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Abstract
Purpose – The purpose of this paper is to empirically examine the fundamental process through
which transformational leaders play a significant role in employees’ knowledge sharing by
investigating mediating roles of individual affects, particularly psychological empowerment,
organizational commitment and organizational citizenship behavior (OCB).
Design/methodology/approach – Structural equation modeling, including confirmatory factor and
path analysis, is conducted to test proposed hypothesis.
Findings – The results of this study indicate significant direct effects of transformational leadership
on psychological empowerment, organizational commitment and OCB. Moreover, transformational
leadership also shows an indirect effect on employees’ OCB, which, in turn, is identified as the primary
factor that influences knowledge sharing. However, organizational commitment does not provide a
significant influence on knowledge sharing. These findings highlight the importance of mediating roles,
particularly OCB, to predict employees’ knowledge-sharing intention.
Originality/value – Identifying structural determinants of knowledge sharing is an important
scholarly agenda. In particular, the mechanisms and processes by which leadership exerts influence to
motivate employees to share knowledge deserve scholarly inquiry, and there, is a need for more research
to understand the mechanisms and processes through which leadership influences individual
motivation and attitudes toward pro-social behaviors, such as knowledge sharing.

Keywords Leadership, Employees attitudes, Knowledge sharing

Paper type Research paper

Introduction
Knowledge is considered as the primary source of today’s organizational competiveness
(Chen et al., 2009a, 2009b; Nonaka and Toyama, 2003). The nature of firm competition
and the sources of competitive advantage are heavily dependent on how well knowledge
is shared between individuals, teams and organizations (Argote et al., 2003). Knowledge
sharing also provides opportunities for mutual learning between individuals in the
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workplace (Li et al., 2009; Grant, 1996). Workplace learning through knowledge sharing
is, therefore, inherent and fundamental aspects of the firm’s competitive advantage
(Chan et al., 2002).

Knowledge sharing can be seen as a combination of cognitive, structural and
relational social capital (Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998). Organizational knowledge has
received much attention in the management and information systems literature, and a
recent review of the literature shows that individual (e.g. attitudes and motivation) and
organizational characteristics (e.g. culture and support) were the characteristics most
frequently examined to understand the extent of knowledge sharing (Wang and Noe,
2010). People share information about what they know when they desire recognition,
expect reciprocal returns or feel altruistic (Bartol and Srivastava, 2002). Despite an
apparent connection between knowledge sharing and interpersonal relationships,
relational dimensions as a motivator of knowledge sharing received the least amount of
attention in the literature.

Over the past three decades, the influence of transformational leadership on
employees’ work-related attitudes and behaviors has been actively supported in the
management and the organization studies. Many studies reported positive impacts of
transformational leaders on employees, particularly in areas of employee satisfaction,
commitment and achievement (Piccolo and Colquitt, 2006; Seibert et al., 2011).
Particularly, transformational leaders are those who also learn continuously from others
and encourage people to share for the purpose of mutual improvements, modeling
desirable behaviors such as organizational citizenship behavior (OCB; Kim, 2014).
Several studies reported positive impacts of such leaders on employees’ knowledge
sharing (Srivastava et al., 2006; Xue et al., 2011).

Identifying structural determinants of knowledge sharing is an important scholarly
agenda. In particular, the mechanisms and processes by which leadership exerts
influence to motivate employees to share knowledge deserve scholarly inquiry, and
there is a need for more research to understand the mechanisms and processes through
which leadership influences individual motivation and attitudes toward workplace
learning through knowledge sharing. In response, the present study attempts to explore
the underlying process through which transformational leaders influence employees’
knowledge sharing by examining the mediating roles of individual affects, particularly
psychological empowerment, organizational commitment and OCB.

Research model
For this study, we have adopted the concept of social capital as a theoretical foundation,
focusing on the relational dimension of knowledge sharing. Simply put, social capital is
a concept of “who you know”, and that impacts what you do and have. People engage in
knowledge sharing to create values with an expectation of immediate or long-term
returning values (this is true even in the open-source community – contributors eagerly
seek future invitation or collaboration). Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998) proposed that
social capital is an integrative framework consisting of structural (e.g. network
structure or position), relational (e.g. group identification) and cognitive (e.g. shared
culture or language) features that are essential for understanding the creation and
sharing of knowledge in organizations. We find that the concept subsumes elements of
social exchange theory, which explains pro-social behaviors based on expected values
outweighing associated costs.
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Wang and Noe’s (2010) recent review of knowledge-sharing literature found that
knowledge sharing is influenced by multiple factors at the following levels:

• organizational level (e.g. organizational culture and climate, management
support, rewards and incentives and organizational structure);

• individual level (e.g. individual attitudes, perceived benefits and costs and feeling
of ownership); and

• the team level (e.g. network position and team characteristics including member
diversity and trust).

