
 

 

 

 

2
0
1
6

 
 

Universidade de Coimbra - UNIV-FAC-AUTOR 
Faculdade de Psicologia e de Ciências da Educação 

   

 

Knowledge Management and Work Motivation following 
Self-Determination Theory: An Empirical Research 

U
C

/F
P

C
E

  

Gabriela de Castro Nesbit (e-mail: g.nesbit1207@gmail.com) - UNIV-
FAC-A 

 
Dissertação de Mestrado em Psicologia das Organizações e do 
Trabalho sob a orientação de Professora Doutora Leonor Pais e 
Professora Doutora Lisete Mónico 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

  



 

 

 

 

 

Knowledge Management and Work Motivation following 

Self-Determination Theory: An Empirical Research 

 

Purpose: This paper a) aims to investigate the relation between 

Knowledge Management (KM) and work motivation (following Self-

Determination Theory); b) analyses the relevance of proposing profiles of 

workers; and c) assesses the differences in work motivation as a result of the 

profiles created. 

Design/methodology/approach: This is a quantitative and cross-

sectional research. Participants are from Portuguese organizations (N=695). 

The self-administered questionnaires KMQ-SF and MWMS are used. 

Correlational analysis, cluster analysis and MANOVA are performed.  

Findings: As we advance on the motivation continuum to more 

autonomous work motivation, the relation to KM strengthens (from 

negative, to weak and moderate effect sizes) supporting SDT. Four out of ten 

profiles showed a statistically significant global effect on work motivation: 

High KM Profile (8.3%), followed by the Low KM Profile (6.4%), the 

Low/Moderate Formal KM Profile (6.3%) and the Low/Moderate 

Competitive KM Profile (3.9%). 

Research limitations/implications: Limitations concern the fact that: 

1) this is a transversal study, and 2) this is a correlational study, which 

implies that the inference of causality cannot be assumed.  

Practical implications: This paper suggests a well-adjusted KM 

strategy, which may better one’s performance and well-being, by 

strengthening more self-determined motivations and decreasing Amotivation. 

At the same time, hiring new employees based on their autonomous 

motivation to the specific tasks they will perform can strengthen KM 

processes. 

Originality/value: This paper supports SDT and corroborates the 

notion that KM and work motivation are related, mainly considering 

autonomous motivation. 

 

Keywords: Self-Determination Theory; Knowledge Management; Work 

Motivation; Knowledge Management Questionnaire; Multidimensional 

Work Motivation Scale.  
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Introduction  
The aim of the present study is to assess the relation between 

Knowledge Management (KM) and work motivation. More precisely, the 

goal of this research is to evaluate if and how each of the constructs’ 

dimensions are associated. The understanding of KM and work motivation is 

essential for practitioners targeting a useful and conscious organizational 

strategy and for researchers advancing our understanding of the processes 

underlying work motivation and its association to KM. 

Whenever we study KM we are examining one of the most important 

mechanisms that make an organization’s wheels turn. By allowing an 

organization to be dynamic in the ever-changing business world, KM is of 

the upmost importance to organizations everywhere on the globe 

(Armistead, 1999; Durst & Wilhelm, 2012; Jiménez-Jiménez, Martínez-

Costa, & Sanz-Valle, 2014; López-Nicolás & Meroño-Cerdán, 2011; Yang, 

2008). Organizational knowledge is “an unending resource which, unlike 

others, increases the more it is used” (Cardoso, 2007a, p. 45) and it is, 

consequently, a distinction factor and a vital element for maintaining 

organizational value (Cardoso, 2003, 2007a, 2007b; Castro, Júnior, & Pinto, 

2012; Civi, 2000; Pais & dos Santos, 2015).  

Davenport and Prusak (1998) define knowledge as the “fluid mix of 

framed experiences, values, contextual information, and expert insight that 

provides a framework for evaluating and incorporating new experiences and 

information” (p. 5). The perspective that KM is a number of efforts to 

improve and advance organizational circumstances that catalyze all 

processes and practices related to knowledge, in order to fulfill 

organizational objectives (Cardoso, 2007a), is the one adopted in this article. 

For the abovementioned efforts to be fruitful, there is a fundamental need for 

the existence of an organizational culture that thrives on the creation, sharing 

and use of knowledge (Janz & Prasarnphanich, 2003; Rai, 2011) and of 

organizational actors that have been motivated to work (Pais, 2014).  

Work motivation has also been a core focus of organizational and 

work psychology for several years (Steers, Mowday, & Shapiro, 2004) and 

is essential to organizational endurance. The fact that work motivation 

relates to many other embedded aspects of organizations, such as teams 

(Othman, Abdullah, & Ahmad, 2009; Rousseau & Aubé, 2013), leadership 

(Miniotaitė & Bučiūnienė, 2013), performance and employee development 

(Kuvaas & Dysvik, 2009), and organizational commitment (Choong, Wong, 

& Lau, 2011), makes it clear why so much attention has been given to this 

topic. Ryan and Deci (2000) define motivation as concerning “energy, 

direction, persistence and equifinality – all aspects of activation and 

intention” (p. 69). This definition shares three denominators with others: 

they are mainly aware of aspects or events that energize, channel and sustain 

behavior over a period of time (Steers et al., 2004). To understand how 

human behavior in organizations, and therefore performance, is determined, 

we may turn to contemporary work motivation theories that direct their 

efforts to clarifying these denominators. Ryan and Deci’s (2000) self-
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determination theory (SDT) and its applications to work motivation (Gagné 

& Deci, 2005) is one of the most recent approaches and the one adopted in 

this article. 

In spite of the vast amount of research done on KM in the last twenty 

years, the relation between KM and work motivation is still under 

researched. Accordingly, in this study, our focus is to analyze and 

investigate which KM dimensions are more and less correlated to work 

motivation, and of these, which are positive, negative or null. 

I – Theoretical Background 

Knowledge Management  

KM has been widely studied throughout the last twenty years and its 

relevance for researchers and practitioners has been widely established (e.g. 

Gu, 2004; Mårtensson, 2000; Matayong & Mahmood, 2013; Patil & Kant, 

2014; Ponzi, 2002; Ragab & Arisha, 2013; Serenko, 2013; Wallace, Van 

Fleet, & Downs, 2011). For example, it has been studied in relation to 

performance (Reich, Gemino, & Sauer, 2014), teams (Sung & Choi, 2012), 

leadership (Chi, Lan, & Dorjgotov, 2012) and employee turnover (Fidalgo & 

Gouveia, 2012). 

One of the more inclusive models that conceptualize KM is Cardoso’s 

(2003, 2007a). The author, in an attempt to consolidate the diverse 

contributions from multiple American, European and Japanese authors, has 

reached a representation of organizational knowledge and KM that entails 6 

groupings and 6 phases, respectively.  

The six groupings of organizational knowledge proposed by Cardoso 

(2003, 2007a) reflect its: (1) levels of knowledge; (2) components; (3) 

dimensions; (4) an outline of nuclear characteristics; (5) instrumentality; and 

(6) types. The instrumentality and types of organizational knowledge are 

essential to our understanding of related organizational processes. As a 

result, these last two groupings are the most mentioned in other KM models 

(Coelho, 2015).  

