Table 6. Measurement of Work Engagement

6. | feel very happy when | am carrying out my
responsibilities at work.

*Physical Work Engagement

7. No matter how much | work, | have a high level of
energy.

8. | have a great deal of stamina for my work.

9. I always have a lot of energy for my work.

Items Measures Key References
*Cognitive Work Engagement
1. My mind is often full of ideas about my work.
2. Wherever | am, things happen that often remind me
of my work.
3. My mind is fully engaged with my work.
*Emotional Work Engagement
- - Saks (2006),
Work 4. | feel very delighted about what | am doing Macey and
Engagement | Whenever | am working. Schneider (2008),
Rich et al. (2010),
(WE1-WE9) | 5. I am very eager to do my work. Kuok and

Taormina (2017)

4.2 4 Measurement of Information Contribution Intention

The scale for information contribution intention has four items derived from Bock et al. (2005), Imlawi

and Gregg (2020), and Castaneda and Dur&n’s (2018) scales, as shown in Table 7.
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Table 7. Measurement of Information Contribution Intention

documents to coworkers.

ICI4. If given the opportunity, | would contribute specific
information and knowledge gained during training to my
colleagues.

ltems Measures Key References
ICIL. If given the opportunity, | would contribute my
work experiences to coworkers.
In . ICI2. If given the opportunity, | would contribute my Bock et al.
n orr_natl_on ideas to coworkers. (2005)
Contribution oh
Intention Imlawi and
Gregg (2020),
(ICI1-IC14) ICI3. If given the opportunity, | would contribute my Castaneda and

Duran (2018)

4.2 5 Measurement of Information Contribution Behavior

With the scale of information contribution behavior at work, it should be noted that, regarding mutually
dependent work groups within an organization, information contribution behavior may be placed along
two different dimensions: (i) among the employees, and (ii) through the organization’s information
platform. From the viewpoint of employees, each of these dimensions can refer to either (a) the
interpersonal or (b) the organizational, thereby providing a twofold classification. There are four items

for information contribution behavior, drawn from the work of Castaneda and Duran (2018), as shown

in Table 8.
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Table 8. Measurement of Information Contribution Behavior

colleagues, which may be useful to them.

ICB4. Today, | contributed specific information that |
learned in training activities to my colleagues.

Items Measures Key References
ICB1. Today, | contributed my work experiences to
colleagues to enrich their work.
. ICB2. Today, | contributed some ideas to my
Information | ¢ojjeagues to improve their work.
Contribution da and
Behavior Casta,ne aan
Duran (2018)
(ICB1-1CB4) | |CB3. Today, | contributed documents to my
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Chapter 5

V. Data Analysis and Results

5.1 Survey Administration and Sampling

| selected data for analysis in order to provide an empirical grounding for the research model and
hypotheses testing. The elements in the questionnaire are based on the literature on information
contribution and measured using a five-point Likert scale. My aim is to predicate the aspects that affect

information contribution behavior within the organization.

To build my study model, | distributed online surveys to a sample of SMEs in China for data collection.
The URL to answer the questionnaire was added to an organization-based research form that was sent
to the respondents. The link contained a thorough introduction of the research objectives and that
participation was completely voluntary and confidential. However, the participants who were
organization members also have information contribution experience in the organization which is a

limitation.

Six hundred questionnaires were sent in total, 560 participants responded, and 531 valid questionnaires
were collected. The items were measured on a scale ranging from strongly agree (5), agree (4), neutral

(3), disagree (2), to strongly disagree (1) (see Appendix A and Appendix B).

In the following section, | explain the characteristics of the participants. The direction of the correlations
among variables are determined using the SPSS and AMOS. Data analysis skills are collected, followed
by a discussion of the outcomes of the evaluation of the measurement model. Finally, the outcomes

based on the structural model evaluation and testable hypotheses are presented.
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5.2 Data Analysis

The characteristics of the respondents are shown in Tables 9-1 and 9-2, and included the age, gender,
position, education, types of organization, and information contribution experience. These data are
examined using frequencies tables. The data show that 46.14 percent of respondents are male and 53.86
percent are female. From the perspective of age, position, and work experience, most respondents were
21-29 years old (217, 40.87%), employees accounted for the largest proportion of position (277,
52.17%), and most respondents had a work experience of fewer than 5 years (149, 28.06% for <1 year;
142, 26.74% for 1-5 years). Four types of SMEs were surveyed: manufacturing (156, 29.38%),
wholesale (77, 14.50%), retail (92, 17.33%), and service (206, 38.79%). These data are representative

of China’s SMEs.
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Table 9-1. Profile of Respondents

Measure Items Freq. Percentage
Male 245 46.14%
Gender
Female 286 53.86%
<20 28 5.27%
21-29 217 40.87%
Age 30-39 156 29.38%
40-49 77 14.50%
50-59 35 6.59%
> 60 18 3.39%
Intern 124 23.35%
Employee 277 52.17%
Assistant manager 31 5.84%
Position Manager 56 10.55%
Senior manager 21 3.95%
Director 11 2.07%
CEO 11 2.07%
< 0.5 million 75 14.12%
0.5-1 million 78 14.69%
1-3 million 54 10.17%
3-5 million 46 8.66%
5-10 million 24 4.52%
A””Uf"gm’s”“e of 10-30 million 56 10.55%
30-50 million 44 8.29%
50-100 million 61 11.49%
100-500 million 36 6.78%
> 500 million 57 10.73%




Table 9-2. Profile of Respondents

Measure Items Freq. Percentage
<1 Year 149 28.06%
1-5 Years 142 26.74%
Work 5-10 Years 90 16.95%
Experience 10-15 Years 100 18.83%
(in years)
15-20 Years 26 4.90%
> 20 Years 24 4.52%
Below high school 40 7.53%
High school 62 11.68%
Education College (2 years) 120 22.60%
University (4 years) 242 45.57%
Graduate 67 12.62%
<5 42 7.91%
5-9 47 8.85%
10-19 90 16.95%
Number of 20— 49 59 11.11%
Employees 50-99 72 13.56%
100-199 60 11.30%
200-399 63 11.86%
> 500 98 18.46%
(DManufacturing 156 29.38%
Types of Industry @Wholesale o 14.50%
@Retail 92 17.33%
(@)Service
206 38.79%
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5.2.1 Assessment of Reliability and Validity

I now assess the measurement model for reliability and validity, followed by structural model tests to
test the hypotheses. Cronbach’s alpha and Fornell’s composite reliability are used to assess construct
reliability (Fornell and Larcker 1981). Cronbach’s alpha is also used to assess the reliability of the
dimensions in this study. George and Mallery (1999) contend that there is no universal interpretation of
acceptable alpha values. However, according to the rule of thumb, the acceptable values range from
0.50 to 0.90, with values lower than 0.50 being unacceptable. Nunnally and Bernstein (1994) also claim
that a reliability value of 0.50 to 0.60 is adequate, but a higher Cronbach’s alpha is preferred. In this
study, the Cronbach’s alpha values for all constructions range from 0.749 to 0.884, greater than the

proposed minimal cutoff of 0.50, as shown in Table 10.

Table 10. Discriminate Reliability

Cronbach’s
ltems Measures Alpha
Performa”(csEE)XpeCtat'on PE1, PE2, PE3, PE4, PES 0.786
Re'a“O”Sh('gSXpeCtat'O” RE1, RE2, RE3, RE4, RE5 0.749
Work Engagement WE1, WE2, WES3, 0.884
(WE) WE4, WES5, WE6, WE7, WES8, WE9 '
Information Contribution
Intention ICI1, CIC2, ICI3, ICI4 0.751
(ICn
Information Contribution
Behavior ICB1, ICB2, ICB3, ICB4 0.755
(ICB)

5.2.2 Confirmatory Factor Analysis
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Next, | perform a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) on the model data. Hair et al. (2010) consider
variables with estimates greater than 0.30 to be significant, with estimates greater than 0.40 to be more
indispensable, and with estimates greater than or equal to 0.50 to be significant. A generally acceptable
estimate of 0.50 or above is used as the general criterion for this study. As shown in Table 11, the
estimates for all variables are greater than 0.5. The estimates of PE range from 0.702 to 0.584, the
estimates of RE from 0.587 to 0.644, the estimates of WE from 0.597 to 0.693, the estimates of ICI from
0.677 to 0.650, and the estimates of ICB from 0.598 to 0.707. Therefore, all elements of this variable
are retained for further analysis. CFA determines whether the metric is sufficient enough to analyze the
elements and the distributions. | determine the maximum likelihood assessment to evaluate the CFA

model. | then apply the SSPS and AMOS for research analysis.