They also found that about 20 per cent of all empirical research did not use any theory,
and among those that did, the most commonly used perspectives were the theory of
reasoned action (TRA), social exchange theory and social capital and network theories.
Similar to our observation, Wang and Noe recognized relational dimensions, such as
leader–member exchanges and team characteristics, as needing further examination,
especially for their mediating potentials. We find that TRA is a logical choice when
knowledge sharing focuses on adoption or cognition – determining to act based on
attitudes or behavioral intentions. When benefits and costs for determining sharing are
important, social exchange theory makes sense. However, few studies incorporated
motivational, relational and pro-social perspectives together for knowledge-sharing
research.

Leaders are in a position to drive employees’ self-motivation as well as positive
attitudes toward the organization because they must initiate and lead the
accomplishment of organizational goals by encouraging and mobilizing the followers.
When confident, competent and conscientious individuals are committed to the
organization and engage in pro-social actions, behaviors that are not explicitly
rewarded, such as knowledge sharing or acting on behalf of the organization, will
expand. In view of these conceptual connections, the research framework of this study is
as follows (Figure 1).

Literature review
Transformational leadership and knowledge sharing
Transformational leadership is defined as a process by which leaders inspire their
followers to perform at a higher level than expected and to potentially exceed
the followers’ own self interests for a high-level of shared vision (Bass, 1999). As a result,
followers in the condition of transformational leadership are able to maximize their
subordinate’s performance and increase the degree of their feelings of motivation,
organizational commitment, satisfaction, trust and work engagement (Bono and Judge,
2003; Podsakoff et al., 1996). Also, transformational leaders promote an organizational
culture that motivates employees to participate in organizational development (Avolio
and Yammarino, 2013). Transformational leadership encourages employees to feel
empowered, which improves employees’ engagement (Dvir et al., 2002). Such leadership
behaviors consist of four distinct aspects: inspiration, intellectual stimulation,
individualized consideration and idealized influence (Bass, 1999).

Along with transformational leadership, many contemporary organizations have
taken an active interest in knowledge management to enhance employee productivity
and performance through more effective knowledge capturing and sharing (Argote
et al., 2003). Knowledge sharing among employees has long been considered one of the
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most important “success factors” in knowledge management (Carmeli et al., 2011;
Mueller, 2014). Owing to this importance, many scholars have conducted empirical
studies on knowledge-sharing behaviors and found that employees’ intention to share
knowledge can be used as an indicator for their actual knowledge-sharing behaviors
(Chen et al., 2009a, 2009b; Lin and Lee, 2004; Reychav and Weisberg, 2010). Through the
empirical research with a sample of 278 employees, Reychav and Weisberg (2010)
identified that employees’ knowledge-sharing intention directly and indirectly
influenced employees’ actual knowledge-sharing behaviors.

Psychological empowerment
Psychological empowerment has been viewed as an important variable in terms of
employees’ job attitudes and behaviors (Dust et al., 2014). Conger and Kanungo (1988)
defined psychological empowerment as a process of increasing a sense of self-efficacy.
Over the years, its scope broadened to a set of enhanced and innate task motivations,
reflecting individual attitude with regard to work, career and life goal (Thomas and
Velthouse, 1990). According to Spreitzer (1995), psychological empowerment is
multifaceted, and composed of four cognitive factors: competence, meaning,
self-determination and impact. Competence refers to an individual’s beliefs in his or her
capacity to successfully conduct the assigned task (Spreitzer, 1995). Meaning represents
the personal value and standard that individuals place on the demand of a given job
(Thomas and Velthouse, 1990). Self-determination, or choice, involves an individual
sense of having autonomy to initiate and manage actions at work. Impact refers to the
degree to which an individual’s work-related behaviors makes a difference to
organizational outcomes (Thomas and Velthouse, 1990).

Leadership and empowerment. Bass and Steidlmeier (1999) emphasized theoretically
the empowering impact of transformational leadership behaviors, especially through
inspirational motivation. Epitropaki and Martin (2005) also noted that transformational
leaders are able to empower their followers to develop a belief that individuals are being

Figure 1.
Research framework
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taken seriously as a valuable asset to the organization. Seibert et al. (2011) meta-analysis
found that leadership has a significant effect on psychological empowerment. To date,
several studies reported strong positive correlations between transformational
leadership and psychological empowerment (Avolio et al., 2004; Dust et al., 2014;
Pieterse et al., 2010). Kark et al. (2003) reported that transformational leaders directly
provided their followers with an empowering effect through the followers’ social
identification with the group. Building on emerging evidence of significant empowering
effect of transformational leadership on employees, the following hypothesis was
formed:

H1. Transformational leadership behaviors will be positively related to
psychological empowerment.