Furthermore, Cardoso (2003, 2007a) discusses six processes of KM: 

(1) creation and acquisition, (2) attribution of meaning, (3) sharing and 

diffusion, (4) organizational memory, (5) measurement of organizational 

knowledge and (6) retrieval. More recently, Cardoso and Peralta (2011) have 

added use of knowledge as a seventh process of KM. These processes are 

structured bearing the organization’s goals in mind and are, therefore, set to 

certain performance standards (Pais, 2014).  

Cardoso’s model was the framework behind the creation of a 

questionnaire used to evaluate people’s perceptions of KM. This 

questionnaire (which was revised in 2014 by Pais), has been applied in 

several recent studies using diverse samples and in numerous economic 

sectors (Brito, Cardoso, & Gomes, 2005; Cardoso & Peralta, 2011; Cardoso, 

Gomes, & Rebelo, 2005; Cardoso, Meireles, & Peralta, 2012). From this 

questionnaire and abovementioned research, a tetradimensional model of 



3 

Knowledge Management and Work Motivation following Self-Determination Theory: An Empirical Research 
Gabriela de Castro Nesbit (e-mail:g.nesbit1207@gmail.com)  | 2016 

KM was created, which is the model used in the present study. Thus, the first 

dimension under consideration is Knowledge Centered Culture. This 

dimension includes practices, procedures and rules embedded in the 

organization and that should be followed by the employees (Pais, 2014). The 

second dimension is named Competitive Orientation, which can be defined 

as the use of knowledge in a competitive manner, targeting the exterior of 

the organization (Pais, 2014). The third dimension includes the formally 

implemented KM practices, focusing on explicit knowledge, termed Formal 

KM Practices (Pais, 2014). The fourth dimension complements the third, as 

it comprises “spontaneous interactions that aid the social construction of 

knowledge and is predominantly related to tacit knowledge” (Coelho, 2015, 

p. 9), called Informal KM Practices (Pais, 2014).  

 

 

Work Motivation 

One of the recent and insightful approaches to work motivation is 

Ryan and Deci’s (2000) self-determination theory (SDT). Much research has 

been carried out on this approach (e.g. Gagné & Deci, 2005; Gagné et al., 

2015; Gagné, 2009; Grant & Berry, 2011; Guntert, 2015; Krieger & 

Sheldon, 2015; Stone, Deci, & Ryan, 2009; Trépanier, Fernet, & Austin, 

2014). In short, SDT has been used to identify several distinct types of 

motivation, positioned on a self-determination continuum. This continuum 

ranges from amotivation to intrinsic motivation. The first is the complete 

lack of self-determination and the second is always self-determined. 

Extrinsic motivation is located between the two and is, in turn, divided into 

four types: external, introjected, identified and integrated (in order of degree 

of self-determination) (Ryan & Deci, 2000; Gagné & Deci, 2005). However, 

only the seven types of motivation explicit in Gagné et al.’s (2015) study: 

amotivation, extrinsic (material and social), introjected, identified and 

intrinsic motivations, will be taken into consideration for the purpose of this 

research. This is so, due to the theoretical and practical difficulty we find in 

distinguishing between integrated and intrinsic motivations. The same 

difficulty was faced by other authors (Gagné et al., 2015) and they assumed 

the closeness of identified and integrated work motivation, at least when 

operationalizing it. 

As mentioned above, SDT has been applied in numerous research 

areas and contexts, one of them being work and organizations. SDT states 

that goal attainment is more likely when efforts are autonomous, rather than 

when they are controlled externally, and that each of the types of motivation 

has specific consequences on one’s performance (Ryan & Deci, 2000). 

Bearing this in mind and since we hypothesize that KM dimensions may 

have an association with work motivation and on the accomplishment of 

organizational goals, it is important to consider whether, when and why 

different types of motivation may influence performance. Cerasoli, Nicklin, 

and Ford (2014), in their meta-analysis studying 40 years of research, have 

tried to further our understanding of this matter. They conclude, amongst 

other things, that (1) there is a positive relation between intrinsic motivation 
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and performance, meaning that it would be unexpected for one to perform 

poorly at a task from which one derives personal satisfaction or enjoyment; 

and (2) intrinsic motivation is a better predictor of quality rather than 

quantity performance. As a matter of fact and in several studies, autonomous 

motivation has been positively associated to a better performance or work 

effort (e.g. Bidee et al., 2013; Callahan, Brownlee, Brtek, & Tosi, 2003; 

Grant, 2008; Li, Wei, Ren, & Di, 2015; Moran, Diefendorff, Kim, & Liu, 

2012). 

SDT also suggests that pursuing intrinsic goals has positive effects on 

well-being because they stimulate the satisfaction of the basic psychological 

needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness (Burton, Lydon, 

D'Alessandro, & Koestner, 2006; Deci & Ryan, 2008; Ilardi, Leone, Kasser, 

& Ryan, 1993; Ryan & Deci 2000). On the other hand, pursuing extrinsic 

goals is thought to have negative effects on well-being, as they are less 

directly satisfying of autonomy, competence and relatedness (Vansteenkiste, 

Simons, Lens, Sheldon, & Deci, 2004). For example, extrinsic goals tend to 

be aimed at external displays of worth and associated with disproportionate 

social comparisons (Lyubomirsky & Ross, 1997) and unsteady self-esteem 

(Kernis, Brown, & Brody, 2000). 

 

The link between Knowledge Management and Work Motivation 

Firstly, we consider that KM, like many other contextual variables 

(e.g. reward systems (Kunz & Linder, 2012), performance appraisal (Ali, 

Mahdi, & Malihe, 2012), leadership (Oostlander, Güntert, & Wehner, 2014) 

and organizational climate (Gök, 2009)) may influence one’s drive to work 

by allowing individuals to find more or less response to their needs. It is also 

possible to argue the influence of work motivation on KM and, in fact, both 

directions of relation are possible. Employees search for organizations that 

are congruent with their values and motivations. Workers motivated by 

knowledge development and KM will prefer knowledge-intensive jobs and 

will, consequently, reinforce KM through the way they act within the 

organization.   

Secondly, we consider it is important to study the relation between 

KM and motivation to work due to the lack of research in this area. That is, 

the literature on KM and motivation is strongly directed towards the 

motivation to share knowledge and not the motivation to work (Amin, 

Hassan, Ariffin, & Rehman, 2011; Bartol & Srivastava, 2002; Huang, Chiu, 

& Lu, 2013; Hwang, 2008; Lin, 2007; Liu & Fang, 2010; Pais & dos Santos, 

2015; Tangaraja, Rasdi, Ismail, & Samah, 2015; Wang & Hou, 2015; 

Welschen, Todorova, & Mills, 2012; Wu & Zhu, 2012; Yoon & Rolland, 

2012). 