Table 11. Results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Average Variance Composite
Measures Items Estimate Extracted Reliability
(>0.5) (>0.7)
PE5 — PE 0.584
PE4 — PE 0.690
PE3 — PE 0.636 0.599 0.882
PE2 — PE 0.644
PE1 — PE 0.702
RES5 — RE 0.644
RE4 — RE 0.587
RE3 — RE 0.614 0.553 0.861
RE2 — RE 0.623
RE1 — RE 0.587
WES — WE 0.684
WE4 — WE 0.676
WES3 — WE 0.740
WE2 — WE 0.640
WE1 — WE 0.597 0.639 0.941
WEG6 — WE 0.691
WE7 — WE 0.648
WES — WE 0.725
WE9 — WE 0.693
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ICI4 — ICI 0.650
ICI3 — ICI 0.637
ICI2 — ICI 0.660 0.608 0.862
ICI1 — ICI 0.677
ICB4 — ICB 0.707
ICB3 — ICB 0.704
ICB2 — ICB 0.633 0.609 0.861
ICB1 — ICB 0.598

Note: Performance Expectations (PE); Relationship Expectations (RE); Work Engagement (WE); Information Contribution
Intention (ICI); Information Contribution Behavior (ICB); Composite Reliability (CR); Average Variance Extracted (AVE)

Fornell and Larcker (1981) state that the acceptable limits for compound reliability (CR) and average
variance extracted (AVE) for ensuring validity are > 0.70 and > 0.50, respectively. In this study, all
variables have convergent validity, with CR and AVE greater than 0.70 and 0.50, respectively. The
variable values are as follows: CR = 0.882; AVE = 0.599 for PE, CR = 0.861; AVE = 0.553 for RE, CR
=0.941; AVE = 0.639 for WE, CR =0.862; AVE = 0.608 for ICI, and CR = 0.861; AVE = 0.609 for
ICB. These variables all meet the criterion of discriminant validity and the correlation value among

structures (see Table 11).

Correlation analysis is used to better understand the relationship between the measured variables in the
structural model. Simultaneously, to ensure the structural model’s validity, it is necessary to detect
whether there are obvious differences among the measured variables. That is, the discriminant validity

among the measured variables must be ensured.

The usual test of discriminant validity is to compare the AVE value of a measured variable with the
correlation coefficient between that variable and the other variables. When the value of the square root
of the AVE of a measured variable is greater than the correlation coefficient between the variable and

other variables, the measured variable has good discriminant validity.

The square root value of AVE of PE is 0.774, and the correlation coefficient values of PE and RE, WE,
ICI, and ICB are 0.044, 0.024, 0.037, and 0.031, respectively. The square root value of AVE of RE is
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0.744, and the correlation coefficient values of RE and WE, ICI, and ICB are 0.062, 0.057, and 0.073,
respectively. The square root value of AVE of WE is 0.799, the correlation coefficient values of WE
and ICI, ICB is 0.096, and 0.096, respectively, the square root value of AVE of ICI is 0.780, and the

correlation coefficient value of ICl and ICB is 0.102.

The findings reveal that the square root value of the AVE of each measured variable is greater than the
correlation coefficient between the measured variable and the other variables. As a result, the

measurement variables in the research model have high discriminant validity (see Table 12).

The correlation coefficient reflects the relationship among variables; all correlation values of
performance expectations, relationship expectations, work engagement, and information contribution
intention and the dependent variable information contribution behavior are significant at the 0.001 level

(p < 0.001).

Table 12. Discriminate Validity

Measures Average Composite
Items PE RE WE ICI ICB Variance Relia%ility
Extracted
PE 0.774 0.599 0.882
RE 0.044 0.744 0.553 0.861
WE 0.024 0.062 0.799 0.639 0.941
ICI 0.037 0.057 0.096 0.780 0.608 0.862
ICB 0.031 0.073 0.096 0.102 0.780 0.609 0.861
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Note: Performance Expectations (PE); Relationship Expectations (RE); Work Engagement (WE); Information Contribution

Intention (ICI); Information Contribution Behavior (ICB); Composite Reliability (CR); Average Variance Extracted (AVE)

The shaded numbers in the diagonal row are square roots of the average variance extracted.

5.2.3 Path Analysis

Table 13 shows that all of the required fit index values are within the approved range. The value of y3&.f.
is acceptable up to 3, and is 1.548 in the measurement model, with the root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) value of 0.032. The root mean square residual (RMR), goodness-of-fit index
(GFI), adjusted goodness-of-fit index (AGFI), parsimony goodness-of-fit index (PGFI), normed fit
index (NFI), relative fit index (RFI), Tucker—Lewis index (TLI), comparative fit index (CFI), and
probability (p) of close fit (PCLOSE) have values of 0.034 (< 0.05), 0.937 (> 0.9), 0.925 (> 0.9), 0.784
(high value results), 0.893 (> 0.8), 0.881 (> 0.8), 0.955 (> 0.9), 0.959 (> 0.9), and 1.000 (> 0.05),
respectively. All the resultant values are significant and above the required range, indicating good fit of

the model.
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Table 13. Goodness of Fit Indices

Measurement DESCI’IptIOF! and Scope | Fit Standard Test Result
Items Explanation Value
Lower value
2
CMIN(y?) (<3) 1.548
GFI 0-1 >0.9 0.937
RMR / SRMR Add'“ona'o'f”;frpma“o” 0-1 <0.05 0.034
RMSEA 0-1 <0.05 0.032
NFI 0-1 >0.9 0.893
RFI 0-1 >0.9 0.881
CFlI 0-1 >0.9 0.959
LTI(NNFI) 0-1 >0.9 0.955
AGFI 0-1 >0.9 0.925
Comparison .
PNFI between two models 0-1 Higher value
Comparison .
PCFI between two models 0-1 Higher value
PGFI Comparison 0-1 | Higher value 0.784
between two models
Comparison .
AlC between two models Higher value
PCLOSE > 0.05 1.000

Table 14 shows all of the standardized estimated values. Evidently, all factor loadings are significant at
p < .001 and above the acceptable threshold values (the p values of PE — WE and PE — ICB are not
significantly affected). The results indicate that the variable paths in the structural equation model are

important for all theoretical relationships.
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Table 14. Results of Path Analysis

Measures Items Estimate S.E. CR. P
ICI — PE 0.165 0.065 2.931 0.003**
WE — PE 0.090 0.064 1.794 0.073
ICI — RE 0.296 0.062 4.871 e
WE — RE 0.323 0.064 5.674 falekl
ICB — ICI 0.287 0.056 4.557 il
ICB — PE 0.033 0.054 0.619 0.536
ICB — RE 0.159 0.057 2.542 0.011**
ICB — WE 0.270 0.046 4.730 il

* Note: Note: *P < .05, **P< .01, ***P < .001; Critical Ratio (C.R.)

In this study, | examine the effect of performance expectation and relationship expectation on
information contribution behavior through work engagement and information contribution intention by

using structural equation modeling (SME).

The results of path analysis show that performance expectation has a significant direct effect on
information contribution intention (= 0.165; p < 0.01), supporting H2. It also has an insignificant effect
on work engagement and information contribution behavior, rejecting H3 and H4. A positive
relationship between information contribution intention and information contribution behavior (f =
0.287; p < 0.001) is confirmed, supporting H1. Further, relationship expectation positively influences
information contribution intention (B = 0.296; p < 0.001) and information contribution behavior ( =
0.159; p < 0.01), supporting H8 and H7. Work engagement and information contribution behavior are

also positively related (B = 0.270; p < 0.001), supporting H5. Finally, relationship expectation has a
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significant direct effect on work engagement (B = 0.323; p < 0.001), supporting H6. Overall, H1, H2,

H5, H6, H7, and H8 are supported (see Table 14). Figure 3 illustrates the results of hypotheses testing.

Figure 3. Results of Hypotheses Testing

Information
Contribution
Intention

Performance

. H2 0.165**
Expectation

. H1 0.287*** (t=4.557)
H4 0.090 H30.033

(t=1.794) _ H8 0296***  (t=0.619) ~~___
‘ (t=4.871)

Information
Contribution
Behavior

H7 0.159%*
(t=2.542)

Relationship
Expectation

H5 0.270%**
(t=4.730)

H6 0.323%**
(t=5.674)

Work
Engagement

Note: Note: *P < .05, **P< .01, ***P < .001

5.2.4 Mediating Effect Analysis

A multiple mediator model is a model in which there are multiple mediator variables. These models can
analyze specific, total, and contrastive mediation effects, and are divided into single-step and multiple-

step models (Hayes 2009).

The multiple mediation model has three advantages over the simple mediation model. First, it allows us
to obtain the total mediation effect. Second, it makes it possible to control for the specific mediating
effects of other mediating variables. Third, it allows us to obtain the comparative mediation effect, which
helps us judge which of the multiple mediating variable theories is more meaningful. These advantages

make the use of multiple mediation models more theoretical and practical (Preacher and Hayes 2008).
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However, the multiple mediation effect analysis offers only an incomplete analysis and is subject to the
limitations of Sobel’s test; that is, the Sobel’s test statistic is complicated to calculate and needs to be
calculated manually. Cheung (2007) proposes adding auxiliary variables to the SEM to conduct a
complete analysis of multiple mediation effects and overcome the aforementioned limitation. The
auxiliary variable is a latent variable with a variance of 0 because of which the newly added auxiliary
variable in the multiple mediation model will not affect the estimated value of the original parameter
and the fitting degree of the model. Hence, the auxiliary variable is also called the phantom variable

(Cheung 2007; Macho and Le-dermann 2011).

