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Knowledge is considered an essential resource and key to competitiveness. The behavior of sharing knowledge is an essential activity for the prosperity of the organization. For individuals, however, sharing knowledge can present a dilemma by giving up the exclusive right to certain knowledge that they own. This study identifies the psychological well-being as a leading factor in facilitating knowledge-sharing in dilemma situations. The author classified knowledge management behavior into sharing, hiding, and manipulating behavior, and studied them as mediators linking psychological well-being and performance. And to check the influence of the quality of the exchange relationship, leader-member exchange was used as a moderator. For the empirical analysis, 333 members from 12 organizations were surveyed by using different sources and times. Hierarchical regression analysis and bootstrapping analysis were conducted for verification of hypothesis. Results demonstrated that the psychological well-being influence directly on knowledge-sharing, -hiding, and -manipulating behaviors and indirectly on performance. In the multi-mediation test, only knowledge-sharing behavior mediated the relationship between psychological well-being and performance. And the moderating effect of leader-member exchange was significant only in the relationship between psychological well-being and knowledge-sharing behavior. This study contributes to the performance, knowledge management and positive psychology research fields, and suggests practical implications.
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INTRODUCTION

Since the early Hawthorne studies in business literature, the causes of high productivity and the performance of happy employees have been widely known (Roethlisberger and Dickson, 1939). The happier the members, the more they dedicate themselves to their task, produce creative ideas, and participate in organizational citizenship behaviors. Traditionally, this causal relationship has been accepted because of the mutually beneficial relationship in which a person exchanges favor with favor (Eagly and Chaiken, 1993; Jena et al., 2018). However, this causal relationship, unlike the direction the theory points out, has not been demonstrated. Until the 1950s, the relationship was not proven in empirical analysis (Brayfield and Crockett, 1955), and until the 1990s empirical analyses of the significance of the relationship were mixed (Shore and Martin, 1989; Keaveney and Nelson, 1993). There are two reasons why this relationship is difficult to demonstrate despite the seemingly clear theoretical direction. First, the definition of happiness varies by study. Happiness has been defined as satisfaction with an organization or job, a positive emotion, or mental health. Because the concept of happiness is so wide and each scholar uses different definitions and measures, the study direction varies according to the research and the empirical results differ. Second, because happiness is the overall psychological state of the members, it is conceptually distant from the performance that results from behavior. Various behavioral and situational factors, including leadership, are involved in job performance, and the causal relationship between happiness and performance is distorted in this process. Therefore, this paper aims to investigate the process concerning member happiness and performance by using psychological well-being concepts to define happiness, identifying processes that lead to performance, and analyzing the impact of leadership.

Knowledge is a key resource for the performance of individuals and organizations (Lin, 2007), essential for generating new information, correcting errors, analyzing tasks, and creating value (Ohlsson, 2011). It is also a key element in innovation, which is essential for organizations in modern society (Lin, 2007). Unlike other material resources for organizational performance, knowledge does not diminish in the process of sharing with others; rather, the possibility of new knowledge being created and receiving knowledge from others increases. From an organizational perspective, knowledge-sharing is an act of expanding the resources of the entire organization and is a major way of improving organizational performance (Darroch, 2005). Moreover, in the current business environment where digitization, homework, and online activities are increasingly spreading, the importance of knowledge sharing among employees is increasing (Chumg et al., 2015; Ordieres-Meré et al., 2020). However, from each member’s point of view knowledge-sharing is not an absolute good. Rather, it is a dilemma. A knowledgeable individual is highly-valued as a human resource and receives greater rewards. Sharing knowledge is the act of giving up one’s exclusive position in that unique knowledge area. Thus, an organization member has an incentive to hide knowledge without sharing it. The motivations to share or hide knowledge are often studied as a conflict between individual interests and group interests (Kimmerle et al., 2011). Members who dedicate themselves to the organization and internalize the goals of the organization are active in knowledge-sharing, whereas members who strive to preserve position or status will hide their knowledge and seek profits from knowledge-exchange by overstating their knowledge and underestimating others’ knowledge.