Thirdly, considering that Intrinsic Motivation and Extrinsic 

Motivation have different effects on performance and well-being, we posit 

that it is essential to understand to what degree KM dimensions may be 

associated to one’s motivation. Thus, our research and the understanding of 

KM’s relation to work motivation may contribute to the design of KM and 

work motivation strategies directed at both variables (performance and well-
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being). In fact, the understanding of that relation may have implications 

concerning the configuration of KM and work motivation management. The 

following aspects can be taken into account: a) which KM dimensions are 

more associated to Intrinsic Motivation and other more autonomous 

motivations such as Introjected and Identified motivations, contributing to a 

greater well-being and performance; b) in what way KM dimensions with 

stronger correlations to Extrinsic Motivations (if there are any) contribute to 

the weakening of well-being and deterioration of performance; and c) which 

work motivation dimensions are more strongly associated to KM thus 

enabling knowledge processes within organizations.  

With this understanding it may be possible to create coherent and 

positive KM systems, which consider each dimension both individually and 

collectively, balancing each of them for the best possible outcome. Likewise, 

strategies focusing on autonomous motivation rather than extrinsic 

motivation can foster knowledge development and KM in organizations. 

This appreciation of KM’s relation to motivation may give practitioners a 

better understanding of a useful and conscious KM and work motivation 

strategies. It may also give researchers a deeper approach to both constructs 

for a better understanding of the relations between them. 

II – Objectives and Hypothesis 

Objectives 

Our first objective, as mentioned above, is to assess the correlation 

between KM dimensions and work motivation dimensions. Taking this in 

consideration, all the following hypotheses only refer to our first objective. 

Our second goal is to analyze the existence of differentiated clusters of 

workers, given the scores of KM dimensions. Lastly, our aim is to compare 

the work motivation scores in the different KM clusters, thus defining 

different profiles. In order to reach these two goals, 10 configurations of 

clusters are taken into consideration in the present study. Two of them are 

set as the extremes levels (all KM dimensions high – High KM Profile – and 

low – Low KM Profile). Other two vary in regards to Competitive 

Orientation: High Competitive KM (where Competitive Orientation is high 

and all other dimensions of KM are low) and the opposite of this, 

Low/Moderate Competitive KM (where Competitive Orientation is low or 

moderate and all other dimensions of KM are high). The remaining 6 

profiles follow the same structure: High Formal KM and Low/Moderate 

Formal KM, High Informal KM and Low/Moderate Informal KM, and High 

Cultural KM and Low/Moderate Cultural KM. 

Hypotheses 

There is evidence that, in general, individuals seek development, 

including expanding their knowledge (Kuvaas & Dysvik, 2009). On the 

other hand, completely disinvested workers and, therefore, in an amotivation 
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state, will contribute to the weakening of KM processes as a consequence of 

the manner in which they do their tasks. Therefore, we predict that all KM 

dimensions will be negatively correlated to Amotivation. 

H1: Knowledge Centered Culture is negatively correlated to 

Amotivation 

H2: Informal KM Practices is negatively correlated to Amotivation 

H3: Formal KM Practices is negatively correlated to Amotivation 

H4: Competitive Orientation is negatively correlated to Amotivation 

We also predict that Extrinsic Motivation (and specifically Extrinsic 

Social Motivation and Extrinsic Material Motivation), which is related to 

being driven by external consequences (e.g. avoiding punishment or 

obtaining rewards), will not be correlated to Knowledge Centered Culture. 

We consider this to be true mainly due to the fact that the work context (e.g. 

the organizational culture) will not change one’s tendency to seek external 

rewards. The reverse may actually be observed: organizations with a higher 

Knowledge Centered Culture may frown upon certain strategies for Extrinsic 

Motivation (social or material). However, a culture revolving around 

knowledge may improve the way one looks at his or her tasks, as it helps 

employees make sense of their jobs (Thomas, Sussman, & Hendersson, 

2001). This results in a greater appreciation of one’s job, which leads us to 

predict, on the other hand, a positive correlation between this KM dimension 

and Introjected, Identified and Intrinsic Motivations (Lekiqi, 2012; Parker et 

al., 2003).  

H5: Knowledge Centered Culture is not correlated to Extrinsic 

Motivation 

H6: Knowledge Centered Culture is not correlated to Extrinsic 

Material Motivation 

H7: Knowledge Centered Culture is not correlated to Extrinsic Social 

Motivation 

H8: Knowledge Centered Culture is positively correlated to 

Introjected Motivation 

H9: Knowledge Centered Culture is positively correlated to Identified 

Motivation 

H10: Knowledge Centered Culture is positively correlated to Intrinsic 

Motivation 

We also consider that Informal KM Practices will have a positive 

correlation to Extrinsic Motivation since the informal conversations or 

situations at work, which should be used for KM purposes, may be used with 

ulterior motives. These informal opportunities may be used for purposes of 

promotion, social acceptance, or simply to make a good impression in the 

future (Gangested & Snyder, 2000). Moreover, we predict a stronger 

correlation between Informal KM Practices and Extrinsic Social Motivation 

rather than between Informal KM Practices and Extrinsic Material 

Motivation, given our need for relatedness (Ryan & Deci, 2000). So much so 

that the positive correlation of this KM dimension to Extrinsic Social 

Motivation may be enough to make up its null correlation to Extrinsic 

Material Motivation, adding to our earlier prediction of a positive correlation 
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to Extrinsic Motivation as a whole.  On the other hand, the greater amount of 

internal conversations about tasks and the organization there are, the more 

sense making exists and the stronger the correlation to Introjected, Identified 

and Intrinsic Motivations (Haskins, 1996).  

H11: Informal KM Practices is positively correlated to Extrinsic 

Motivation 

H12: Informal KM Practices is not correlated to Extrinsic Material 

Motivation 

H13: Informal KM Practices is positively correlated to Extrinsic 

Social Motivation 

H14: Informal KM Practices is positively correlated to Introjected 

Motivation 

H15: Informal KM Practices is positively correlated to Identified 

Motivation 

H16: Informal KM Practices is positively correlated to Intrinsic 

Motivation 

In addition, when one works in organizations with Formal KM 

Practices, certain expectations of training, certification, rewards for their 

career growth and consequent status or reputation in the workplace are 

created (Flynn & Philbin, 2014). We therefore predict a positive correlation 

between Formal KM Practices and Extrinsic Motivation as a whole.  

Besides, Formal KM Practices, by providing meetings, training sessions, 

etc., may be: a) positively correlated to Extrinsic Material Motivation due to 

its connection to rising through the ranks and b) positively correlated to 

Extrinsic Social Motivation given its association to being well regarded by 

co-workers or bosses. Further, these formal practices, as they are 

opportunities for personal and professional development, may also 

contribute to higher Introjected, Identified and Intrinsic motivations (Dysvik 

& Kuvaas, 2008). 