Mediators play an important role in psychological, educational, social, and management research. If the
independent variable “X” has a certain influence on the dependent variable “Y” through a certain
variable “M,” then “M” is called the mediating variable between “X” and “Y** or “M” plays a mediating
role between X and “Y.” The significance of mediation research is to help us explain the mechanism
of the relationship between the independent and dependent variables, and to integrate the relationship
among existing variables (Williams and MacKinnon 2008). In psychology research, the relationship
among variables is rarely direct, and indirect effects are more common. Many independent

psychological variables can influence the dependent variable through mediator variables.

Based on this study’s research model, | hypothesize that, if the independent variable of performance
expectation has a certain influence on the dependent variable of information contribution behavior
through information contribution intention and work engagement, then information contribution
intention and work engagement are in the independent variable of performance expectation and cause

the variable of information contribution behavior to play a mediating role.
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Next, | perform the mediation effects analysis with the phantom variables tool. In Table 15, the data
show that, from the perspective of the total effect, PE — ICB (0.107) has an insignificant effect and RE

— ICB (0.301; p = 0.004; p < 0.01) has a significant effect.

Further, the results of the direct effect and the total effect are similar, where PE — ICB (0.034) has an

insignificant effect and RE — ICB (0.145; p = 0.030; p < 0.05) has a significant effect.

Finally, I illustrate the mediation effect, where PE — ICI — ICB (0.049; p = 0.012; p < 0.05) has a
significant effect; PE — WE — ICB (0.025) has an insignificant effect; RE — ICI — ICB (0.077; p =
0.004; p < 0.01) has a higher significant effect; and RE — ICI — ICB (0.079; p = 0.004; p < 0.01) has
a higher significant effect. The analysis shows that the designed mediators (information contribution

intention and work engagement) have acceptable mediating effects.

Table 15. Results of Mediation Effect Analysis

Measures Items Effect S.E. p
PE — ICB 0.107 0.067 0.104
Total Effect
RE — ICB 0.301 0.069 *x
PE —ICB 0.034 0.059 0.613
Direct Effect
RE — ICB 0.145 0.067 0.03*
PE —ICI — ICB 0.049 0.023 0.012*
PE -WE — ICB 0.025 0.019 0.124
Indirect Effect
RE —ICI — ICB 0.077 0.027 xx
RE -WE — ICB 0.079 0.024 xx

Note: *P<.05, **P<.01, ***P <.001
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Figure 4. Results of Hypotheses Testing (Mediation Effect)
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Note: *P<.05, **P<.01, ***P <.001

5.3 Hypotheses Testing Results

The outcomes of the hypotheses testing support nine of the 12 posited relationships. Table 16

summarizes the results thereof.

Table 16. Hypotheses Testing Results
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Items Hypothesis Results
. Information contribution intention has a positive
Hypothesis 1 effect on information contribution behavior. Supported
. Performance expectation has a positive effect on information
Hypothesis 2 contribution intention. Supported
Hvoothesis 3 Performance expectation has a positive effect on information Not
yp contribution behavior. Supported
. Performance expectation has a positive effect on work Not
Hypothesis 4
engagement. Supported
. Work engagement has a positive effect on information
Hypothesis 5 contribution behavior. Supported
Hypothesis 6 Relationship expectation has a positive effect on work Supported
engagement.
Hypothesis 7 Relat_lons_hlp_expec_tatlon has a positive effect on information Supported
contribution intention.
Hypothesis 8 Relat_lons_hlp expec_tatlon has a positive effect on information Supported
contribution behavior.
Performance expectation indirectly affects information
Hypothesis 9 | contribution behavior through information contribution Supported
intention.
Relationship expectation indirectly affects information
Hypothesis 10 | contribution behavior through information contribution Supported
intention.
Hvpothesis 11 Performance expectation indirectly affects information Not
yp contribution behavior through work engagement. Supported
. Relationship expectation indirectly affects information
Hypothesis 12 contribution behavior through work engagement. Supported

The results of the structural model analyses are summarized as follows:

First, regarding performance expectation, the following results from H1 to H3 are obtained:

Hypothesis 1: Information contribution intention has a positive effect on information contribution

behavior.
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Hypothesis 2: Performance expectation has a positive effect on information contribution intention.
Hypothesis 3: Performance expectation has a positive effect on information contribution behavior (not

supported).

The positive effect of performance expectations on information contribution intentions is confirmed. At
the same time, information contribution intention is confirmed to have a positive effect on information
contribution behavior. However, the direct effect of performance expectations on information

contribution behavior is not supported.

Second, regarding relationship expectation, the following results from H6 to H8 are obtained:

Hypothesis 6: Relationship expectation has a positive effect on work engagement.

Hypothesis 7: Relationship expectation has a positive effect on information contribution intention.

Hypothesis 8: Relationship expectation has a positive effect on information contribution behavior.

H6, H7, and H8 are all supported, which is a satisfactory result. Performance expectation has a positive
effect on work engagement, which indicates that employees’ information contribution is affected by
self-work engagement, which ultimately affects information contribution behavior. Moreover, the
hypothesis that work engagement has a positive effect on information contribution behavior is also
supported. H6, H7, and H8, which focus on the effect of relationship expectation on information
contribution and work engagement, are supported. Relationship expectation has a positive effect on
information contribution intention, which, in turn, has a positive effect on information contribution
behavior. Relationship expectation also has a positive effect on work engagement, which, in turn, has a

positive effect on information contribution behavior.
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Third, regarding work engagement, H4 and H5 show that performance expectation has an insignificant

effect on work engagement, which, in turn, has a positive effect on information contribution behavior.

Hypothesis 4: Performance expectation has a positive effect on work engagement (not supported).

Hypothesis 5: Work engagement has a positive effect on information contribution behavior.

Finally, regarding the mediation effect, | explain the multiple mediation model in detail, and the

hypotheses results are as follows:

Hypothesis 9: Performance expectation indirectly affects information contribution behavior through

information contribution intention.

Hypothesis 10: Relationship expectation indirectly affects information contribution behavior through

information contribution intention.

Hypothesis 11: Performance expectation indirectly affects information contribution behavior through

work engagement (not supported).

Hypothesis 12: Relationship expectation indirectly affects information contribution behavior through

work engagement.

The results of the media analysis show that H9, H10, and H12 are all supported, and only H11 is not
supported. It is significant that performance expectation and relationship expectation affect information
contribution behavior through information contribution intention. It is also significant that relationship
expectation affects information contribution behavior through work engagement. However, the

mediating effect of performance expectation through work engagement was insignificant.

The hypotheses results illustrate that—
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o Performance expectation positively affects the result of information contribution behavior

through the mediating effect of information contribution intention.

e Relationship expectation not only directly affects information contribution behavior, but also
affects information contribution behavior through the mediation of work engagement, where

the mediating effect of work engagement is more significant.

o Relationship expectation has a very significant effect on information contribution compared

with performance expectation.

| interpret these findings as follows. In the information contribution process of China’s SMEs, both
performance and relationship expectations have a meaningful effect on information contribution, but

relationship expectation has a more significant effect on information contribution.

The results of the hypotheses give us a more in-depth impression of “relationship.” | thus provide an in-
depth interpretation of relationships and discuss the importance of relationship expectation in the context

of the findings.

Guanxi, as explained, describes the relationship between individuals and business networks in China
(Luo et al. 2012). Human relationships are highly valued in Chinese society and are the foundation of
economic and social organization (Hwang 1987). Among individuals relationships are based on
reciprocal exchanges among members of an inner circle (Hwang 1987; Fei 1992), and the motivation
for obtaining personal information is to maintain interpersonal relationships or friendships (Noh and

Kang 2021).

Further, relationship expectation is mediated by work engagement. This effect is also highly significant.
This result reflects the importance attached by Chinese SMEs to the information contribution

relationship, and is characteristic of China and the culture of Chinese corporate relations.
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Ordonez de Pablos (2005) proposes that it implies the development of close relationships with others
because of emotional relationships among individuals. In other words, there is an emotional connection
between two different organizations; that is, guanxi is a very important strategic and organizational
factor that constitutes an intimate and powerful network in business relationships between individuals

and companies in China (Gao et al. 2014).

Knowledge sharing among organizations is inseparable from the relationship and information
contribution among employees of the organization, at least in China’s relational society (Gao et al. 2014).
Kim and Kim (2015) further find that employee relations are related to positive attitudes, and there is a
high correlation between organizational commitment and job satisfaction. According to the social
exchange relationship, when two people are influenced by the social and organizational environment,
especially when exchanging unspecified cooperative outputs such as knowledge, their relationship is
the main factor that determines their attitude and motivation. Employees who believe that work
engagement improves their reciprocal relationships with others and are driven by a desire for fairness
and reciprocity are more likely to have positive attitudes and motivations toward work engagement

(Huber 2001).