Organizational commitment
Organizational commitment is defined as the comparable level of an individual
psychological attachment and involvement that an employee has to a particular
organization (Mowday et al., 1979). When an employee is engaged in organizational
responsibilities, she or he must believe and comply with organizational objectives and
values. As such, organizational commitment has to do with exerting substantial efforts
for the benefit of his or her organization (Burud and Tumolo, 2004). Organizational
commitment is also related to dedication to one’s team, supervisors, profession, career
and union (Bartlett, 2001).

Organizational commitment is conceptually divided into three dimensions:
(1) a strong faith in and compliance with the organization’s mission and values,

which is called attachment commitment;
(2) a feeling of obligation to spend substantial time and effort for the benefit of the

organization, which is known as normative commitment; and
(3) a firm desire to continue working in the organization, which is referred to as

continuance commitment (Mathieu and Zajac, 1990; Mowday et al., 1979).

Leadership and commitment. Bycio et al. (1995) studied 1,376 nurses in several US health
organizations using a direct effect approach. They found that attachment commitment
showed the strongest positive relationship with transformational leadership compared
to two other dimensions (normative and continuance). Transformational leadership
behaviors encouraged followers to seek new approaches to challenges and to be more
engaged with their work (within their organizations) by considering each follower’s
needs. Those leader behaviors resulted in a higher level of organizational commitment
from their followers. Transformational leaders establish an environment where
followers are more likely to commit to their organization. Many studies also reported a
positive effect of transformational leadership on employees’ organizational commitment
(Avolio et al., 2004; Ismaila et al., 2011). As previous studies continuously proved its
positive effect between transformational leadership and employees’ organizational
commitment, this study expected the following:

H2. Transformational leadership behaviors will be positively related to
organizational commitment.

JWL
28,3

134

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 T

A
SH

K
E

N
T

 U
N

IV
E

R
SI

T
Y

 O
F 

IN
FO

R
M

A
T

IO
N

 T
E

C
H

N
O

L
O

G
IE

S 
A

t 0
2:

10
 1

1 
N

ov
em

be
r 

20
16

 (
PT

)



Organizational citizenship behavior
Organ (1988, p. 4) defines OCB as follows: “individual behavior that is discretionary, not
directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward system, and that in the aggregate
promotes the effective functioning of the organization. By discretionary, we mean that
the behavior is not an enforceable requirement of the role or the job description; the
behavior is rather a matter of personal choice, such that its omission is not generally
understood as punishable”.

As Organ (1988) defines it, OCB indicates employees’ discretionary behaviors that go
beyond their assigned duties and are not influenced by an organizational formal reward
system (Konovsky and Pugh, 1994; Shore and Wayne, 1993). In other words, OCBs are
patterns of behaviors that are different from the required technical skills of the job (Lin
and Hsiao, 2014).

Leadership and organizational citizenship behavior. Transformational leadership
behaviors received increased attention in terms of its relationship with the OCB of
followers. Transformational leadership encourages OCBs that are voluntary and not
directly connected to an organizational rewarding system, but that contribute to
improving organizational effectiveness and climate (Kim, 2014; Piccolo and Colquitt,
2006). Scholars found a positive impact of transformational leadership on OCB –
especially with regard to helping behaviors and organizational compliance (Leithwood
and Jantzi, 2000) and helping behavior, organizational compliance and civic virtue (Kim,
2014).

When transformational leaders serve as role models and give special attention to
each follower’s needs and shared goals, their behaviors encourage followers to engage in
self-sacrificial behaviors in the way of OCB (Kim, 2014; Lin and Hsiao, 2014). Some study
found only the direct effect between transformational leadership behaviors and OCB
(Maharani et al., 2013), while other studies reported indirect effects between the same
variables (Kim, 2014; Lin and Hsiao, 2014). Given the inconsistent results, more research
is needed to investigate the relationship between transformational leadership behaviors
and OCB. The hypothesis associated with transformational leadership behaviors and
OCB are as follows:

H3. Transformational leadership behaviors will be positively related to OCB.

Empowerment, commitment and organizational citizenship behavior
Empowered followers are more likely to have greater latitude to make decisions as well
as feel given more responsibility, which, in turn, improves their level of commitment to
their organizations (Thomas and Velthouse, 1990; Wayne et al., 2000). Psychologically
empowered individuals tend to believe that they are making a difference in meaningful
ways, which results in performance for the sake of their organization and at higher
levels of organizational commitment (Avolio et al., 2004; Spreitzer, 1995; Wayne et al.,
2000).

Avolio et al. (2004) and Ismaila et al. (2011) found the direct and indirect impacts of
transformational leadership on organizational commitment through psychological
empowerment. The majority of research participants perceived that their commitments
were enhanced by transformational leadership itself and by a partial mediating effect of
empowerment. Followers with greater psychological empowerment believe that there are
more opportunities for self-decision-making and authority, contributing to followers’ higher
level of commitment (Wayne et al., 2000). Lavelle et al. (2007) also reported that commitment
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is positively associated with OCB. Although the aforementioned research has investigated
relationship between psychological empowerment and organizational commitment, and
between organizational commitment and OCB, the effect of the full range of psychological
empowerment, organizational commitment and OCB is not known. Relationships among
these three variables would be empirically identified through the following hypotheses:

H4. Psychological empowerment will be positively related to organizational
commitment.