H17: Formal KM Practices is positively correlated to Extrinsic 

Motivation 

H18: Formal KM Practices is positively correlated to Extrinsic 

Material Motivation 

H19: Formal KM Practices is positively correlated to Extrinsic Social 

Motivation 

H20: Formal KM Practices is positively correlated to Introjected 

Motivation 

H21: Formal KM Practices is positively correlated to Identified 

Motivation 

H22: Formal KM Practices is positively correlated to Intrinsic 

Motivation 

Concerning Competitive Orientation, it is anticipated that this 

dimension shows a positive correlation to all work motivation factors (see 

the description of the instrument below), except Amotivation as previously 

mentioned. People strive for a positive social identity that is achieved by 

being part of groups that are in a constructive way distinctive from 

significant out-groups (Scheepers, 2009). When groups are challenged (e.g. 
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by competing with other groups or, in this case, organizations) they are more 

likely to react by remaining committed to the group (Ellemers, Spears, & 

Doosje, 1997), and by increasing the effort to improve the group’s position 

(Ouwerkerk, De Gilder, & De Vries, 2000). In other words, we predict that 

the greater the Competitive Orientation, the lesser the Amotivation will be, 

because one will be motivated to work in order to beat the team’s or the 

organization’s opponent. Competition will also enhance one’s drive for 

contributing to the group’s advances and gains, as a member of the 

organization, resulting in a positive correlation between Extrinsic Motivation 

and Competitive Orientation. The prestige gained from one’s colleagues or 

one’s community for being part of the victorious group, the consequent 

social acceptance and the dissolution of any previous shame for not pulling 

one’s share of the weight, may result in a positive correlation between 

Competitive Orientation and Extrinsic Social Motivation. The prestige 

gained from one’s colleagues or one’s community for being part of the 

victorious group and the attachment strength between organizational 

members in a competitive context result in higher motivation to pursuit the 

group’s aim (Amiot & Aubin, 2013; Ozeki, 2015; Pantaleo, Miron, 

Ferguson, & Frankowski, 2014). Therefore, we predict a positive correlation 

between Competitive Orientation and Extrinsic Social Motivation. Similarly, 

the financial bonuses one may receive for being in the winning team may, 

for example, translate into a positive correlation between Competitive 

Orientation and Extrinsic Material Motivation (Manolopoulos, 2008). 

We also predict that Introjected and Identified motivations will be 

positively correlated to Competitive Orientation because competition (and 

winning) may enhance the feeling of self-worth and strengthen ideas such as 

“it is important to make an effort so this organization has better 

services/products for their clients” (Gagné et al., 2015). These ideas result in 

a sense of pride for doing well by comparison to the group’s or the 

organization’s competitors. Furthermore, work motivation seems to be 

dependent on the level of self-categorization which is salient (Haslam, 

Powell, & Turner, 2000). In a competitive orientation context the 

organizational level of self-categorization becomes more salient and the 

organizational aims motivate individuals to work. Finally, we also consider 

that Intrinsic Motivation will be positively correlated to Competitive 

Orientation, as a consequence of the internal pleasure one feels when he/she 

wins. Considering that there are qualitatively different forms of competition 

(Fülöp, 2009), its positive correlation to Intrinsic Motivation is predicted at 

least when in a constructive competition (Tjosvold, Johnson, Johnson, & 

Sun, 2006). 

The predicted positive correlations between all work motivation 

dimensions (except Amotivation) and KM dimensions can also be made 

based on the idea that strongly motivated to work individuals will make an 

effort while performing their jobs, and through this, contribute to the KM 

improvement. 

H23: Competitive Orientation is positively correlated to Extrinsic 

Motivation 
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H24: Competitive Orientation is positively correlated to Extrinsic 

Material Motivation 

H25: Competitive Orientation is positively correlated to Extrinsic 

Social Motivation 

H26: Competitive Orientation is positively correlated to Introjected 

Motivation 

H27: Competitive Orientation is positively correlated to Identified 

Motivation 

H28: Competitive Orientation is positively correlated to Intrinsic 

Motivation 

Hypotheses that concern Extrinsic Motivation (material and social; 

H6, H7, H12, H13, H18, H19, H24 and H25), are summarized in Figure 1.2. 

All other hypotheses are represented in Figure 1.1. 

Figure 1.1. Hypotheses; Positive relation (+), Negative relation (-), Null relation (0). 

Figure 1.2. Specific hypotheses for Extrinsic Motivation; Positive relation (+), Negative 

relation (-); Null relation (0). 
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Although we can posit the abovementioned hypotheses, it is not 

possible to predict which KM dimensions will have a greater correlation to 

each type of work motivation. In other words, even though we can predict 

positive, negative or neutral relations, we cannot state which will have a 

greater value with different motivational dimensions. Nonetheless, the 

assessment of the possible differences that may be found will be of the 

upmost importance, not only in terms of conceptual enhancement but also 

taking in consideration the practical implications of the results. 

III – Method 

Research Design and Sample 

This is a quantitative and cross-sectional research (Creswell, 2003). It 

uses a self-administered questionnaire, a survey research technique. The data 

consists of the replies to a questionnaire by participants from Portuguese 

organizations from various sectors. Table 1 summarizes the description of 

the sample used in this study (N=695). 

 

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of the participants 

Sample: (N=695) 

Gender 

Male 

Female 

Unknown 

 

N = 301 (43.3%) 

N = 393 (56.5%) 

N = 1 (0.1%) 

Age M = 40.89 (SD = 11.84)  

Years of work M = 12.55 (SD = 10.70)  

Sector  

Primary 

Secondary 

Tertiary 

Unknown 

 

N = 21 (3.0%) 

N = 146 (21.0%) 

N = 504 (72.5%) 

N = 24 (3.5%) 

Education 

ISCED* levels 1 and 2 (≤ 9 years of educ) 

ISCED level 3 (12 years of educ) 

ISCED level 4 (15/16 years of educ) 

ISCED level 5 (17/19 years of educ) 

ISCED level 6 (PhD) 

Unknown 

 

N = 239 (34.4%) 

N = 258 (37.1%) 

N = 76 (10.9%) 

N = 113 (16.3%) 

N = 4 (0.6%) 

N = 5 (0.7%) 

Types of employment contract 

Sole trader (payment by invoice) 

Contractual 

Tenure 

Unknown 

 

N = 52 (7.5%) 

N = 183 (26.3%) 

N = 448 (64.5%) 

N = 12 (1.7%) 

Holding Management / Leadership role N = 232 (33.4%) 

Size of organizations 

Very small (<10) 

Small (10-50) 

Medium (51-250) 

Medium-large (251-1000) 

Large (1001-10000) 

Very large (>10000) 

Unknown 

 

N = 182 (26.2%) 

N = 180 (25.9%) 

N = 151 (21.7%) 

N = 87 (12.5%) 

N = 88 (12.7%) 

N = 0 (0.0%) 

1.0% 

*ISCED: International Standard Classification of Education (UNESCO) 
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Procedure 

Data was collected through convenience sampling. The project was 

entitled “Motivation, Attitudes and Opinions at Work” and was conducted 

by a research team comprised of members from the University of Coimbra 

(Portugal) and the University of Évora (Portugal). 

Participants were approached by key-individuals (undergraduate 

students), previously trained in regards to: a) the aim of the project, b) 

procedures concerning participant selection, c) conditions and instructions 

for applying the questionnaires and d) ethical standards. Key-individuals 

were asked to give particular emphasis to such ethical procedures as well as 

the understanding of the items and providing feedback on the global results. 

According to the Portuguese Psychologists’ National Association, all the 

requirements were fulfilled to ensure the participants’ anonymity and data 

confidentiality, considering that all the formal and ethical procedures were 

followed (Ordem dos Psicólogos Portugueses, 2011). The data was collected 

in paper-and-pencil format during and after working hours, also, an informed 

consent was signed by both researchers and participants. 