It is important for employees to expect a good relationship and a continuation of their relationships. A
good work engagement will also promote employee information contribution, which is beneficial to the

organization’s performance, value, and competitiveness.

To further test the differences among groups and the fit of the model, | analyze the types of Chinese
SMEs. | compare the differences among groups of different types of enterprises through a T-test, multi-

group sample structure model analysis, path analysis, and multiple mediation analysis.

5.4 Independent T-Test Analysis
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In the analysis section, 1 first perform an independent sample t-test analysis. | select two independent
samples for detection and analysis. The goal is to test whether the means of the dependent variable
regarding the contribution of information in the two groups are significantly different. Mean, standard

deviation, t, and Sig. (two-tailed) are used to determine statistical significance.

First, | establish a return to nothing hypothesis, with no difference in the information contribution
behavior of employees in Group 1 and Group 2. Second, | set the opposing hypothesis, where the
information contribution behavior of employees in Group 1 (service industry) and Group 2 (non-service
industry) is different. I perform an examination of equality differences through Levene’s test for equality
of variances. The two groups are assumed to have equal variances if p > 0.05 in the Levene’s test for
equality of variances (indicated by significance in the figure). If p < 0.05 in the Levene’s test for equality
of variances (indicated by significance in the figure), it cannot be assumed that the two groups have
equal variances. Checking the t-test for equality of means, if p > 0.05 in Levene’s equality of variance
test (represented by Sig. [two-tailed] in the figure), the null hypothesis is not rejected, indicating no
significant difference between the groups. If p < 0.05 in the Levene variance equality test (represented
by Sig. [two-tailed] in the figure), the null hypothesis is rejected, and | test the group statistics and

compare the differences between the two groups of values.

The results show that there are 206 samples in Group 1 and 325 samples in Group 2; Group 1 is larger
than Group 2. The mean of Group 1 is 4.070 and the mean of Group 2 is 4.180; the mean of Group 1 is
higher than that of Group 2. Two-tailed significance is 0.805 > 0.05, the p value of the average difference
between the two groups is 0.033, and p < 0.05 is within the available range. The results confirm a
difference in the information contribution behavior of Group 1 and Group 2, that is, between the service

and non-service industries in China’s SMEs (see Table 17).

Table 17. Independent Sample T-Test
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Levene’s
. Test for
Items Mean Std. Deviation Equality of t p
Variances
. Group2: .
Grou_pl. Non- Groupt: GI‘Olpr.
Service . . Non .
Service Service . F Sig.
Industry Industry Industry Service
m[f:t?; (n=206) | 1 —395) Industry 2.138 | 0.033
4.070 4.180 0.534 0.536 0.601 | 0.805

*p <0.05, **p <0.01, ***p <0.001; Levene'’s test is an inferential statistic used to assess the equality of variances for a variable

calculated for two or more groups (Levene and Howard 1961).

5.5 Multi-group Sample Structure Model Analysis

The analysis in subsection 5.4 yields the research path model diagram. To explore whether the path
model graph is suitable for a certain group, and whether the corresponding parameters are also suitable

for other groups, | perform an AMOS multi-group analysis.

The principle of multi-group analysis is to divide the original single common change structure
relationship in a single sample into several parallel common change structures, and then evaluate and
analyze these common change structures. After this, whether the effect of influencing factors on
different populations is equivalent is ascertained. The group invariance test then tests whether the factor
loadings between the latent variables corresponding to multiple groups and the indicator variables are
equal, which is a test to measure the invariance of the model. | classify the types of enterprises and divide
the two groups of service and non-service enterprises to explore how employees’ performance and

relationship expectations predict their information-contribution behavior.
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Table 18-1. Multi-group Analysis Fitting Results

Model CMIN DF P CMIN/DF
Unconstrained 838.774 632.000 0.000 1.327
Measurement Weights 875.803 654.000 0.000 1.339
Structural Weights 881.278 662.000 0.000 1.331
Structural Residuals 883.152 667.000 0.000 1.324
Measurement Residuals 997.051 694.000 0.000 1.437

Table 18-2. Multiple Group Analysis Fitting Results

Model NFI RFI IFI TLI CFl RMR | GFI | AGFI

Unconstrained 0.833 | 0.815 | 0.953 | 0.947 | 0.952 | 0.038 | 0.898 | 0.878

Measurement | 4 o5 | 0813 | 0.949 | 0.945 | 0.949 | 0.039 | 0.895 | 0.878
Weights
Structural 0.825 | 0.814 | 0.950 | 0.946 | 0.949 | 0.041 | 0.894 | 0.879
Weights
Structural 0.824 | 0.815 | 0.950 | 0.947 | 0.950 | 0.042 | 0.893 | 0.879
Residuals
Measurement | 4 g05 | 0800 | 0.930 | 0.929 | 0.930 | 0.043 | 0.883 | 0.873
Residuals

The numerical test results of the NFI, RFI, incremental fit index (IFI), TLI, CFl, GFI, AGFI, RMSEA,
AIC, and expected cross validation index (ECVI) from the multi-group analysis are shown in the

adaptation table. The data are not very different, and the results show goodness of fit (see Table 18-2).
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Table 19-1. Invariance Test Results

Model delta- delta- delta- | delta- | delta- | delta- | delta- | delta-
CMIN | DF P I NFI | RFI | IFI | CFI | GFI | AGFI

Measurement | - 55 )59 | 55 000 | 0.023 | -0.007 | -0.002 | -0.004 | -0.003 | -0.003 | 0.000
Weights

Structural |5 504 | 30,000 | 0.065 | -0.008 | -0.001 | -0.003 | -0.003 | -0.004 | 0.001
Weights

structural |- 376 | 35,000 | 0.133 | -0.009 | 0.000 | -0.003 | -0.002 | -0.005 | 0.001
Residuals

Measurement | g 577 | 62,000 | 0,000 | -0.031 | -0.015 | -0.023 | -0.022 | -0.015 | -0.005
Residuals

Table 19-1 shows that the chi-square value of the measurement weights model relative to the
unconstrained model changes to 37.029 (p = 0.023; p < 0.05); the chi-square value of the structural
weights model relative to the unconstrained model changes to 42.504 (p = 0.065; p > 0.05); the chi-
square value of the structural residuals model relative to the unconstrained model changes to 44.378 (p
=0.133; p > 0.05); the chi-square value of the measurement residuals model relative to the unconstrained
model is changes to 158.277 (p = 0.000; p < 0.05). However, the delta value shows that almost all the
changes in value are less than 0.05, indicating that the changes in the measurement residuals model and

unconstrained model are not obvious.

Further, the p value is greater than 0.05, confirming that the model as a whole is suitable. Although the

p value in the measurement residuals model is less than 0.05, the values of delta-NFI, delta-RFI, delta-
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IFI, delta-CFl, delta-GFIHE, and delta-AGFI are less than 0.05. Compared with the value of the

unconstrained model, the change is insignificant; hence, the model is relatively stable.

Table 19-2. Invariance Test Results

Model AlC ECVI
Unconstrained 1086.774 2.054
Measurement Weights 1079.803 2.041
Structural Weights 1069.278 2.021
Structural Residuals 1061.152 2.006
Measurement Residuals 1121.051 2.119

Based on the results of the invariance test, or from the adaptation index of the parsimonious model, the
model with the smallest intermediate value between AIC and ECVI is the structural residuals model.
This means that the most parsimonious model from the five models can be chosen. In such a case, the
results confirm the structural residuals model to be the best (see Table 19-2). Analyzing the types of

SMEs shows that the service and non-service industry group models are suitable for the research model.

The T-test analysis further reveals differences in the information contributions of employees in the
SMEs of both the service and non-service industries. The multiple group model analysis confirms that
the models of the service and non-service industry groups fit the research model. In the next section, |

perform an analysis of the specific differences between the two groups.

5.5.1 Analysis Results of Service Industry Group Model 1
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| test the service industry (Group 1) model to examine the effect of performance and relationship
expectations on information contribution behavior using SEM. The path analysis results for Model 1 for
the service industry group show that RE — ICI (5 = 0.378; p < 0.001); RE — WE (8 = 0.380; p <
0.001); RE — ICB (B = 0.202; p < 0.05); ICI — ICB (B = 0.313; p < 0.001); and WE — ICB (B =

0.228; p < 0.01). The overall path analysis results of the model are satisfactory (see Table 20).