Which members of the organization are more actively sharing knowledge without hiding or manipulating it? Despite existing studies of knowledge management behavior, there is a research gap on the factors that solve this knowledge sharing dilemma. This study was conducted with the aim of solving the knowledge sharing dilemma in two psychological aspects. First, the higher the psychological well-being, the easier it will be to overcome the dilemma. Second, the higher the quality of the exchange relationship with the leader, the more actively participate in the exchange relationship and more easily overcome the dilemma. In other words, this paper aims to confirm that employees with high psychological well-being and leader-member exchange are more active in sharing knowledge and will eventually achieve higher performance.



THEORY AND HYPOTHESIS


Knowledge-Management Behavior

Knowledge is essential to organizational competitiveness and growth (Grant, 2002). It is a key resource for value-added processes and a major catalyst for innovation. The organization seeks to hire and acquire members as important human resources for acquiring knowledge, and knowledgeable individuals are managed as major human resources in the organization and enjoy relatively high status and rewards (Brown and Duguid, 1991). The knowledge formed by the individual members is propagated in the organization through knowledge-sharing behaviors, and the knowledge that is sufficiently shared remains in the organization and becomes social capital (organizational knowledge). According to previous research, organizations with rich knowledge can reduce production costs, develop new products quickly, have high innovative capabilities, and generate high-quality products and services (e.g., Cummings, 2004; Collins and Smith, 2006). Therefore, organizations seek to promote knowledge-sharing behavior in several ways.

Contrary to the wishes of the organization, however, its members have two different motives for distributing their knowledge and employ three behavioral strategies according to each combination. The first motivation is to actively distribute knowledge. This motivation is expressed based on two rewards. The knowledge provided to others is directly returned to respect and recognition and indirectly rewarded with valuable knowledge. By sharing knowledge externally, they reveal their knowledge to the organization, receive verification of value, and receive monetary compensation, promotion, and expansion of authority. If this incentive is strong, members become active in knowledge-sharing behavior. Accordingly, knowledge-sharing behaviors are defined as the provision of work information or know-how to help others (Wang and Noe, 2010).

The second motivation is the desire to reject knowledge circulation and monopolize knowledge. Knowledge is a valuable intangible resource that contributes to the effectiveness of an individual or organization and contributes to creating new knowledge. If competitors have access to the knowledge of an organization, the scarcity of knowledge decreases and undermines the organization’s relative position by promoting the performance of its competitors. If a particular member monopolizes certain knowledge, others must obtain permission from him or her to gain access to the knowledge (Wang et al., 2019). The more valuable the knowledge, the more valuable that member’s status will be. Knowledge-hiding behavior is thus defined as the exclusive use of knowledge requested by others (Connelly et al., 2012). Members with strong first motivations will actively engage in knowledge-sharing behavior, and members with strong second motivations will engage in knowledge-hiding behavior. These two motivations may occur simultaneously based on the circumstances. A one-sided deal cannot occur. Members must share their knowledge for others to receive it. Consequently, members have an incentive to overestimate the validity of their knowledge and to underestimate the importance of others’ knowledge to promote profit in the transaction–they balance the incentive to share knowledge with the incentive to monopolize it through the benefit of knowledge transactions. This is defined as knowledge-manipulation behavior (Bettis-Outland, 1999), one of three types of knowledge-management behaviors, the others being knowledge-sharing and knowledge-hiding (Rhee and Choi, 2017).

The two motivations that cause the three knowledge-management behaviors vary by context. First, the culture, institutions, and atmosphere of the organization affect the two motives. Trust in members was studied to mitigate the adverse effects of knowledge-sharing and increase the frequency of communication, thus boosting motivation for sharing knowledge (Kankanhalli et al., 2005). Organizations with a knowledge-management system remove the physical barriers to facilitating knowledge-sharing (Chiu et al., 2006; Collins and Smith, 2006). Members in an atmosphere that rewards or actively encourages knowledge-sharing are also motivated to share knowledge (Bock et al., 2005), and knowledge-sharing is active in organizations with a learning culture (Taylor and Wright, 2004). If an organization does not have a compensation system for knowledge, it will stimulate motivation for monopoly knowledge (Yao et al., 2007). Conversely, the use of knowledge-management systems is stimulated in organizations with monetary rewards such as promotions and salary increases (Kankanhalli et al., 2005). In Korean corporate samples, collective pay systems stimulate knowledge-sharing (Kim and Lee, 2006). However, research results are mixed regarding monetary compensation. Several studies suggest that external rewards, such as monetary rewards, weaken intrinsic motivations and promote knowledge-hiding: intrinsic motivation is more important in knowledge-sharing behavior (Bock and Kim, 2002; Kwok and Gao, 2005). In addition to these organizational and external factors, factors within individuals also affect the two knowledge-management motivations. The exchange ideology affects the exchange of knowledge (Lin, 2007). Among personality factors, the more openness to experience, the greater the knowledge-sharing motivation (Cabrera et al., 2006). The more a member is familiar with information technology (IT), the more actively he or she uses the knowledge-management system (Jarvenpaa and Staples, 2000). The more educated and knowledgeable the members, the more they pursue growth through knowledge exchange (Constant et al., 1994).