H5. Employees’ organizational commitment will be positively related to OCB.

Commitment, organizational citizenship behavior and knowledge sharing
There are a growing number of studies supporting the positive relationship between
organizational commitment and knowledge sharing (Cabrera et al., 2006; Jo and Joo,
2011). Because of a feeling of unity, employees with higher emotional attachment to their
organization tend to perceive more similarities to one another (Kramer et al., 1996, cited
by Jo and Joo, 2011). Individuals who are more psychologically bonded with their
organization are more likely to interact with members from the same organization. Such
bonding leads employees to share knowledge (Jo and Joo, 2011). Cabrera et al. (2006) also
found a positive relationship between organizational commitment and knowledge
sharing by analyzing 372 employees from a large multinational organization. Cabrera
et al. (2006) stated that highly attached employees were more likely to share knowledge
because highly bonded employees believe that their organization provides quality
information and support, which encourage them, in turn, to share knowledge. Their
direct and indirect effects will be examined in this study as follows:

H6. Employees’ organizational commitment will be positively related to knowledge
sharing.

There is emerging evidence indicating that individuals with higher levels of OCB are
more likely to share their knowledge (Lin and Hsiao, 2014). Jo and Joo (2011) confirmed
that OCBs play a strategic role in inspiring employees to voluntarily share knowledge in
their organizations because their discretionary behaviors contribute to creating a better
environment for knowledge sharing in organizations. In this sense, knowledge-sharing
behaviors can be seen as a result of OCB, which leads to the following:

H7. OCB will be positively related to knowledge sharing.

Methods
Sample and data collection
Data were collected from a self-report questionnaire that was randomly distributed to
employees selected from five large companies in South Korea. These companies were
purposefully selected based on multiple factors. First, these organizations have a strong
presence of knowledge management systems, sharing skills, knowledge and know-how.
Second, the subjects in this study are members of such systems. Human resource
managers at each company collected the surveys over a period of one month.

A total of 600 employees from various ranks were invited to complete the
questionnaire. Participation in the survey was voluntary, and no financial rewards were
given. All survey procedures and data were assured for confidentiality. The collected
surveys had 395 usable responses after 26 incomplete responses were eliminated. The
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effective response rate is 65.8 per cent. The sample consisted of 267 males (67.6 per cent),
and a significant difference in knowledge sharing was found between both genders (t �
3.77). That is, male employees (M � 3.90, SD � 0.65) are more likely to share their
knowledge than female employees (M � 3.63, SD � 0.59). About half of them (42.8 per
cent) were in the position of entry level and the majority (59 per cent) were between the
ages of 31 and 40 years. Participants with less than ten years’ experience with the
current employer accounted for 89.9 per cent. No significant differences in knowledge
sharing were found in groups (F � 0.96 for age; F � 0.96 for seniority).

Measures
All questionnaire items were translated into Korean based on translation and
back-translation methods, administered by two linguistics professionals. Also, a whole
set of the questionnaire was refined by a panel of several experts who majored in
management and had extensive work experience; they ensured the content validity of
the measurements.

Transformational leadership. To assess transformational leadership, 20 items from
the multifactor leadership questionnaire Form 5X developed by Bass and Avolio (1997)
were used. This measurement has four sub-constructs: idealized influence, inspirational
motivation, intellectual stimulation and individualized consideration. The Cronbach’s
alpha for this measure was 0.96. An example of the questions in this measurement is
“Leaders help us find meaning in our work.”

Psychological empowerment. To measure psychological empowerment, we used a
12-item scale developed by Spreitzer (1995) to assess psychological empowerment:
competence, impact, meaning and self-determination. In the existing literature,
acceptable estimates of reliability have been shown (Avolio et al., 2004; Dust et al., 2014;
Ismaila et al., 2011). A five-point Likert scale (1 � strongly disagree, 5 � strongly agree)
anchored the items. In this study, the reliability coefficient was 0.89. An example of the
questions in this measurement is “I have significant autonomy in determining how I do
my job.”

Organizational commitment. To measure organizational commitment, the six-item
scale developed by Meyer et al. (1993) was used in this study. Among the three
dimensions of organizational commitment, we selected affective commitment in view of
our goal to examine its role for OCB and knowledge sharing. In previous studies,
internal consistency for this measure (Cronbach’s alpha) ranged from 0.84 to 0.86
(Feather and Rauter, 2004). This study’s reliability coefficient was 0.94. An example of
the questions in this measurement is “I would be very happy to spend the rest of my
career with this organization.”