Hypotheses testing data analysis 

Firstly, KMQ-SF was validated using confirmatory factor analysis on 

IBM SPSS AMOS 22.0 (Arbuckle, 2013). In regards to MWMS validation, 

dos Santos et al.’s (2016) study was followed. Secondly, a descriptive and 

correlational analysis for each factor of each scale (including the KMQ-SF 

global scale) was performed. A correlation analysis for each 

sociodemographic variable and all factors was also performed. Finally, 

cluster analysis was performed as a way of identifying KM profiles and a 

MANOVA analysis was performed to understand the correlation between 

KM, represented in different configurations (profiles), and work motivation. 

All the analyses were completed using the statistical program SPSS 

20.0 (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) for Windows operative 

system. All missing values were substituted by Kline’s (2011) Expectation 

Maximization method. The square distance of Mahalanobis was used to 

evaluate the existence of outliers (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). The 

normality of the variables was evaluated by the coefficients of asymmetry 

(Sk) and kurtosis (Ku) univariate and multivariate. None of the variables 

presented indicated violations of the normal distribution, considering |Sk| < 2 

e |Ku| < 2 (Marôco, 2011). The composite reliability and the average 

variance extracted for each factor were evaluated as described in Fornell and 

Larcker (1981). 

Measures 

Knowledge Management. As mentioned above, Cardoso’s (2003, 

2007) KMQ-SF (Knowledge Management Questionnaire - Short Form) was 

used. This questionnaire includes 22 items that identify and evaluate 

employees’ perception of the different knowledge management processes. In 

order to answer this questionnaire, respondents were asked to specify the 
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extent of applicability of each statement using a five-point Likert scale (from 

1 = “almost never applies” to 5 = “almost always applies”). Knowledge 

Centered Culture was measured using 7 items (e.g. “We act according to 

certain principals”). Competitive Orientation, on the other hand, included 4 

items (e.g. “We know our competitors have information about us”) and 

Formal KM Practices included 6 items (e.g. “Those who share their 

knowledge are rewarded”). Finally, Informal KM Practices was comprised 

of 5 items (e.g. “We talk about our organization”). 

A confirmatory factor analysis by means of AMOS software was used 

to evaluate the factorial validity of the questionnaire (Arbuckle, 2013). The 

quality of the global adjustment of the factorial model can be seen in Table 

2
1
: 

 

Table 2. Goodness of fit indices of KMQ-SF 

KMQ-SF χ
 2
/df df       CFI NFI TLI SRMR RMSEA 90% CI 

Model 1    5.50   203      .85 .82 .82 .06 .08 .08-.09*** 

Model 2    3.38   201     .89 .86 .87 .06 .07 .07-.08*** 

X2 (chi-square); df = degrees of freedom; CFI = comparative fit index; NFI = normed fit index; TLI = 

Tucker-Lewis index; SRMR= standardized root mean square residual; RMSEA = root mean square error 

of approximation, CI = confidence interval; ***p<.001 

 

The values of Model 1 suggest a reasonable model fit for the CFI, 

NFI, TLI and RMSEA indices. Taking into consideration the modification 

indices and after analyzing the theoretical reasons, we proceeded to the 

correlation of the residual variabilities associated to items 1 and 4 (MI = 

45.63) and items 12 and 17 (MI = 165.17). As a result, the values in Model 1 

were improved as shown in Model 2. The correlations between these items 

are due to content similarity (Aish & Jöreskog, 1990). The option of 

maintaining them was taken considering the use of Pais’ (2014) model and 

the correlations between the items and their respective dimensions (λ >.30; 

Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 2008). Therefore, we can determine that 

Model 2 has a reasonable fit to Pais’ (2014) model (see Figure 2). 

 

                                                      
1 A model is regarded as acceptable if: the NFI (Normed Fit Index) exceeds .90, the CFI (Comparative Fit 

Index) exceeds .93, the TLI (Tucker Lewis Index) is over .90, the RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of 

Approximation) is lower or equal to .05 (Bentler, 1990; Brown, 2006; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2011; 

Schumacker & Lomax, 1996). 
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Figure 2. Confirmatory factor analysis of the KMQ-SF, after adjustment according to the 

modification indices and theoretical reasons. 

Work Motivation. The second scale applied was Gagné et al.’s (2015) 

Multidimensional Work Motivation Scale (MWMS), in its Portuguese 

version (dos Santos et al., 2016), which is based on the multidimensional 

conceptualization of motivation offered by SDT. This scale comprises 19 

items, all stemming from “Why do you or would you put efforts into your 

current job?” These items were to be answered using a seven-point Likert 

scale (from 1 = “not at all” to 7 = “completely”). Examples of items are: 

“Because I risk losing my job if I don’t put enough effort in it” (Extrinsic 

Motivation); “Because I have to prove to myself that I can” (Introjected 

Motivation); “Because I personally consider it important to put efforts in this 

job” (Identified Motivation); and “Because I have fun doing my job” 

(Intrinsic Motivation). 
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Table 3 - Goodness of fit indices of MWMS 

MWMS χ
2
/df df CFI NFI TLI SRMR RMSEA 90% CI 

Model 1 982.81 146 .910 .897 .766 .161 .091 .086, .096*** 

Model 2 579.44 140 .953 .939 .769 .051 .067 .062, .073*** 

X2 =chi-square; df = degrees of freedom; CFI = comparative fit index; NFI = normed fit index; TLI = 

Tucker-Lewis index; SRMR= standardized root mean square residual; RMSEA = root mean square error 

of approximation, CI = confidence interval; ***p<.001 

 

As mentioned above, the factorial validity of the questionnaire for the 

Portuguese population was analyzed in 2016 by dos Santos et al. (see Table 

3). In their study, the first model (Model 1) showed an unacceptable fit 

considering the reference values for χ2 and SRMR, and a low fit considering 

the values of TLI and RMSEA. Therefore, the authors proposed an 

alternative model (Model 2), which differed in the unidirectional path of the 

second-order latent variable (Extrinsic Motivation) to the two first-order 

latent variables (Material and Social). Consequently, this second model 

showed an acceptable fit (see Figure 3). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Figure 3. Confirmatory factor analysis of MWMS; dos Santos et al. (2016). 
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IV - Results 

Descriptive Statistics 

Both questionnaires were analyzed concerning their descriptive 

statistics, as shown in Table 4. All KMQ-SF factors presented a minimum of 

1 and a maximum of 5, except for the KMQ-SF global scale (minimum of 

1.36) and Knowledge Centered Culture (minimum of 1.29). All the MWMS 

factors showed a minimum of 1 and a maximum of 7. The KMQ-SF factor 

that showed the highest mean value was Knowledge Centered Culture (M = 

3.95), whereas Formal KM Practices presented the lowest (M = 3.13). It was 

verified, therefore, that the KM processes most scored by participants were: 

Knowledge Centered Culture, followed by Informal KM Practices, 

Competitive Orientation and, finally, Formal KM Practices. 