Psychological Well-Being, Knowledge-Management Behaviors, and Performance

The psychological well-being of organizational members is a field of happiness research that has been studied for thousands of years since Aristotle–at a macroscopic level–and a central theme of psychological research of members in business administration since the Hawthorne study–at a microscopic level. The definition of psychological well-being differs slightly among scholars.

This study deals with the evaluation of the members themselves in organizational situations and the resulting behavioral changes, thus realizing and completing each member’s potential in job situations base on the definition of Ryff (1989), which is widely accepted in this respect. Psychological well-being is high for those who learn and identify new ways of solving problems in the process of achieving their goals, performing their jobs successfully, and solving problems. First, members with high psychological well-being have a strong belief in themselves. Through self-efficacy, they enjoy challenges, are engaged in work, and strive to reach goals (Bandura, 1997; Garg and Rastogi, 2009). Because they recognize themselves as members of the organization and feel happy, they internalize the organization’s goals more easily. They align their goals with the organization’s goals and share their knowledge for organizational success. Because of their high self-evaluation and not judging themselves by others, their motivation to overestimate and manipulate their information to gain profits in knowledge-sharing is weak.

Second, members with high psychological well-being are optimistic about the consequences of knowledge-sharing. The relationship between cost and reward in social exchange is the most widely-studied topic in social exchange relations, including knowledge-sharing (Wang and Noe, 2010). People with high psychological well-being are optimistic about the exchange. A strong optimist perceives the outcome of events in a positive direction and reduces the impact of negative events. They set higher goals with higher quality norms of reciprocity, quickly eliminating frustration (Luthans et al., 2004). Therefore, they consider the rewards of knowledge-sharing valuable and the cost small, and they have a strong motivation to reward knowledge-sharing from others. They will actively participate in knowledge-sharing and will not hide or manipulate knowledge.

Hypothesis 1. Psychological well-being and knowledge-sharing behaviors are positively related.

Hypothesis 2. Psychological well-being and knowledge-hiding behaviors are negatively related.

Hypothesis 3. Psychological well-being and knowledge-manipulating behaviors are negatively related.

Members who actively use their knowledge for the goals of the organization are likely to perform well. From an intrinsic perspective, they have a positive evaluation of themselves and identify resources to dedicate themselves toward reaching their goals. Instead of hiding or manipulating knowledge, they actively use their knowledge without considering others. Knowledge-sharing stimulates peer knowledge-sharing, increases the total amount of knowledge across the organization, and contributes to organizational performance (Collins and Smith, 2006). Members participating in knowledge-sharing behavior are likely to receive valuable knowledge from their peers. According to the signaling effect, exposing knowledge also increases evaluation and status in the organization and thus increases the likelihood of receiving necessary resources (Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005). Increasing organizational knowledge, in turn, leads to an increase in personal knowledge, and tacit knowledge is revealed and clarified. Consequently, performance increases.

Conversely, knowledge-hiding behavior makes it difficult for members to reveal their knowledge or encourage others or leaders to devalue the knowledge. Their status in the organization is lowered and, in particular, separated from the knowledge-sharing network (Rhee and Choi, 2017). Knowledge is not distributed in social exchange relationships with colleagues, which makes it difficult to acquire the resources necessary for a member to increase performance. Inherently, they have a “free ride” in organizational knowledge, which lowers their self-evaluation and makes them feel unfair in their relationships with others. Consequently, performance decreases.

Knowledge manipulation behaviors are strategic actions to share knowledge while seeking benefits in the process. Members who engage in these behaviors exaggerate their knowledge, underestimate the risks, and emphasize the benefits. They cannot dedicate themselves to the process and are less likely to contribute to the goals of the organization. The distortion of knowledge they cause inevitably leads to degradation of performance.