Organizational citizenship behavior. This measure, developed by Podsakoff et al.
(1990), uses 16 items to describe four dimensions of OCB: conscientiousness,
sportsmanship, civic virtue and courtesy. In previous studies, internal consistency for
the single OCB scale was consistently high (� � 0.94) (van Yperen et al., 1999). In this
study, the reliability coefficient was 0.83. A sample question included “I read and keep
up with my organization’s announcement, memos, and so on.”

Knowledge-sharing intention. Knowledge sharing refers to the extent that
individuals share strategic knowledge with their colleagues (Bartol and Srivastava,
2002). Given empirical evidence, employees’ intention for knowledge sharing was used
to predict knowledge-sharing behaviors in this study. Five items from Bock et al. (2005)
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were used to measure employees’ intention for knowledge sharing. This measure
consisted of five items with sub-constructs: tacit and explicit knowledge sharing. An
example of the questions in this measurement is “I always provide my manuals,
methodologies, and models for members of my organization.” In this study, Cronbach’s
alphas of both categories ranged from 0.92 to 0.93 (Bock et al., 2005). A five-point Liker
scale was used in this study (1 � strongly disagree, 5 � strongly agree), and the
reliability coefficient was 0.87.

Results
Measurement model
According to the measurement of psychometric properties, basic assumptions of
reliability and validity issues were examined by inter-variable correlation coefficient
estimates, Cronbach’s alpha coefficient and factor loadings of a confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) to test whether the hypothesized latent variables could be identified
empirically and to assess the construct validity of the measures. Table I shows
inter-construct correlations and item internal consistency estimates (Cronbach’ alpha
coefficient) along with descriptive analysis results. Commonly recommended model-fit
indices were used to assess the model’s overall goodness of fit (Bollen, 1989): the ratio of
�2 to degrees of freedom (df), goodness-of-fit index (GFI), comparative fit index (CFI),
normalized fit index (NFI), incremental fit index (IFI), Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), and
root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA). All the model-fit indices exceeded
their respective common acceptance levels suggested by previous research, thus
demonstrating that the measurement model showed a good fit with the data collected:
�2 � 417.21; df � 208; CFI � 0.97; NFI � 0.96; IFI � 0.97, TLI � 0.96, RMSEA � 0.05.

Construct validity
This study also examined construct validity before conducting its main analyses to
attenuate potential inflation of scores associated with common method variance. First,
all individual items were loaded to one general factor, and the analytical results for
fitness included, �2 � 2,035.8; df � 170; CFI � 0.66; GFI � 0.57; TLI � 0.64. RMSEA � 0.17,
suggesting that the fitness of the one-factor analytical model was poor. Second, all items
were measured according to the proposed model, as described above, indicating that the

Table I.
Descriptive statistics
and correlations
matrix

Variable Mean SD 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8.

1. Gender 1.32 0.47 1.00
2. Age 1.81 0.63 �0.35** 1.00
3. Seniority 4.73 4.43 �0.13* 0.57** 1.00
4. Leadership 3.51 0.60 �0.20** 0.16** 0.18** (0.96)
5. Empowerment 3.14 0.84 �0.18** 0.41** 0.37** 0.40** (0.89)
6. Commitment 3.26 0.88 �0.22** 0.18** 0.21** 0.62** 0.48** (0.94)
7. OCB 3.86 0.51 �0.22* 0.25** 0.22** 0.49** 0.50** 0.56** (0.83)
8. Knowledge

sharing 3.81 0.64 �0.19** 0.12* 0.09 0.30** 0.34** 0.42** 0.52** (0.87)

Notes: n � 395; *p � 0.05; **p � 0.01; coefficient alpha reliability estimates are reported in the main
diagonal
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fitness of the five-factor model was sufficient. Additionally, an alternative model that
tested the direct influence of transformational leadership and knowledge sharing was
examined for verifying theoretical cohesion.

Beyond using the Cronbach’s alpha, which concentrates on individual item
reliability, this study examined the composite reliability of the construct that measures
the internal consistency within and across the constructs (Bollen, 1989). In the
measurement model, composite reliability was above 0.80 and exhibited a variance in
that indicator which was not accounted for by measurement error (Table II). The
average variances extracted (AVE) were all higher than the 0.50 level recommended by
Fornell and Larcker (1981), which means that the variance observed in the items was
accounted for by their hypothesized factors. In addition, the standardized � and T value
of latent variables reached the significant level of 0.01, indicating that every construct
has convergent validity (Table III). As for discriminant validity, this study further
employed the matrix � (phi) to understand the extent to which a construct is truly
differentiated from other constructs. Jöreskog and Sörbom (1981) suggest that two
constructs that are conceptually similar are distinct if � � 1.96 standardized errors
excluded 1. Phi in Table II showed that the discriminate validity existed among
constructs.