Table 20. Results of Path Analysis (Model 1)

Model — 1
(Service Industry Group Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label
n=206)
ICI — PE 0.144 0.106 1.710 0.087 b2_1
WE — PE 0.109 0.104 1.388 0.165 b4 1
ICI — RE 0.378 0.107 4.070 il b5 1
WE — RE 0.380 0.109 4.214 falekl b7 1
ICB — ICI 0.313 0.092 3.408 Fkk b1l 1
ICB — PE 0.120 0.101 1.506 0.132 b3 1
ICB — RE 0.202 0.112 2.078 0.038* b6_1
ICB — WE 0.228 0.080 2.716 0.007** b8 1

Note: Note: *P < .05, **P< .01, ***P < .001; Critical Ratio (C.R.)

Thus, performance expectation had no significant direct effect on information contribution intention (t
=1.710; t < 1.95), no significant direct effect on work engagement (t = 1.388, t < 1.95), and no significant
direct effect on information contribution behavior (t = 1.506, t < 1.95). Further, there exists a positive
correlation between relationship expectation and information contribution intention (f = 0.378; p <
0.001; t=4.070; t > 1.95) and between information contribution intention and information contribution
behavior (B = 0.313; p < 0.001; t = 3.408; t > 1.95). There exists a weak positive correlation between

relationship expectation and information contribution behavior (f =0.202; p <0.05; t = 2.078; t > 1.95).
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Further, work engagement and information contribution behavior are positively correlated ( = 0.228;
p<0.01; t=2.716; t > 1.95). Relationship expectation has a significant direct effect on work engagement
(B=0.380; p<0.001; t=4.214; t > 1.95), but a weak positive correlation with information contribution
behavior (B = 0.202; p < 0.05; t = 2.078; t > 1.95) (see Figure 5). Thus, model analysis reveals that
employees of service SMEs pay more attention to relationship expectation when contributing

information to the organization.

Figure 5. Multiple Group Analysis for Service Industry Group Model 1
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Note: Standardized estimates Service Industry Group; Unconstrained CMIN/DF=1.327; p=0.000; RMR=0.038;

RMSEA=0.025; IFI=0.953; CFI1=0.952

Table 21. Results of Mediation Effect Analysis (Model 1)

Measures Items Effect S.E. p

Total Effect PE — ICB 0.043 0.073 0.543
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RE — ICB 0.254 0.080 *x
PE — ICB -0.030 0.066 0.660
Direct Effect
RE — ICB 0.097 0.076 0.180
PE —ICI — ICB 0.051 0.024 0.011*
PE -WE — ICB 0.023 0.017 0.185
Indirect Effect
RE —ICI — ICB 0.082** 0.029 *x
RE -WE —ICB 0.075** 0.024 okl

Note: *P<.05, **P<.01, ***P <.001

Figure 6. Results of Hypotheses Testing (Mediation Effect of Model 1)
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Based on the service industry Group 1 model, I apply a multiple mediation model and perform a
mediation effect analysis with the phantom variable tool. In Table 21, the data show that, first, from the

perspective of the total effect, PE — ICB (0.043) has an insignificant effect and RE — ICB (0.254;
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p=0.004; p < 0.01) has a significant effect. Second, in the direct effects, PE — ICB (-0.030) and RE —
ICB (0.097) have an insignificant effect. Finally, in the mediation effect, PE — ICl — ICB (0.051; p =
0.011; p < 0.05) has a significant effect; PE — WE — ICB (0.023) has an insignificant effect; RE —
ICI — ICB (0.082; p = 0.004; p < 0.01) has a higher significant effect; and RE — WE — ICB (0.075;
p =0.004; p <0.01) has a higher significant effect. The multiple mediation model of the service industry
group shows that the mediating factors designed (information contribution intention and work

engagement) in this study have an acceptable mediating effect.

The results of the hypotheses help to construct the model results. The service industry group model
shows that performance expectation positively affects information contribution behavior through the
mediation of information contribution intention. This result is not significant, and relationship
expectation not only directly affects information contribution behavior, but also affects it through work
engagement. The degree of mediation affects information contribution behavior, and the mediating
effect of work engagement is more significant. Further, relationship expectation has a highly significant

effect on information contribution compared with performance expectation.

The results of the model data confirm that when employees in the service industry group of China’s
SMEs contribute information, the relationship expectation is more significant and its mediating effect
through work engagement is also very significant. Thus, these employees pay more attention to the
relationship during information contribution. This makes it important for them to expect good and

continuous relationship management.

5.5.2 Analysis Results of Non-service Industry Group 2 Model

Next, | test the non-service industry Group 2 model and examine the effect of performance and

relationship expectations on information contribution behavior using SEM. The path analysis results
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show that PE — ICI (f = 0.174, p < 0.05); RE — ICI (f = 0.229; p < 0.01; RE — WE ( = 0.283; p
< 0.001); ICI — ICB (p =0.288, p < 0.001); and WE — ICB (p = 0.268; p < 0.001). The overall path

analysis results for the model are satisfactory (see Table 22).

Table 22. Results of Path Analysis (Model 2)

Model — 2
(Non-Service Industry Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label
Group n=325)
ICI — PE 0.174 0.080 2.321 0.020* h2_2
WE — PE 0.072 0.081 1.100 0.271 b4 2
ICI — RE 0.229 0.074 2.876 0.004** b5 2
WE — RE 0.283 0.079 3.860 falead b7_2
ICB — ICI 0.288 0.071 3.385 falead bl 2
ICB — PE -0.028 0.062 -0.395 0.693 b3 2
ICB — RE 0.139 0.061 1.742 0.082 h6_2
ICB — WE 0.268 0.054 3.560 falekal b8 2

Note: Note: *P <.05, **P< .01, ***P < .001; Critical Ratio (C.R.); Non-service industry type groups include the manufacturing
industry, wholesale industry, and retail industry.

| find that performance expectation has a significant direct effect on information contribution intention
(B=0.174; p<0.01; t = 2.321; t < 1.95), an insignificant direct effect on work engagement (t = 1.100; t
< 1.95), and an insignificant direct effect on information contribution behavior (t = -0.028; t < 1.95),
whereas information contribution intention has a direct effect on information contribution behavior (3
= 0.288; p < 0.001; t = 3.385; t > 1.95) (see Figure 5). There exists a positive correlation between
relationship expectation and information contribution intention ( = 0.229; p < 0.05; t = 2.876; t > 1.95)
and between information contribution intention and information contribution behavior ( = 0.288; p <

0.001; t=3.385; t > 1.95). However, there exists an insignificant effect between relationship expectation
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and information contribution behavior (t = 1.742; t < 1.95). Thus, employees in non-service SMEs pay
more attention to performance expectation when contributing information. Further, work engagement
and information contribution behavior are positively correlated (p = 0.268; p < 0.05; t = 3.560; t > 1.95),
whereas relationship expectation has a significant direct effect on work engagement ( = 0.283; p <

0.001; t = 3.860; t > 1.95).

Figure 7. Multiple Group Analysis for Non-Service Industry Group 2 Model

Information
Contribution
Intention

Performance

; H2 0.174*
Expectation

2 H1 0.288%** (t=13.385)

H4 0.072 TH3-0.028
t=1.100 H8 0.229** (t=-0.395) -—__ ]
! \ ; (t=2.876) e Information
. » Contribution
- H7 0.139 Beliavion
Relationship ~— \_~~_ .- o (=174}

Expectation

H5 0.268**

H6 0.283%%* (t=3.560)

(t=3.860)

Work
Engagement

Note: Standardized estimates Non-Service Industry Group; Unconstrained CMIN/DF=1.327; p=0.000; RMR=0.038;

RMSEA=0.025; IFI=0.953; CFI1=0.952

Table 23. Results of Mediation Effect Analysis (Model 2)

Measures Items Effect S.E. p
PE — ICB 0.230 0.112 0.041*
Total Effect
RE — ICB 0.404 0.130 il
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PE — ICB 0.157 0.106 0.146
Direct Effect
RE — ICB 0.247 0.129 0.043*
PE —ICI — ICB 0.051 0.024 0.011*
PE -WE — ICB 0.023 0.017 0.185
Indirect Effect
RE —ICI — ICB 0.082 0.029 falad
RE —-WE —ICB 0.075 0.024 fakad

Figure 8. Results of Hypotheses Testing (Mediation Effect of Model 2)

H 9= 0.051* (PEICI>ICB (P1->P2; a->b)
H 10=0.082** (RE-ICI>ICB (P5->P6; e->b)

Information
Contribution
Intention

Performance
Expectation

Information
______ - Contribution
Behavior

Relationship  \ - -
Expectation

Work

Engagement H 11 =0.023 (PE>WE-ICB (P3->P4; c->d)

H 12=0.075** (RES>WE-ICB (P7->P8; £->d)

Next, | apply a multiple mediation model and analyze the mediation effect through the phantom variable
tool. In Table 23, the data show that, first, from the perspective of the total effect, PE — ICB (0.230; p

=0.041; p < 0.05) and RE — ICB (0.404; p=0.004; p < 0.01) have a significant effect. That is, both
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performance and relationship expectations have a significant direct effect on information contribution
behavior. Second, in the direct effects, PE — ICB (0.157) has no significant effect and RE — ICB
(0.247; p = 0.043; p < 0.05) has a significant effect. Thus, both performance and relationship
expectations have an insignificant effect on information contribution behavior. Finally, in the mediation
effect, PE — ICI — ICB (0.051; p = 0.011; p < 0.05) has a significant effect; PE — WE — ICB (0.023)
has no significant effect; RE — IClI — ICB (0.082; p = 0.004; p < 0.01) has a higher significant effect;
and RE — WE — ICB (0.075; p = 0.004; p < 0.01) has a higher significant effect. Thus, the mediating
factors designed (information contribution intention and work engagement) have acceptable mediating

effects.