Hypothesis 4. Knowledge-sharing behavior and performance are positively related.

Hypothesis 5. Knowledge-hiding behavior and performance are negatively related.

Hypothesis 6. Knowledge-manipulating behavior and performance are negatively related.

Hypothesis 7. The relationship between psychological well-being and performance is mediated by (a) knowledge-sharing behavior, (b) knowledge-hiding behavior, and (c) knowledge-manipulating behavior.



The Moderating Effect of Leader-Member Exchange

The leader is the symbol of the organization and the source of resources (Yukl, 1989). Organizational leadership has a direct impact on the knowledge-sharing motivation of members. The higher management evaluates the knowledge, the greater the knowledge-sharing among the members (Lee et al., 2006). Perceived organizational support and empowering leadership increase the effectiveness of knowledge-sharing (Cabrera et al., 2006; Srivastava et al., 2006). Transformational leadership encourages members to dedicate themselves to the organization, internalize organizational goals, and share knowledge for their own growth (Bryant, 2003). Therefore, the relationship with the leader is an important situational factor in the behavior of members.

Leader-member exchange (LMX) is part of social exchange theory (Blau, 1964). Leaders do not form a homogeneous exchange relationship with their members. They form a reciprocal exchange relationship by in-grouping some of the members, and some of the members are out-grouped to create an unequal exchange relationship (Dansereau et al., 1975). Members form their own standards of behavior according to the quality of this exchange relationship. Members with high LMX form a reciprocal exchange relationship with the leader. They communicate frequently with leaders and receive resources. Consequently, satisfaction increases for both leaders and subordinates (Liden and Graen, 1980). Members are actively immersed in the organization based on their trust in the leader. If members with high psychological well-being have a high quality of relationships with their leaders, they are optimistic about the outcome of the exchange and confident that they will be highly regarded by the organization through knowledge-sharing. They think the leader will acknowledge their contribution, and they take more risks in the exchange relationship based on a belief in their leader. They also regard knowledge-hiding and knowledge-manipulating behaviors as betrayals of the leader, making an effort to reduce these actions. Even though they have low psychological well-being, they can actively participate in knowledge-sharing behavior based on their trusting relationships with leaders. However, members with low LMX tend to do the opposite. Members who think they are an outsider finds it difficult to take the risk of sharing knowledge, even if their psychological well-being is high. Because they are not satisfied with their exchange relationship with the leader, it is difficult to engage in knowledge-exchange relationships in the organization. They seek to protect themselves by hiding their knowledge, or they exaggerate and seek the benefit of the knowledge-exchange process, rather than risk lowering their position by exposing their knowledge.

Hypothesis 8a. The relationship between psychological well-being and knowledge-sharing behavior, are moderated by LMX. such that the relationship is stronger when LMX is high rather than low.

Hypothesis 8b. The relationship between psychological well-being and knowledge-hiding behavior, are moderated by LMX. such that the relationship is weaker when LMX is high rather than low.

Hypothesis 8c. The relationship between psychological well-being and knowledge-manipulating behavior are moderated by LMX. such that the relationship is weaker when LMX is high rather than low.



MATERIALS AND METHODS


Data Collection and Study Subjects

Data for the empirical analysis was collected through a pencil-and-paper survey from organizations in South Korea. Twelve companies from financial, manufacturing, distribution, IT, construction, and public institutions participated in the study to secure the generalizability and external viability of results without being biased to specific industries. Participants were informed that a researcher at Seoul National University would conduct research on working conditions and employee happiness. To reduce common method variance. I distributed surveys to 450 leader–member dyads at two points in time. At Time 1 members rated their psychological well-being, perceived LMX, and demographic data. At Time 2 (1 month later) members rated their knowledge management behaviors, and leaders rated subordinates’ in-role performance. All participants were assigned random numbers to match the first and second set of questionnaires with the answers of the leaders and members. The questionnaires were distributed to leader-member dyads. 382 copies were received from the first questionnaire and 366 from the second questionnaire. After matching the questionnaires, the remaining 333 samples were used for hypothesis testing: 70.3% are male and 29.7% female, 72.1% are married, 51.7% are college graduates, and 40.2% work in R&D jobs.