Concerning MWMS, the factor with the highest mean value (M = 

5.59) was Identified Motivation and the factor with the lowest mean value 

(M = 1.51) was Amotivation. Similarly,  it was verified that the MWMS 

factors most scored by participants were: Identified Motivation, followed by 

Intrinsic Motivation, Introjected Motivation, Extrinsic Social Motivation, 

Extrinsic Motivation (social and material), Extrinsic Material Motivation 

and, finally, Amotivation. 

Additionally, average variance extracted (AVE) should be higher than 

0.50 and Composite reliability (CR) should be higher than 0.70 for all 

constructs of a measurement (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988; Hair, Black, Babin, & 

Anderson, 2010). Regarding CR, all values were higher than .70 except for 

MWMS’s Extrinsic Motivation. In other words, the convergent validity of 

the constructs was adequate for all factors except Extrinsic Motivation 

(.502).  As for the AVE, the most explanatory dimension for MWMS was 

Amotivation (85.3%) and for KMQ-SF it was Knowledge Centered Culture 

(90.1%). The least explanatory dimension for MWMS was Extrinsic 

Motivation (50.2%) and for KMQ-SF it was Formal KM Practices (30.4%). 

In relation to internal consistency, estimated by Cronbach’s Alpha 

coefficient, it may be seen that KMQ-SF global scale, Amotivation and 

Intrinsic Motivation presented an excellent internal consistency (since α  

.90). The remaining factors showed a good (α  .80) or an acceptable 

internal consistency (α  .70). The lowest Cronbach’s Alpha was associated 

to Formal KM Practices (α = .792). 
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Table 4. Descriptive Statistics for KMQ-SF and MWMS. 

Min= Minimum; Max = Maximum; M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation; CR = Composite Reliability; 

AVE = Average variance extracted; α = Cronbach’s Alpha 

Correlations 

Correlation coefficients between KMQ-SF and MWMS factors are 

shown in Table 5. All coefficients were statistically significant (p<.05), 

except between Formal KM Practices and Extrinsic Material Motivation 

(p>.05; H18 disconfirmed), and Informal KM Practices and Extrinsic 

Material Motivation (p>.05; H12 disconfirmed). Most correlations between 

KM and MWMS dimensions presented a weak effect size (r  .30). 

However, correlations between (1) Identified Motivation and KM global 

scale, Knowledge Centered Culture and Formal KM Practices and (2) 

Intrinsic Motivation and all KM dimensions, including the KMQ-SF global 

scale, were moderate (.30  r  .50) (Cohen, 1988).  

All KM dimensions were negatively correlated to Amotivation, the 

highest being Knowledge Centered Culture (r = -.242; 6% of shared 

variance; H1 confirmed), followed by the KMQ-SF global scale (r = -.197; 

4% of shared variance), Formal KM Practices (r = -.134; 2% of shared 

variance; H3 confirmed), Informal KM Practices (r = -.131; 2% of shared 

variance; H2 confirmed) and Competitive Orientation (r = -.128; 2% of 

shared variance; H4 confirmed).  

It is also evident that Competitive Orientation was the KM dimension 

most correlated to Extrinsic Motivation (r = .230; 5% of shared variance; 

H23 confirmed), Extrinsic Material Motivation (r = .142; 2% of shared 

variance; H24 confirmed) and Extrinsic Social Motivation (r = .249; 6% of 

shared variance; H25 confirmed). The KM dimension least correlated to 

Extrinsic Motivation and Extrinsic Social Motivation was Formal KM 

Practices (r = .080 and r = .091; 1% of shared variance, respectively; H17 

and H19 confirmed). The dimension least significantly correlated to 

 Min Max   M SD CR AVE α 

KMQ-SF_Global 1.36 5.00 3.505 .662 .660  .903 

Knowledge Centered Culture 1.29 5.00 3.945 .650 .901 .340 .804 

Competitive Orientation 1.00 5.00 3.288 1.042 .866 .547 .828 

Formal KM Practices 1.00 5.00 3.132 .885 .862 .304 .792 

Informal KM Practices 1.00 5.00 3.511 .800 .821 .362 .736 

MWMS        

Amotivation 1.00 7.00 1.509 1.069 .946 .853 .945 

Extrinsic Motivation 1.00 7.00 3.590 1.510 .502 .589 .852 

Extrinsic Social Motivation 1.00 7.00 4.079 1.782 .851 .658 .844 

Extrinsic Material Motivation 1.00 7.00 3.101 1.759 .895 .741 .893 

Introjected Motivation 1.00 7.00 4.731 1.507 .851 .589 .812 

Identified Motivation 1.00 7.00 5.585 1.287 .880 .710 .876 

Intrinsic Motivation 1.00 7.00 4.848 1.550 .926 .806 .924 
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Extrinsic Material Motivation was Knowledge Centered Culture (r = .084; 

1% of shared variance; H6 disconfirmed). Knowledge Centered Culture was 

also positively correlated to Extrinsic Motivation as a whole (r = .170; 3% of 

shared variance; H5 disconfirmed) and positively correlated to Extrinsic 

Social (r = .205; 4% of shared variance; H7 disconfirmed). Furthermore, 

Informal KM Practices was positively correlated to Extrinsic Motivation (r = 

.102; 1% of shared variance; H11 confirmed) and positively correlated to 

Extrinsic Social Motivation (r = .117; 1% of shared variance; H13 

confirmed). 

Introjected and Identified motivations were most correlated to 

Knowledge Centered Culture (r = .241 and r = .460; 6% and 21% of shared 

variance, respectively; H8 and H9 confirmed). Introjected Motivation was 

least correlated to Formal KM Practices (r = .139; 2% of shared variance; 

H20 confirmed) and Identified Motivation was least correlated to 

Competitive Orientation (r =. 270; 3% of shared variance; H27 confirmed) 

and Informal KM Practices (r = .273; 3% of shared variance; H15 

confirmed). Also, Introjected Motivation was positively correlated to 

Informal KM Practices (r = .159; 3% of shared variance; H14 confirmed) 

and Competitive Orientation (r = .205; 4% of shared variance; H26 

confirmed). Furthermore, Identified Motivation was positively correlated to 

Formal KM Practices (r = .336; 11% of shared variance; H21 confirmed). 

Finally, Intrinsic Motivation was most correlated to the KMQ-SF 

global scale (r = .470; 22% of shared variance), followed by Formal KM 

Practices (r = .446; 20% of shared variance; H22 confirmed), Knowledge 

Centered Culture (r = .431; 19% of shared variance; H10 confirmed), 

Competitive Orientation (r =.312; 10% of shared variance; H28 confirmed) 

and Informal KM Practices (r = .305; 9% of shared variance; H16 

confirmed). 

In summary, all hypotheses were confirmed, except H5, H6 and H7. 

H12 and H18 were also disconfirmed, as it was shown that there was not a 

statistically significant relationship between Extrinsic Material Motivation 

and Formal KM Practices, and Extrinsic Material Motivation and Informal 

KM Practice. 