Structure model and hypotheses testing
Next in structural equation modeling structural equation modeling (SEM), path models
were fitted to the data to test the proposed model. Overall, the structural model provided
an adequate fit to the data. As a follow-up step, collective associations among the
variables that are exogenous and endogenous, path coefficient estimates for all relations
and standardized path coefficient estimates were considered to find out the influential
effect sizes of each relation (Hair et al., 2006). All path coefficients were illustrated in
Figure 2. As the standard determinant for the statistical significance of standardized
path coefficients, the cut-off t-value (t-value � |1.96|) was used.

The patterns of direct effects of the exogenous variable (transformational leadership)
revealed by the path model provide evidence to support of the first three hypotheses.
Based on H1, we expected a significantly positive relationship between
transformational leadership and psychological empowerment (� � 0.47, p � 0.01). In an
organization, transformational leaders appeal to their followers’ aspirations, identities,
needs, preferences and values such that followers are able to reach their full potential.
Our expected result from the path model (� � 0.50, p � 0.01), outlined in H2, also
supported a significant positive effect of transformational leadership on employees’

Table II.
Composite reliability,
AVE, phi and t-value

Constructs CR AVE 1. 2. 3. 4. 5.

1. Leadership 0.93 0.78 0.66 (11.01)
2. Empowerment 0.81 0.51 0.20 (6.60) 0.26 (10.10)
3. Commitment 0.94 0.72 0.42 (9.30) 0.22 (7.15) 0.63 (9.08)
4. OCB 0.84 0.57 0.18 (7.91) 0.13 (7.35) 0.21 (8.42) 0.17 (7.72)
5. Knowledge sharing 0.88 0.59 0.17 (5.37) 0.14 (5.72) 0.23 (6.85) 0.16 (7.77) 0.41 (8.30)

Notes: CR � composite reliability; AVE � average variance extracted; phi � t-value
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commitment to organizations (H2). The hypothesized positive impact of transformation
leadership on OCB was also supported (H3, � � 0.22, p � 0.01).

In addition to a direct effect of transformational leadership on organizational
commitment and OCB, based on the literature review, we expected a mediating effect of

Table III.
Standardized � and
T value

Constructs Indicators Standardized � T

1. Leadership TL_II 0.88 N/A
TI_M 0.95 29.12
TL_IS 0.81 21.37
TL_IC 0.89 25.51

2. Empowerment PE_M 0.60 N/A
PE_C 0.62 9.14
PE_SD 0.78 10.19
PE_I 0.66 9.45

3. Commitment AOC1 0.78 N/A
AOC2 0.80 17.23
AOC3 0.90 20.34
AOC4 0.91 20.65
AOC5 0.88 19.54
AOC6 0.82 17.99

4. OCB OCB_CS 0.71 N/A
OCB_S 0.74 13.31
OCB_CV 0.82 14.51
OCV_C 0.67 12.09

5. Knowledge sharing KS1 0.75 N/A
KS2 0.81 15.52
KS3 0.81 15.52
KS4 0.68 12.98
KS5 0.76 14.59

Figure 2.
Path model for
relations among
latent variables
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psychological empowerment on organizational commitment (H4). The result from the
path model (� � 0.31, p � 0.01) supported this hypothesis. Generally speaking,
empowered employees will see themselves as more capable and will be able to influence
their job and organizations in meaningful ways, leading to a high degree of commitment
to their organization (Spreitzer, 1995). The result from the path model (� � 0.55, p �
0.01) also supported a positive path from OC to OCB (H6).

Finally, we hypothesized that knowledge sharing will be promoted based on
pro-social concepts, particularly OC (H6) and OCB (H7). The result from the path model
(� � 0.53, p � 0.01) strongly supported the mediating role of OCB toward employees’
knowledge-sharing intentions. However, organizational commitment did not have a
significant effect on knowledge sharing. We also examined the direct, indirect and the
total effect of the proposed constructs to further understand the magnitude of the
prediction among all constructs (Table V). Our results showed that the overall model
accounted for 36 per cent of variance in employees’ knowledge-sharing intention (R2 �
0.36). OCB, the primary influencer of knowledge sharing, made a greater impact on
employees’ knowledge sharing when compared with leadership in terms of the total
effect and, more importantly, leadership directly and indirectly impacted employees’
OCB (Table IV).

Against the baseline model, we tested various nested and alternative models. In
Model 2, we added to a direct path from psychological empowerment to knowledge
sharing. The results indicated that this path was not significant (� � �0.03, p � 0.10).
All other paths remained significant as in the Model 1. In Model 3, another additional
path was specified from transformational leadership to knowledge sharing. Neither this
path was significant (� � �0.07, p � 0.10). Model 4 is alternative model that is not
nested within the above-mentioned models. This model illustrated the different
direction of mediating influence of OCB on OC and the influence of OC on empowerment.
The results indicated that none of the paths were significant (p � 0.10). The model
showed a good, but relative to the baseline model, poorer fit with the data (GFI � 0.87;
NFI � 0.89; CFI � 0.93; TLI � 0.92; RMSEA � 0.07) (Table V).