Measures

All measures were translated into Korean by two organizational behavior professors. A seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) was used to assess all measures.


Psychological Well-Being

Psychological well-being, an independent variable, was measured using the 18-item scale proposed by Ryff and Keyes (1995). One example includes “For me, life has been a continuous process of learning, changing, and growth.” It was collected in the first survey in the form of a self-report. The reliability (Cronbach’s α) was 0.85. This measure was previously used in Joo et al. (2016), and the reliability was 0.91.



Job Performance

Job performance, a dependent variable, was measured using the seven-item job performance measuring tool proposed by Williams and Anderson (1991) and used in Bernerth et al. (2012, α = 0.87). In the second survey, the supervisor responded about the subordinate. Examples include “He/She adequately completes assigned duties” and “He/she engages in activities that will directly affect his/her performance evaluation.” The Cronbach’s α was 0.91.



Knowledge-Sharing Behavior

All three knowledge-management behaviors were measured using the four-item scales proposed by and used in Rhee and Choi (2017). The reliability of knowledge-sharing behavior in that study was 0.81. Knowledge-sharing behavior was answered by subordinates in the second survey. Examples include “I looked into the request to make sure my answers were accurate” and, “I told my coworker exactly what he/she needed to know.” The Cronbach’s α was 0.91.



Knowledge-Hiding Behavior

Knowledge-hiding behavior was measured by subordinates responding to the second survey. Examples include “I pretended that I did not know the information” and, “I said that I did not know even though I did.” The Cronbach’s α was 0.88, slightly higher than the previous study’s 0.86 (Rhee and Choi, 2017).



Knowledge-Manipulating Behavior

Knowledge-manipulating behavior was measured by subordinates responding to the second survey. Examples include “I padded my knowledge to make it greater than it actually is” and “I omitted potential problems inherited from my knowledge.” The Cronbach’s α was 0.81, which was the same as the previous study (Rhee and Choi, 2017).



Leader-Member Exchange

Leader-member exchange, which is a moderating variable, was measured in the first questionnaire by subordinates responding using the seven-item LMX scale proposed by Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995) and used in Chaurasia and Shukla (2013, α = 0.85). Examples include “How well does your leader understand your job problems and needs?” and “Regardless of how much formal authority he/she has built into his/her position, what are the chances that your leader would use his/her power to help you solve problems in your work?.” The Cronbach’s α was 0.78.



Data Analysis

Using R 3.5.2 software, I tested hypotheses 1 through six using multiple regression analysis. I controlled for gender and age for all models at step 1 and entered the main effect at step 2. The main effect should explain a significant amount of the variance of the dependent variable for supporting hypotheses. And I tested mediation hypothesis 7 using PROCESS macro developed by Preacher and Hayes (2004). The 95% bias-corrected confidence interval should not be containing zero for supporting hypothesis. Lastly, I tested the moderation hypothesis 8 using multiple regression analysis. For supporting the moderation effect, the interaction term between psychological well-being and LMX should explain a statistically significant amount of the variance of the dependent variable. In addition, the effect size of psychological well-being should increase as LMX increases in a sensitivity analysis.



RESULTS

To verify the discriminant validity of the translated measures, the factor structures of each variable measured at the individual level were checked through confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The hypothesized six-factor model yielded an acceptable fit to the data (χ2 = 1,344.72, p < 0.01, comparative fit index = 0.92, Tucker-Lewis index = 0.93, root mean square error of approximation = 0.054, Hu and Bentler, 1999).


Hypothesis Testing

Table 1 reports the means, standard deviations, and correlations for all variables. Reliability is high, at greater than.78 for all variables. The correlation between knowledge-sharing and knowledge-hiding behavior is −0.24. The relationship between LMX and performance is significant. As a result of correlation analysis, most variables have the same direction as the hypotheses.


TABLE 1. Means, standard deviations, and correlations for all variables.

[image: Table 1]A hierarchical regression analysis was performed for testing hypothesis. Gender and age were controlled for all models. The analysis results of the three knowledge-management behaviors (knowledge-sharing, knowledge-hiding, and knowledge-manipulating) are displayed in Table 2.


TABLE 2. Results of hierarchical linear regression analysis for hypothesis 1, 2, and 3.