The results of the hypotheses help to construct the model results. The model for the non-service industry
group shows that performance expectation positively affects information contribution behavior through
the mediation of information contribution intention, and that the results are significant. Further,
relationship expectation affects information contribution behavior through the mediation of work

engagement, and this mediating effect is more significant.

The results of the model data confirm that during information contribution among non-service SMEs,
performance expectation has a more significant effect on information contribution, and its mediation
effect through information contribution intention is also very significant. Thus, these employees pay
more attention to performance when they contribute information, and it is very important for them to
expect organizational performance. Relationship expectation also has some influence on information
contribution in this group, and it mediates the promotion of information contribution through work

engagement.
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In conclusion, performance expectation affects information contribution, which is the difference
between non-service and service industry groups. Improving production and organizational

performance in the enterprise is the main characteristic of non-service industry groups.

5.5.3 Comparative Analysis Results of Model 1 and Model 2

In the final part of this analysis, | compare the path results of the service industry Group 1 model and
non-service industry Group 2 model . | first articulate their similarities: relationship expectation affects
information contribution behavior through the mediation of work engagement, and this mediating effect
is very significant. Relationship expectation affects information contribution behavior through the
mediation of information contribution intention, and the mediating effect of work engagement is very
significant. Relationship expectation has a very significant effect on information contribution compared
with performance expectation. Both service and non-service SME employees show concern for
relationships when they contribute information, and good work engagement consistently mediates the

influence of information contribution behavior.

Regarding group differences, I find the following. In the service industry, relationships are built through
interactions between suppliers and consumers, and value is generated through this relationship. Put
differently, humans realize value through the creation of intangible commaodities (i.e., relationships),
where all objects and all humans have meaning (Kim 2017). In the world of tangible goods, products
and services are core, but in service-oriented logic, where intangible goods reign supreme, services and
experiences are core. As the foundation of sustainable growth is the relationship, this relationship
presupposes a two-way association between service providers and consumers than the conventional
unidirectional association. Therefore, this relationship is also the essence of the human world and the

natural world (Kim 2018).
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Byun and Kim (2020) state that relationships are the most important feature in human history. Humans
are relational animals who impart value. Things are only given meaning through their relationship with
humans. In service economies, the relationship is especially important because, even if the customer

dislikes a product, he/she considers the attitude of the service provider to continue the relationship.

Ahn and Lee (2000) also argue that building long-term relationships with customers is the most effective
strategy for gaining competitive advantages; Kim (2017) lends credence to this finding by confirming
that strong relationships with customers lead to a higher likelihood of revisits and referrals. Similarly,
Kim and Kim (2015) find that employee relationships are related to positive attitudes, and there is a high
correlation between organizational commitment and job satisfaction. Note that job satisfaction and

commitment are also related to job performance (Li 2015).

The service industry group model shows that performance expectation positively affects the information
contribution behavior through the mediating effect of information contribution intention, but this result
is not significant. Yet, it is significant that relationship expectation not only directly affects information
contribution behaviors, but also influences the results of information contribution behavior through the

mediating effect of work engagement.

The results also verify the importance and relevance of relationship expectation to employee information
contribution in the service industry. In this study, there are two major categories of industries. Among
them, non-service industries include manufacturing, wholesale, and retail, and | focus on manufacturing.
The economic development of each country is inseparable from the joint efforts of all those involved in
that economy. Manufacturing, though, is foundational to economic development, and different from the
service industry. Manufacturing is organized and operated with the product as the center, whereas the
service industry is people centric. The former may not directly interact with customers, but the service

industry is inseparable from its relationship with customers, as the service object is people. Finally,
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manufacturing production facilities can be distantly located from consumers, but service facilities have

to be close to customers.

However, the non-service industry group model shows that performance expectation positively affects
the results of information contribution behavior through the mediating effect of information contribution
intention. Further, the direct effect of relationship expectation on information contribution behavior is

not significant.

The significant effect of non-service industries on performance expectation is also verified. Employees
in non-service industries are product centric, organize and operate enterprises by manufacturing
products, and do not have direct contact with customers. In non-service industries, production and

organizational performance come first.

Finally, SME employees in the service industry pay more attention to relationships when contributing
information; they prioritize good and long-lasting relationships. However, when employees of non-
service SMEs contribute information, they pay more attention to performance in addition to
relationships. Their expectations of organizational and enterprise performance are key, along with their
focus on production and organizational performance. This is the main and unique feature of the non-

service industry.
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Chapter 6

V1. Conclusions

The intention of providing information in an organization depends on the performance and relationship
expectations of the provider. If the information provided can be helpful for the development and
performance of the organization, the provider will be more willing to provide this information. However,
some members of the organization provide information in seeking to improve the relationship among

members.

In this study, the most important factor influencing information contribution is the relational factor that
indicates the degree of ties among groups. From the perspective of expectancy theory, | explore the
factors that affect the intention toward and behavior of information contribution among the employees
of SMEs in China, where guanxi—ypersonal connections—dictates the corporate culture among and
within organizations. This is the unique context of the study. Accordingly, | construct a new information
contribution model, which yields two important variables—performance expectation and relationship

expectation—and includes the mediating role of work engagement.

| use SEM to test the predictive powers on the behaviors of information contribution. The findings
confirm the hypothesis that performance expectation affects information contribution intention, work
engagement, and information contribution behavior. The role of relationship expectation in the research
model is especially examined owing to the unique characteristics of the Chinese relational culture

described above.
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The results confirm that relationship expectation affects an individual’s work engagement, information
contribution intention, and information contribution behavior. Moreover, performance and relationship
expectations indirectly influence information contribution behavior via information contribution

intention and work engagement.

These findings lend an important insight into evolving constructs (i.e., information contribution
intention and work engagement) and how organizations can enable employee performance and
relationships through work engagement. Given the importance of information contribution in SMEs—
and the importance of information contribution in the future—I believe the findings herein will be useful
to researchers working to improve our collective understanding of information contribution within and

outside organizations.

Discussion

The complex combination of perspectives employed in this study contributes significantly to the
collective understanding of why information workers may or may not choose to engage in information-
contributing behavior. The following findings are particularly significant, and | offer, alongside them,

some critical recommendations for information management.

First, set a performance reward mechanism within the organization, and encourage employees to make
information contributions through performance completion and performance expectation. Processed
information contribution is likely to promote the transfer of information within the organization and will
improve organizational work efficiency, and ultimately bring employees closer to organizational

performance goals.

Second, interpersonal relationships within the organization will enhance information contribution

among employees and between employees and the organization, triggering a virtuous cycle of increased
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information sharing, improvements in relationships, and increase in performances. This two-way

relationship is more accented under the influence of guanxi and similar cultural contexts.

Third, regulating and improving employees’ work engagement will indirectly enhance their

information-contribution behavior, which is a key result that was verified in the study.

Finally, the experimental design improves internal validity while decreasing external validity. This study
recruited 531 SME employees from various locations in China, and the sample data revealed that a
majority of them were concentrated in the southeastern coastal provinces, raising concerns about the
generalizability of the results. Future research should include samples from various commercial

companies and regions, as well as field study designs, to better answer the research questions.

Implications

This study contributes to the existing research on information-contributing behavior by paying particular
attention to the importance of performance, relationships, and work engagement in information-

contributing behavior.

The goal of this research is to gain a better understanding of the factors that influence the motivation
and intentions that underpin employees’ information-sharing practices. As a result, I (1) identified some
potentially important motivational factors, that is, performance and relationship expectations; (2)
combined these factors with expectancy theory and the TRA model; (3) modified the standard TRA
formulation by designing antecedent variables and mediator variables; and (4) provided support for the

standard TRA formulation and extended the TRA model.

Limitations
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Even though the experimental process was meticulously planned, there may be unanticipated or even
uncontrollable elements. Cultural factors, for example, could not be disregarded from the current study
because the participants were Chinese. | expect the study to expand to other regions so the findings can
be further validated. Given these constraints, | strongly encourage additional research based on the

study’s findings using more rigorous study designs and considering regional heterogeneity.

In this study, I use both work engagement and information contribution intention as mediating variables.
Although the model shows that work engagement is in the front position and information contribution
intention is in the back position, | did not design for the influence of the two, leaving the hypothesis
thereof undeveloped. This is because | mainly study the effect of performance and relationship

expectations on information contribution and the mediating effect of work engagement.