Considering that none of the nested models compared to baseline model revealed any
additional significant paths, this study adopted Model 1 as the parsimonious model
(Bollen, 1989). In addition, the fit indices in the alternative model with different
directions of mediators showed marginal and poorer than the baseline model’s.
Therefore, discussion of this study on hypotheses is based on Model 1.

Table IV.
Direct and indirect

effects in structural
model

Effects
Direct effect Indirect effect Total effect

Exogenous ¡ Endogenous
Leadership ¡ Empowerment 0.47** n/a 0.47**
Leadership ¡ Commitment 0.51** 0.14** 0.65**
Leadership ¡ OCB 0.22** 0.34** 0.56**
Leadership ¡ Knowledge sharing n/a 0.36** 0.36**
OCB ¡ Knowledge sharing 0.53** n/a 0.53**

Note: **p � 0.01
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Discussion
This study attempted to contribute to the literature on leadership and knowledge
sharing. Using a sample of employees in South Korea, this study sought to disentangle
the complex process of leadership influence on facilitating knowledge sharing in the
workplace. The results of this study showed that transformational leadership made a
significant impact on OCB directly as well as indirectly (through empowerment and
commitment, R2 � 0.46), and OCB, in turn, was found to be a significant predictor of
employees’ knowledge-sharing intention. Taken together, the variables of leadership,
empowerment, OC and OCB accounted for 36 per cent of the total variance in employees’
knowledge-sharing intention. When we tested an alternative model that included a
direct path from the transformational leadership to employees’ knowledge-sharing
intention, the path came out as insignificant (t-value � |1.96|). These results support
the earlier studies reporting positive impacts of transformational leadership on
employees’ attitudes (Avolio et al., 2004; Epitropaki and Martin, 2005; Ismaila et al.,
2011) as well as knowledge sharing (Carmeli et al., 2011; Chen and Barnes, 2006, Li et al.,
2009; Lin and Hsiao, 2014).

This study offers important contributions to the literature of leadership and
knowledge sharing by connecting the concept of transformational leadership to the
mediating roles of individual motivation, commitment and extra-role behaviors.
Understanding the mechanisms and processes through which leadership influences
work-related attitudes and behaviors is a research area that needs more scholars’
attention. Relational and interpersonal dimensions are certainly a less examined area of
research in the knowledge-sharing literature (Wang and Noe, 2010).

Results from this study support that transformational leaders motivate their
followers to become more engaged in their work (through psychological empowerment),
committed to their organization and participate in discretionary behaviors on behalf of
the organization. The partial mediation of empowerment supports that cognitively
inspiring and emotionally supporting leader behaviors encourage the followers to think
critically by using fresh approaches that involve them in decision-making processes
and, thus, inspiringly loyalty (Ismaila et al., 2011). When transformational leaders guide
their followers by recognizing and appreciating the different needs of each follower for
developing personal potential, followers will consequently feel a sense of responsibility
toward their job and the collective goals the leader promotes (Avolio et al., 2004; Seibert

Table V.
Comparison of
structural equation
models

Model and structure �2 df CFI TLI RMSEA

1. TL ¡ PE � OC � OCB and PE ¡ OC and OC ¡
OCB � KS and OCB ¡ KS a 417.21 208 0.97 0.96 0.05

2. TL ¡ PE � OC � OCB and PE ¡ OC � KS and
OC ¡ OCB � KS and OCB ¡ KS 417.16 207 0.97 0.96 0.05

3. TL ¡ PE � OC � OCB � KS and PE ¡ OC and
OC ¡ OCB � KS and OCB ¡ KS 415.30 206 0.97 0.96 0.05

4. TL ¡ PE � OC � OCB and OC ¡ PE � KS and
OCB ¡ OC � KS and PE ¡ KS 438.99 207 0.93 0.92 0.07

Notes: TL � transformational leadership; PE � psychological empowerment; OC � organization
commitment; OCB � organizational citizenship behavior; KS � knowledge sharing; a baseline model
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et al., 2011). Providing followers with more opportunities for decision-making,
responsibility and self-determination will lead to a higher level of commitment as well as
engagement in helping behaviors, organizational compliance, individual initiatives and
self-development; these represent desirable psychological and pro-social behaviors as
potential antecedents of knowledge sharing (Guzman, 2008).

Our findings draw attention to the important role of mediating variables, particularly
OCB (Ismaila et al., 2011; Jo and Joo, 2011). Past studies reported mixed results regarding
the role of organizational commitment to knowledge sharing. Cabrera et al.’s (2006)
study reported a positive effect of OC on knowledge sharing (their study did not include
OCB). Results in this study supported results reported by Jo and Joo (2011), which
showed that between OC and OCB, only the latter made a significant (and also the
strongest) impact on knowledge sharing. Overall, our findings imply that OCB is a key
variable predicting employees’ knowledge-sharing intention, and it is more effective
when leaders empower individual employees and motivate OC to further increase OCB.