[image: Table 2]The regression coefficient of psychological well-being is positive on knowledge-sharing behavior (Model 2, b = 0.64, p < 0.01) and negative on knowledge-hiding behavior (Model 4, b = −0.44, p < 0.01) and knowledge-manipulating behavior (Model 6, b = −0.47, p < 0.01). In the three models, the regression coefficients for psychological well-being are statistically significant, supporting hypotheses 1, 2, and 3. The analysis results of the three knowledge-management behaviors (knowledge-sharing, knowledge-hiding, and knowledge-manipulating) on job performance are displayed in Table 3.


TABLE 3. Results of hierarchical linear regression analysis for hypothesis 4, 5, and 6.

[image: Table 3]The results show that knowledge-sharing behavior (Model 8, b = 0.44, p < 0.01) is significantly positive and knowledge-hiding behavior (Model 9, b = −0.14, p < 0.05) and knowledge-manipulating behavior (Model 10, b = −0.27, p < 0.01) are significantly negative on job performance. Hypothesis 4, 5, and 6 is supported.

To verify the mediation effects of the three knowledge-management behaviors (knowledge-sharing, knowledge-hiding, and knowledge-manipulating), the indirect effects were analyzed by creating a multi-mediation model with three behaviors simultaneously. The results are presented in Table 4.


TABLE 4. The bootstrapping results of mediation.

[image: Table 4]From the bootstrapping analysis, only indirect effects through knowledge-sharing behavior are significant in the multi-mediation model, and the path through the knowledge-hiding or knowledge manager is not significant. Thus, hypothesis 7 is partially supported. The results of the moderating effect analysis are presented inTables 5, 6.


TABLE 5. Results of moderating analysis for hypothesis 8.

[image: Table 5]
TABLE 6. Sensitivity analysis of results on the moderating effect of the leader-member exchange.

[image: Table 6]Although the regression coefficients of the interaction term between psychological well-being and LMX is significant for knowledge-sharing behavior (Model 12, b = 0.22, p < 0.01), regression coefficients of the knowledge-hiding and knowledge-manipulating behaviors are not statistically significant.

The effect size of psychological well-being on knowledge-sharing when the LMX relationship is low is 0.526 and increases to 0.761 and 0.997 as the LMX relationship increases. Thus, hypothesis 8a is supported. Hypotheses 8b and 8c, which have insignificant regression coefficients, are rejected.



DISCUSSION

This study classified knowledge-management behavior into three actions: knowledge-sharing, knowledge-hiding, and knowledge-manipulating. This study hypothesized a change in performance based on psychological well-being through these knowledge-management behaviors. The LMX relationship was regarded as a situational factor. From the empirical analysis, the direct effects of psychological well-being on knowledge-sharing, knowledge-hiding, and knowledge-manipulating behavior are all significant, and all of these behaviors are related to performance. The multi-mediation bootstrapping analysis, which confirmed the mechanism for the relationship between psychological well-being and performance, found that knowledge-sharing is the most important route because its path is the only significant path. In previous studies, the mediating effect of knowledge management behavior has been discussed, but the difference between the three types of knowledge management behavior has not been studied (e.g., Rhee and Choi, 2017). The results of this study show differences in the relative importance of knowledge management behaviors. The moderating effect of LMX is significant only for the relationship between psychological well-being and knowledge-sharing behavior. The role of LMX as the primary route for knowledge-sharing behavior is supported. This is consistent with previous studies that LMX acts as an important context variable in the relationship between knowledge donating and knowledge collecting (Dysvik et al., 2015).


Contributions and Implications

This paper has several academic contributions. First, the relationship between psychological well-being and performance was less supported by empirical analysis than by theory (Carolan et al., 2017). This paper identifies the causal relationship between the two concepts through three types of knowledge-management behaviors. The knowledge-sharing, hiding, and manipulating behaviors are determined by the degree of psychological well-being, and these behaviors determine job performance. This paper also identifies which path is more important between the three behaviors through multi-mediation analysis. The results find that knowledge-sharing behavior better explains the relationship between psychological well-being and performance than the other two behaviors. This contributes to the research fields of psychological well-being and performance.

Second, although extensive research on the antecedents of knowledge-management has been conducted, there is a lack of research on the effects of psychological well-being on all categories of knowledge-management (Chumg et al., 2015). Psychological well-being is a manifestation of one’s strengths and a direct assessment of growth, directly affecting the attitudes and behaviors of members. Knowledge-sharing is a voluntary contribution to knowledge exchange in which psychological well-being must be taken into account because it greatly affects the internal motivation of members. This study contributes to the field of knowledge management by identifying the effects of psychological well-being on three dimensions of knowledge-management behavior.