In terms of model construction and expansion, there may be some deficiencies in model verification and
theoretical support, but this is also a rigorous design and innovation research, which could be valuable
as a reference for model expansion and application. In future research, it is necessary to further improve
the hypothesis of the mediating variable, work engagement, and provide more sufficient empirical

research for the verification of the model.

Future Research

The opportunities for model extension include the following: (1) develop personal factors that affect
information contribution (e.g., personal trust); (2) strengthen the effect of work engagement on
information contribution intentions; (3) increase the number of moderator variables (gender, number of
employees, etc.); (4) increase the number of control variables (e.g., perceived organizational support);

and (4) increase the number of innovation mediator variables.
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I must also recognize the importance of expanding research in future research by (1) including
individuals’ actual information-contribution behavior; (2) investigating the contribution of specific types
of information; (3) investigating the contribution of information beyond the boundaries of a single
organization (reflecting organizational boundaries); and (4) recognizing that employees contribute
information either directly or indirectly through technological tools. In addition, (5) in the multi-group
analysis, in addition to the types of SMEs, categories such as the number of employees, employee
positions, annual income of SMEs, employee education, and geographic location of the company should
be added to compare the differences among groups through multiple perspectives. This will reveal the
differences in the information contribution of employees of different scales in SMEs, and ultimately
guide enterprise managers to establish a reasonable management mechanism, optimize organizational
management, improve organizational efficiency and performance, and promote organizational

development—the ultimate goal of enterprise.
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Appendix A. Main Questionnaire (English)

Survey Questionnaire

My name is Eric S. Noh, Ph.D. candidate at Jeju National University, who is in the process of
researching for my dissertation. | am sending this form to request your assistance with my study on the
information contribution behaviors within Chinese SMES. This survey is expected to reveal “The effect
of performance expectations and relationship expectations on information contribution: Focusing
on China’s Small and Medium Enterprises.” Consequently, | am cordially asking you to take some

of your precious time to fill in this questionnaire.

Example:

PEL. | expect that contributing information is useful in firm members’ daily work.

@ @ (@) -rrreeeeees Ol — ®

(strongly disagree) (strongly agree)

Look at the listed number and check on the appropriate number.
(The higher the number, ranging from 1 to 5, the more you agree with the item).

All of your replies will be strictly confidential and will be used only for the completion of my
doctoral dissertation and future further research. Your responses will be indicated only in
aggregated forms to maintain anonymity. If you have any questions about this survey, please do
not hesitate to contact me via phone (82.10.4833.5859) or e-mail (eric.lu@daum.net).

Sincerely yours,

Department of Business Administration
Jeju National University
Advisor Professor: JaeJung Kang

Researcher: Eric S. Noh
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1. There are some relative questions about the “Performance Expectation”. Please read
every question carefully and choose the option.

PE1. | expect that contributing information is useful in firm members’ daily work.

(Dstrongly disagree; (2)disagree; (3)neutrality; (¢)agree; (5)strongly agree

PE2. | expect that contributing information will increase firm members’ chances of achieving
things that are important to them.

(Dstrongly disagree; (2)disagree; (3)neutrality; (4)agree; (5)strongly agree

PE3. | expect that contributing information will help firm members get their work done faster.

(Dstrongly disagree; (2)disagree; (3)neutrality; (4)agree; (5)strongly agree

PEA4. | expect that contributing information will increase firm productivity.

(Dstrongly disagree; (2)disagree; (3)neutrality; (4)agree; (5)strongly agree

PES. | expect that contributing information will help achieve firm performance.

(Dstrongly disagree; (2)disagree; (3)neutrality; (4)agree; (5)strongly agree

2. There are some relative questions about the “Relationship Expectation”. Please read
every question carefully and choose the option.

RE1. My information contribution will strengthen the ties between existing members in the
organization and myself.
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(Dstrongly disagree; (2)disagree; (3)neutrality; (¢)agree; (5)strongly agree

RE2. My information contribution will get me well-acquainted with new members in the
organization.

(Dstrongly disagree; (2)disagree; (3)neutrality; (¢)agree; (5)strongly agree

RE3. My information contribution will expand the scope of my association with other members
in the organization.

(Dstrongly disagree; (2)disagree; (3)neutrality; (¢)agree; (5)strongly agree

RE4. My information contribution will draw smooth cooperation from outstanding members in
the future.

(Dstrongly disagree; (2)disagree; (3)neutrality; (4)agree; (5)strongly agree

RES5. My information contribution will create strong relationships with members who have
common interests in the organization.

(D strongly disagree; (2)disagree; (3)neutrality; (¢)agree; (5)strongly agree

3. There are some relative questions about the “Work Engagement”. Please read every
question carefully and choose the option.

Cognitive Work Engagement
WEL. My mind is often full of ideas about my work.

(Dstrongly disagree; (2)disagree; (3)neutrality; (4)agree; (5)strongly agree
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WE2. Wherever | am, things happen that often remind me of my work.

(Dstrongly disagree; (2)disagree; (3)neutrality; (¢)agree; (5)strongly agree

WE3. My mind is fully engaged with my work.

(Dstrongly disagree; (2)disagree; (3)neutrality; (4)agree; (5)strongly agree

Emotional Work Engagement

WEA. | feel very delighted about what | am doing whenever | am working.

(Dstrongly disagree; (2)disagree; (3)neutrality; (¢)agree; (5)strongly agree

WES. | am very eager to do my work.

(Dstrongly disagree; (2)disagree; (3)neutrality; (4)agree; (5)strongly agree

WESB. | feel very happy when | am carrying out my responsibilities at work.

(Dstrongly disagree; (2)disagree; (3)neutrality; (4)agree; (5)strongly agree

Physical Work Engagement

WE?. No matter how much | work, | have a high level of energy.

(Dstrongly disagree; (2)disagree; (3)neutrality; (4)agree; (5)strongly agree
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WES. | have a great deal of stamina for my work.

(Dstrongly disagree; (2)disagree; (3)neutrality; (4)agree; (5)strongly agree

WED9. | always have a lot of energy for my work.

(Dstrongly disagree; (2)disagree; (3)neutrality; (4)agree; (5)strongly agree

4. There are some relative questions about the “Information Contribution Intention”.
Please read every question carefully and choose the option.

ICI1. If given the opportunity, | would contribute my work experiences to coworkers.

(Dstrongly disagree; (2)disagree; (3)neutrality; (4)agree; (5)strongly agree

ICI2. If given the opportunity, | would contribute my ideas to coworkers.

(Dstrongly disagree; (2)disagree; (3)neutrality; (4)agree; (5)strongly agree

IC13. If given the opportunity, | would contribute my documents to coworkers.

(Dstrongly disagree; (2)disagree; (3)neutrality; (¢)agree; (5)strongly agree

IC14. If given the opportunity, | would contribute specific information and knowledge gained
during training to my colleagues.

(Dstrongly disagree; (2)disagree; (3)neutrality; (4)agree; (5)strongly agree

5. There are some relative questions about the “Information Contribution Behavior”. Please
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read every question carefully and choose the option.

ICBL1.- Today, I contributed my work experiences to colleagues to enrich their work.

(Dstrongly disagree; (2)disagree; (3)neutrality; (4)agree; (5)strongly agree

ICB2. Today, | contributed some ideas to my colleagues to improve their work.

(Dstrongly disagree; (2)disagree; (3)neutrality; (4)agree; (5)strongly agree

ICB3. Today, | contributed documents to my colleagues, which may be useful to them.

(Dstrongly disagree; (2)disagree; (3)neutrality; (4)agree; (5)strongly agree

ICB4. Today, | contributed specific information that | learned in training activities to my
colleagues

(Dstrongly disagree; (2)disagree; (3)neutrality; (4)agree; (5)strongly agree

There are some basic questions about the interviewer. Please choose the appropriate
option.