Theoretical and practical implications
The design and findings from this study present several points of discussion for
research and practice. Wang and Noe’s (2010) analysis of empirical research on
organizational knowledge sharing found that we now have a list of set of individual- and
group-level (team or organizational characteristics) variables that affect the employees’
knowledge sharing. Within organizational contexts, Wang and Noe (2010) identified
organizational culture and climate, reward systems and organizational structure as
influential antecedents, and they noted that organizational culture is an
under-researched area to be examined more in the future. In response, two recent studies
examined the learning organization as an organizational culture variable while
examining the mediating role of learning goal orientation (Yoon and Park, 2013), OC and
OCB (Jo and Joo, 2011). Wang and Noe (2010) also noted that organizational knowledge
sharing largely takes place in a psychosocial context, and the relational dimension has
received less attention in the past.

Several theoretical contributions in this study should be highlighted. First, this study
addresses Wang and Noe’s (2010) call to empirically investigate the influence of
leadership in motivating employees to share knowledge in organizations. The results of
this study confirm the propositions of their study. For example, research evidence
indicates that transformational leadership is important to enable knowledge sharing
between employees. Further, this study has also shown that OCB is a key to promote
knowledge sharing by mediating the relationship between leadership, empowerment,
OC and knowledge sharing. This study is unique in its attempt to capture mechanism as
a significant identification in the complex process by which leadership facilitates
knowledge sharing in organizations.

In addition, this study expands on previous research that hypothesizes a direct
relationship between transformational leadership and knowledge sharing. This study
adds specificity by describing mechanisms by which transformational leaders promote
knowledge sharing by engendering employee’s psychological empowerment,
organizational commitment and OCB.

The significant impact of leader behaviors on employees’ knowledge sharing via
mediating roles of empowerment and pro-social attitude (OC) and behaviors (OCB)
supports that theories of leadership present a cohesive and promising framework for
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examining mental changes or processes that emerge through human interactions.
Concepts, such as transformational leadership, empowering leadership and
self-leadership, try to improve in-role as well as extra-role behaviors to balance
performance and development. Therefore, leadership occupies an important antecedent
position in the knowledge sharing literature to be further examined alone or alongside
other organizational variables.

In terms of practice, constructs examined in this study, namely, leadership,
empowerment, organizational commitment and OCB, directly fall under the core
practices of organization learning. Knowledge sharing is often considered as the
specialty domain of workplace learning and development professionals; thus, for
employees’ knowledge sharing, individuals with training or adult learning expertise are
often invited to promote knowledge-sharing practices. Findings from this study
highlight the importance of OCB as well as influential roles of leaders who demonstrate
transformational leadership behaviors. Although organizational culture or climate are
frequently examined as antecedents of knowledge sharing, such concepts are broader
and complex to make a targeted improvement for knowledge sharing. Practitioners who
want to enhance the employees’ knowledge sharing can communicate important role of
OCB and leader behaviors and also highlight the positive impact of transformational
leadership on the empowerment of the employees.

Limitations and recommendations for future research
There are several limitations we would like to note regarding methodology. Survey
research is particularly limited in generalizability when non-probabilistic sampling and
cross-sectional design are used. Experimental conditions are nearly impossible to create
in organizational settings, but this study can be improved by other alternative research
design such as a longitudinal survey. Especially a longitudinal design research with
both qualitative and quantitative approaches enables to provide a more comprehensive
of the underlying process through which transformational leaders influence employees’
knowledge sharing. Although this study obtained an ample size of participants from
multiple organizations that focus on knowledge sharing, the participating firms were
entirely composed of extremely large companies with a high concentration of male
populations. Owing to the size of the sample used in the study and based on the results
from other group comparison tests (e.g. functions, age and tenure), CFA was not
performed separately for male and female employees. We recommend that future
studies also control the influence of demographic variables or compare group means in
SEM when sample size is sufficiently large.

Further, this study addressed the potential bias of common method variance based
on a single-source survey by examining Harman’s single-factor test, checking both
discriminant and convergent validity, and testing an alternative model. However,
cross-section design suffers in robustness and objectivity when compared to other
design, such as multi-source rating or longitudinal research. In addition, there is another
concern as a result of using self-reported measures. This study cannot avoid the
possibility that participants of this study might have responded to survey questions in
a socially desirable manner. Therefore, future researchers may need to consider using
several sources besides survey responses to support findings of the study.

Finally, the nature of this study’s sample in private sector in South Korea is
considered another limitation. Owing to this, national and leadership cultures where
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participants of this study were affiliated can be different from previous studies. Thus,
more cross-cultural and national comparison research by using systematic sampling
strategies is recommended. Moreover, any generalized interpretation of the findings of
the study to other settings should be proceeded with caution.
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