Third, this paper contributes to the field of leadership research by identifying the impact of LMX as a contextual factor. Leaders should motivate subordinates to share knowledge. This study examined the influence of LMX to identify how different manifestations of leadership affect knowledge-management behavior. From the analysis, the better the relationship with the leader, the greater the participation in knowledge-sharing and the better the outcome. Therefore, if an organization strives to improve the performance of individuals through active knowledge-sharing and the performance of the organization, it is necessary to improve the quality of exchange relationships with members.

This paper has several practical implications. First, the dilemma of the knowledge-sharing situation experienced by the members of the organization was identified. Existing knowledge-management systems attempt to promote knowledge-sharing by providing intrinsic and extrinsic rewards. This paper finds that knowledge-sharing is not simply an action caused by the amount of a reward. Instead, knowledge-sharing is a conflict between the motive for expressing one’s ability by sharing and seeking recognition and compensation, and the desire to maintain exclusive rights by hiding and monopolizing knowledge to increase bargaining power and status. This paper has the same direction as the academic attempt to interpret knowledge sharing using game theory (Kong et al., 2020). Therefore, knowledge-management systems should be improved not only by providing compensation but also by eliminating the risk of sharing knowledge and securing the right to own knowledge. This is consistent with previous studies of knowledge ownership.

Second, this paper identified the process of the virtuous circle relationship between the happiness and performance of the members of the organization. According to the theory of positive organizational behavior, the happiness of members is the goal of organizations, but the continuous growth of the organization is essential to accomplish this. Knowledge-management is essential to organizational sustainability. This paper suggests a virtuous cycle between sustainable management and promoting the happiness of members by linking happiness-management to knowledge-management.

Third, LMX is the quality of exchange between leaders and members. As a result of this paper, if LMX plays a major role in knowledge sharing, it could play a big role not only in sharing knowledge among members but also in sharing knowledge between leaders and members. Knowledge sharing is possible in vertical as well as horizontal. Therefore, leadership training should be conducted with the core of the exchange relationship with the members (Dysvik et al., 2015).



Limitations and Future Research

Despite these implications, this study has several limitations. First, various factors that could affect the relationship between psychological well-being and performance through knowledge-management behavior were not included in the research model. As explained earlier in the literature review, various factors influence knowledge-management behaviors, such as organizational culture or atmosphere, industry, policy, type of job, the existence of knowledge-management systems, and personality (Mustika et al., 2019). To analyze the relationship between psychological well-being, knowledge-management activities, and performance, the effects of these factors should be included or controlled. Second, this study’s context was Korean organizations and reflected the characteristics of Korean organizations. Korean organizations are collectivistic, and their members have relatively rigid relationships with leaders. The tendency to express psychological well-being outwardly is also conservative. In a culture where emotions are free to be expressed, the causality of the results of this study may be stronger. In the future, cross-validation should be carried out for multiple cultures. Third, this study tried to eliminate the common method bias by separating measurement time points and measuring performance from leaders, but psychological well-being and knowledge-management behaviors are self-reported and are not free from bias. If possible, future studies should use a comparison with indicators measured from peers or supervisors.



CONCLUSION

The study findings contribute to the existing theory on organizational psychology, knowledge management, and leadership. The relationships between psychological well-being and three-types of knowledge management behavior were examined and the moderation effect of LMX on the relationship was verified. Also, knowledge management behavior-performance relationship was tested. The research findings imply that psychological well-being has a positive effect on the knowledge-sharing behavior, and negative effects on the knowledge hiding and manipulating behaviors. LMX enhances this positive effect. Also, knowledge-sharing behavior has a positive impact on individual performance while knowledge-hiding and manipulating behavior have a negative impact. Knowledge-sharing behavior significantly mediated the relationship between psychological well-being and performance. Psychological well-being has been empirically confirmed as the solution to the knowledge sharing dilemma. This study findings also suggested that LMX is an essential factor of solving knowledge sharing dilemmas. This study contributes to the field of positive psychology and presents empirical evidence that can be used to develop leadership and knowledge sharing motive.
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