When we consider the significant correlations between the 

sociodemographic variables and the KM and work motivation dimensions 

studied, it is possible to observe some differences. In fact, gender showed 

only negative correlations, the highest being in relation to Competitive 

Orientation (r = -.131; 2% of shared variance). Age was most negatively 

correlated to Extrinsic Social Motivation  (r = -.111; 1% of shared variance) 

and most positively correlated to Identified Motivation (r = . 107; 1% of 

shared variance). Years of work was most negatively correlated to Extrinsic 

Social Motivation (r = -.155; 2% of shared variance) and most positively 

correlated to Intrinsic Motivation (r = .106; 1% of shared variance). In terms 

of sector, the highest positive correlation was between the Tertiary sector 

variable and Intrinsic Motivation (r = .146; 2% of shared variance) and the 

highest negative correlation was between the Secondary sector variable and 

Intrinsic Motivation (r = -.135; 2% of shared variance). Education showed 
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only negative correlations (the highest being in relation to Extrinsic Social 

Motivation (r = -.212; 4% of shared variance)), except for the correlation to 

Formal KM Practices (r = .154; 2% of shared variance). The types of 

contract show the highest positive correlation between the Contractual 

variable and Amotivation (r = .106; 1% of shared variance) and the highest 

negative correlation between the Tenure variable and Extrinsic Social 

Motivation (r = -.097; 1% of shared variance). Management or Leadership 

role was only positively correlated to KM and work motivation dimensions, 

the highest being in relation to Competitive Orientation (r = .208; 4% of 

shared variance). Lastly, Size of the Organization was most positively 

correlated to Formal KM Practices (r = .183; 3% of shared variance) and 

most negatively correlated to Extrinsic Social Motivation (r = -.132; 2% of 

shared variance). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Table 5. Correlation matrix between KM and MWMS dimensions and sociodemographic variables (r2 in brackets) 
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Amotivation 1 
.167*** 
(.03) 

.209*** 
(.04) 

.077* 
(.01) 

-.019 
(.00) 

-.210*** 
(.04) 

-.186*** 
(.03) 

-.197*** 
(.04) 

-.242*** 
(.06) 

-.128*** 
(.02) 

-.134*** 
(.02) 

-.131*** 
(.02) 

Extrinsic 
Motivation 

 1 
.850*** 
(.72) 

.855*** 
(.73) 

.517*** 
(.27) 

.244*** 
(.06) 

.127*** 
(.02) 

.176*** 
(.03) 

.170*** 
(.03) 

.230*** 
(.05) 

.080* 
(.01) 

.102** 
(.01) 

Material   1 
.454*** 
(.21) 

.437*** 
(.19) 

.182*** 
(.03) 

.091* 
(.01) 

.099** 
(.01) 

.084* 
(.01) 

.142*** 
(.02) 

.046 
(.00) 

.057 
(.00) 

Social    
1 
 

.445*** 
(.20) 

.233*** 
(.05) 

.126*** 
(.02) 

.200*** 
(.04) 

.205*** 
(.04) 

.249*** 
(.06) 

.091* 
(.01) 

.117** 
(.01) 

Introjected 
Motivation 

    1 
.583*** 
(.34) 

.356*** 
(.13) 

.228*** 
(.05) 

.241*** 
(.06) 

.205*** 
(.04) 

.139*** 
(.02) 

.159*** 
(.03) 

Identified 
Motivation 

     1 
.648*** 
(.42) 

.419*** 
(.18) 

.460*** 
(.21) 

.270*** 
(.07) 

.336*** 
(.11) 

.273*** 
(.07) 

Intrinsic 
Motivation 

      1 
.470*** 
(.22) 

.431*** 
(.19) 

.312*** 
(.10) 

.446*** 
(.20) 

.305*** 
(.09) 

KM Global Scale        1 
.855*** 
(.73) 

.681*** 
(.46) 

.864*** 
(.75) 

.811*** 
(.66) 

Knowledge 
Centered Culture 

        1 
.447*** 
(.20) 

.644*** 
(.41) 

.656*** 
(.43) 

Competitive 
Orientation 

         1 
.434*** 
(.19) 

.351*** 
(.13) 

Formal KM 
Practices 

          1 
.635*** 
(.40) 

Informal KM 
Practices 

           1 

Gender 
-.046 
(.00) 

-.101** 
(.01) 

-.046 
(.00) 

-.125*** 
(.02) 

.049 
(.00) 

.046 
(.00) 

-.011 
(.00) 

-.049 
(.00) 

-.020 
(.00) 

-.131*** 
(.02) 

-.039 
(.00) 

.034 
(.00) 

Age 
-.006 
(.00) 

-.072 
(.01) 

-.011 
(.00) 

-.111** 
(.01) 

.016 
(.00) 

.107** 
(.01) 

.081* 
(.01) 

-.014 
(.00) 

.045 
(.00) 

-.046 
(.00) 

.031 
(.00) 

-.096* 
(.01) 

Years of work 
-.002 
(.00) 

-.107** 
(.01) 

-.027 
(.00) 

-.155*** 
(.02) 

.009 
(.00) 

.071 
(.01) 

.106** 
(.01) 

.025 
(.00) 

.046 
(.00) 

-.048 
(.00) 

.097* 
(.01) 

-.039 
(.00) 

Sector 
 
 

           

Primary 
.004 
(.00) 

-.059 
(.00) 

-.057 
(.00) 

-.052 
(.00) 

-.001 
(.00) 

-.050 
(.00) 

-.043 
(.00) 

-.049 
(.00) 

-.022 
(.00) 

.009 
(.00) 

-.079* 
(.01) 

-.058 
(.00) 

Secondary 
.019 
(.00) 

.083* 
(.01) 

.027 
(.00) 

.120** 
(.01) 

.010 
(.00) 

-.110** 
(.01) 

-.135*** 
(.02) 

-.014 
(.00) 

-.018 
(.00) 

-.080* 
(.01) 

-.055 
(.00) 

-.049 
(.00) 

Tertiary 
-.020 
(.00) 

-.056 
(.00) 

-.003 
(.00) 

-.094* 
(.01) 

-.009 
(.00) 

.125*** 
(.02) 

.146*** 
(.02) 

.033 
(.00) 

.026 
(.00) 

-.080* 
(.01) 

.084* 
(.01) 

.070 
(.00) 

Education 
-.001 
(.00) 

-.195*** 
(.03) 

-.118** 
(.01) 

-.212*** 
(.04) 

-.099** 
(.01) 

.000 
(.00) 

.050 
(.00) 

.028 
(.00) 

-.029 
(.00) 

-.099** 
(.01) 

.154*** 
(.02) 

.035 
(.00) 

Types of 
contract 

            

Sole trader 
(payment by 

invoice) 

.006 
(.00) 

.025 
(.00) 

-.005 
(.00) 

.047 
(.00) 

.045 
(.00) 

.088* 
(.01) 

.102** 
(.01) 

.009 
(.00) 

.009 
(.00) 

.040 
(.00) 

-.013 
(.00) 

-.014 
(.00) 

Contractual 
.106*

* 
(.01) 

.075 
(.01) 

.053 
(.00) 

.076* 
(.01) 

.010 
(.00) 

-.071 
(.01) 

-.046 
(.00) 

-.026 
(.00) 

-.043 
(.00) 

-.025 
(.00) 

-.037 
(.00) 

.031 
(.00) 

Tenure 

-
.102*

* 
(.01) 

-.084* 
(.01) 