1. Your gender

(DMale; (2)Female

2.Your age
(DBelow 20 years old; (2)20-29 years old; (3)30-39 years old; (4)40-49 years old;
(5)50-59 years old; (6)Over 60 years old
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3. Your educational background

(DBelow high school; (2)High school; (3)Associate; (4)Undergraduate; (5)Graduate

4. Your position
(DIntern; (2)Employee; (3)Assistant manager; (4)Manager;
(5)Senior manager; (6)Director; (7)CEO

5. Your work experience
(Dless than 1 year; (2)1-5 years; (3)5-10 years;
(4)10-15 years; (5)15-20 years; (6)over 20 years

6. Your company’s industry

(DManufacturing industry; (2)Wholesale industry; (3)Retail industry; (4)Service industry;

7. Your company’s region

@Northern inland areas; @Southern inland areas; @Western areas; @Eastern coastal areas;
(5)Hong Kong, Macao and Taiwan areas

*The north—south distinction is based on conventional geographic distinctions
(Qinling mountain—Huaihe river, the geographic boundary between north and south of China)
For example: Shandong Province belongs to the eastern coastal area;

Henan Province belongs to the northern inland area;

8. Annual operating income of your company

(DBelow 500,000 yuan; (2)50-1 million yuan; (3)1-3 million yuan;
(4)3-5 million yuan; (5)5-10 million yuan; (6)1000-30 million yuan;
(7)30-50 million yuan; (8)5000-100 million yuan;

(9)100 million 500 million yuan; @®over 500 million yuan
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9. The number of people in your company
(DUnder 5 people; (2)5-9 people; (3)10-19 people; (4)20-49 people;
(5)50-99 people; (6)100-199 people; (7)200-399 people; (8)400 people or more

strongly disagree disagree neutrality agree strongly agree

@ @ € @ @

Thank you for your time and cooperation.
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Appendix B. Main Questionnaire (Chinese)

REMBEH:

o v [ [ S M ORI A 7oA, HOATIEERHT R S g, g RGP BT
Fo b E NV S 4R B DTRRAT Ao AT FT IR 8 <SS B AN G R B 45 BT
BREOEZI . DLop [ sl o rony. Bk, B3R i SR AE — 6 5 51 I [ RIAE X
13 7% o

7] 3 i L2451

PEL. BIIRF AL AIME BXF 2 =] S i) HH TAFE H .
QLR @A A @, @A @ A A
BTN 51, XS G5
(O-@Z 15ix] 1 9 [ & 72 /2)

TS BT A B T R, A T 58 IR I L8 SCRASR I — 2D 5. S8 [
RSB ER, RGN RIR ARG a0 R AR A G AT BE ],
HERERN 53R EE R, HL15(82.10.4833.5859), {4 (eric.lu@daum.net).

R 1

[ B MIR S g R

fRF#I%: Jae-Jung Kang
9L Eric S. Noh
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L %F SN H—LAXNNE FREGLEEAEHEEER.
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Appendix C. China’s SMEs Introduction

Small and medium-sized enterprises refer to enterprises established in accordance with the law
within the territory of the People’s Republic of China with relatively small staff and operating

scales, including medium-sized enterprises, small enterprises, and micro-enterprises.

On June 18, 2011, the Ministry of Industry and Information Technology, the National Bureau of
Statistics, the National Development and Reform Commission, and the Ministry of Finance jointly
issued the “Notice on Issuing the Provisions on the Classification Standards for Small and
Medium-sized Enterprises,” which stipulated that the classification standards for various

industries are:

(1) Agriculture, forestry, animal husbandry and fishery. Small, medium, and micro enterprises
with operating income below 200 million yuan. Among them, those with an operating income of 5
million yuan and above are medium-sized enterprises, those with an operating income of 500,000
yuan and above are small enterprises, and those with an operating income of less than 500,000

yuan are micro-enterprises.

(2) Industry. Those with fewer than 1,000 employees or less than 4 million yuan in operating
income are small, medium, and micro enterprises. Among them, 300 employees or more, and
operating income of 20 million yuan or more are medium-sized enterprises; 20 employees or more,
and operating income of 3 million yuan or more are small enterprises; employees fewer than 20

or operating income below 3 million yuan are micro-enterprises.

(3) Construction industry. Small, medium, and micro enterprises with operating income of less

than 80 million yuan or total assets of less than 80,000 yuan. Among them, business income of 60
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million yuan and above, and total assets of 50 million yuan and above are medium-sized
enterprises; business income of 3 million yuan and above, and total assets of 3 million yuan and
above are small enterprises; operating income of 3 million yuan or less or micro-enterprises with

total assets of less than 3 million yuan.

(4) Wholesale industry. Those with fewer than 200 employees or less than 4 million yuan in
operating income are small, medium, and micro enterprises. Among them, those with 20 or more
employees and operating income of 50 million yuan or more are medium-sized enterprises; those
with 5 or more employees and operating income of 10 million yuan or more are small enterprises;
and those with fewer than 5 employees or operating income below 10 million yuan are micro-

enterprises.

(5) Transportation industry. Those with fewer than 1,000 employees or less than 300 million yuan
in operating income are small, medium, and micro enterprises. Among them, 300 employees or
more, and operating income of 30 million yuan or more are medium-sized enterprises; 20
employees or more, and operating income of 2 million yuan or more are small enterprises; those

with fewer than 20 employees or operating income below 2 million yuan are micro-enterprises.

(6) Retail industry. Those with fewer than 300 employees or less than 200 million yuan in
operating income are small, medium, and micro enterprises. Among them, 50 employees or more,
and operating income of 5 million yuan or more are medium-sized enterprises; 10 employees or
more, and operating income of 1 million yuan or more are small enterprises; fewer than 10

employees or operating income below 1 million yuan are micro-enterprises.

(7) Accommaodation industry and catering industry. Those with fewer than 300 employees or less

than 100 million yuan in operating income are small, medium, and micro enterprises. Among them,
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those with 100 or more employees and operating income of 20 million yuan or more are medium-
sized enterprises; those with 10 or more employees and operating income of 1 million yuan or
more are small enterprises; and those with fewer than 10 employees or operating income below 1

million yuan are micro-enterprises.

(8) Information transmission industry. Those with fewer than 2,000 employees or less than 100

million yuan in operating income are small, medium, and micro enterprises.

Note: Articles (6), (7), and (8) 3, those with 10 or more employees and operating income of 1
million yuan or more are small enterprises; those with fewer than 10 employees or operating

income of 1 million yuan or less are micro-enterprises enterprise.

(9) Software and information technology service industry. Those with fewer than 300 employees
or less than 100 million yuan in operating income are small, medium, and micro enterprises.
Among them, 100 employees or more, and operating income of 10 million yuan or more are
medium-sized enterprises; 10 employees or more, and operating income of 500,000 yuan or more
are small enterprises; fewer than 10 employees or operating income below 500,000 yuan are

micro-enterprises.

(10) Warehousing industry. Those with fewer than 200 employees or less than 30 million yuan in

operating income are small, medium, and micro enterprises.

Note: Articles (8) (9) (10) 3, of which 100 employees and above, and operating income of 10

million yuan and above are medium-sized enterprises

(11) The postal industry. Medium-sized enterprises with operating income of 20 million yuan and
above; Note: (10) (11) Article 2. Those with 20 employees or more and operating income of 1

million yuan or more are small enterprises; those with 20 employees or less or operating income
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of 1 million yuan or less are micro-enterprises. Small, medium, and micro enterprises with fewer
than 1,000 employees in the transportation and postal industries or with operating income of less

than 300 million yuan. Among them, there are 300 employees and above.

(12) Real estate development and operation. Small, medium, and micro enterprises with
operating income of less than 20 million yuan or total assets of less than 100 million yuan. Among
them, business income of 10 million yuan and above, and total assets of 50 million yuan and above
are medium-sized enterprises; business income of 1 million yuan and above, and total assets of
20 million yuan and above are small enterprises; operating income of 1 million yuan or less or

micro-enterprises with total assets of less than 20 million yuan.

(13) Property management. Those with fewer than 1,000 employees or less than 50 million yuan
in operating income are small, medium, and micro enterprises. Among them, 300 employees or
more, and operating income of 10 million yuan or more are medium-sized enterprises; 100
employees or more, and operating income of 5 million yuan or more are small enterprises; fewer

than 100 employees or operating income below 5 million yuan are micro-enterprises.

(14) Leasing and business service industry. Those with fewer than 300 employees or total assets
of less than 120 million yuan are small, medium, and micro enterprises. Among them, those with
100 employees or more and total assets of 80 million yuan or more are medium-sized enterprises;
those with 10 or more employees and total assets of 1 million yuan or more are small enterprises;
and those with less than 10 employees or total assets are small enterprises. Those with less than

1 million yuan are micro-enterprises.

(15) Other unspecified industries. Those with fewer than 300 employees are small, medium, and

micro enterprises. Among them, those with 100 or more employees are medium-sized enterprises;
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those with 10 or more employees are small enterprises; and those with fewer than 10 employees

are micro-enterprises.

- 128 -



Appendix D. Geographical distribution of the China’s
SMEs samples

The sample enterprises are from twenty-three provinces, four special autonomous regions, and Hong
Kong special region. The geographical distribution of the sample enterprises is concentrated in the
southeast coastal provinces of China, such as Guangdong province, Zhejiang province, Jiangsu province,
Shanghai city, etc. The geographical distribution reflects the distribution characteristics and regional
characteristics of SMEs in China.

Taking Guangdong Province as an example, the geographical distribution of sample enterprises is
concentrated in Shenzhen, Guangzhou, and other cities. It mainly reflects the distribution characteristics
of SMEs in the big cities along the southeast coast.

*Data source tracking (n=531 follow-up samples)

Figure 9-1. Geographical Distribution of China’s SMEs in the Sample
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Figure 9-2. Geographical Distribution of China’s SMEs in the Sample
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Figure 9-3. Geographical Distribution of China’s SMEs in the Sample
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