-.047 
(.00) 

-.097* 
(.01) 

-.035 
(.00) 

.018 
(.00) 

-.014 
(.00) 

.020 
(.00) 

.035 
(.00) 

.001 
(.00) 

.042 
(.00) 

-.020 
(.00) 

Management/Le
adership Role 

-.047 
(.00) 

.037 
(.00) 

.017 
(.00) 

.046 
(.00) 

.070 
(.00) 

.120** 
(.01) 

.148*** 
(.02) 

.110** 
(.01) 

.048 
(.00) 

.208*** 
(.04) 

.106** 
(.01) 

-.012 
(.00) 

Size of 
Organization 

.030 
(.00) 

-.092* 
(.01) 

-.020 
(.00) 

-.132*** 
(.02) 

-.077* 
(.01) 

-.023 
(.00) 

.000 
(.00) 

.071 
(.01) 

.022 
(.00) 

-.093* 
(.01) 

.183*** 
(.03) 

.103** 
(.01) 

 Note: Education, sector and organizational size – Spearman’s correlation; All other sociodemographic variables – Pearson correlation. 

*** p ≤ .001, ** p < .01, * p< .05 
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Cluster Analysis  

Cluster analysis was used as an exploratory way of identifying 

structures within the data, and therefore, profiles of KM. As shown in Table 

6, all KM dimensions were divided in 3 levels: low, moderate and high. All 

levels showed good quality, as their silhouette measure of cohesion and 

separation was higher than .50. Table 6 also resumes each level’s size and 

mean.  

 
Table 6. Level’s sizes and means 

KM 
Low Moderate High 

Size Mean Size Mean Size Mean 

Knowledge C. 

Culture 

16.5% 

(N=115) 
2.86 

47.1% 

(N=327) 
3.84 

36.4% 

(N=253) 
4.57 

Competitive 

Orientation 

25.3% 

(N=176) 
1.86 

32.2% 

(N=224) 
3.15 

42.4% 

(N=295) 
4.24 

Formal KM 

Practices 

21.3% 

(N=148) 
1.85 

54.0% 

(N=375) 
3.14 

24.7% 

(N=172) 
4.22 

Informal KM 

Practices 

19.6% 

(N=136) 
2.29 

37.0% 

(N=257) 
3.32 

43.5% 

(N=302) 
4.22 

 

Ten different KM clusters were created and each of them is described 

in Table 7. When analyzing either high or low/moderate profiles, we have 

allowed Knowledge Centered Culture to also include the moderate level, as 

this is a transversal dimension to KM and it may be unsuitable to demand it 

only be present in the extreme levels.  

 
Table 7. Description of KM Clusters 

Profile 
Knowledge 

C. Culture 

Competitive 

Orientation 

Formal KM 

Practices 

Informal KM 

Practices 
N 

1. High KM High High High High 77 

2. Low KM Low Low Low Low 31 

3. High Competitive KM Low/Moderate High Low Low 8 

4. Low/Moderate Competitive KM High Low/Moderate High High 28 

5. High Formal KM Low/Moderate Low High Low 0 

6. Low/Moderate Formal KM High High Low/Moderate High 49 

7. High Informal KM Low/Moderate Low Low High 5 

8. Low/Moderate Informal KM High High High Low/Moderate 13 

9. High Cultural KM High/Moderate Low Low Low 10 

10. Low/Moderate Cultural KM Low/Moderate High High High 13 

 

Table 7 shows that the High Formal KM Profile had no subjects. As a 

consequence, this profile was discarded. The profile with the highest number 

of participants was the High KM profile (N = 77), and the one with the 

lowest was the High Informal KM profile (N = 5).  How each of the profiles 

is constituted (i.e. what sociodemographic variables are most present in 

which profile) is presented in Table 8.  

Only the Low/Moderate Informal KM profile was predominantly male 

(69.2%). The oldest was the Low/Moderate Informal KM profile (M = 

47.92) and the youngest was the High Competitive KM profile (M = 32.88). 
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The highest number of years at the organization was presented by the 

Low/Moderate Informal KM profile (M = 19) and the lowest was shown by 

the High Competitive KM profile (M = 6.13). All profiles were mainly 

constituted by workers with a contractual bond to the organization. Only the 

Low/Moderate Informal KM profile predominantly included workers with a 

leadership role (69.2%). Also, contrary to all other profiles, which were 

mainly represented by workers of the tertiary sector, the High Cultural KM 

profile included mostly employees of the secondary sector (57.1%). Finally, 

the High KM, Low/Moderate Competitive KM and Low/Moderate Cultural 

KM profiles were mainly constituted by participants working in medium 

sized organizations, whereas all others except the High Informal KM profile, 

were mainly constituted by participants working in very small size 

organizations. The High Informal KM profile was constituted by participants 

either working in very small sized or large sized organizations.  

 
Table 8. Sociodemographic variables present in each KM profile 

Profile Gender 

(%) 

Age 

Min/Max 

(Mean) 

Years of 

work 

Min/Max 

(Mean) 

Type of 

contract 

(%) 

Leadership 

Role 

(%) 

Education 

(%) 

Sector 

(%) 

Size of 

organizati

on 

(%) 

High KM 
Female 

(61.8%) 

19/64 

(40.83) 

1/33 

(13.36) 

Contractual 

(68%) 

No 

(57.1%) 

 9 Years 

(42.9%) 

Tertiary 

(78.1%) 

Medium 

(25%) 

Low KM 
Female 

(74.2%) 

20/70 

(41.77) 

1/41 

(12.23) 

Contractual 

(74.2%) 

No 

(67.7%) 

 9 Years 

(36.7%) 

Tertiary 

(77.8%) 

Very Small 

(40%) 

High 

Competitive KM 

Female 

(62.5%) 

18/47 

(32.88) 

2/21 

(6.13) 

Contractual 

(57.1%) 

No 

(62.5%) 

17/19 Years 

(42.9%) 

Tertiary 

(57.1%) 

Very Small 

(33.3%) 

Low/Moderate 

Competitive KM 

Female 

(67.9%) 

18/57 

(40.64) 

1/34 

(12.46) 

Contractual 

(53.6%) 

No 

(64.3%) 

17/19 Years 

(40.7%) 

Tertiary 

(92.6%) 

Medium 

(37%) 

Low/Moderate 

Formal KM 

Female 

(53.1%) 

20/65 

(39.04) 

1/39 

(12.02) 

Contractual 

(69.4%) 

No 

(59.2%) 

12 Years 

(44.9%) 

Tertiary 

(73.5%) 

Very Small 

(38.8%) 

High Informal 

KM 

Female 

(60%) 

28/48 

(36.2) 

4/19 

(11.4) 

Contractual 

(60%) 

No 

(100%) 

 9 Years 

(60%) 

Tertiary 

(100%) 

Very Small 

(40%) and 

Large (40%) 

Low/Moderate 

Informal KM 

Male 

(69.2%) 

35/60 

(47.92) 

3/36 

(19) 

Contractual 

(76.9%) 

Yes 

(69.2%) 

12 Years 

(46.2%) 

Tertiary 

(61.5%) 

Very Small 

(46.2%) 

High Cultural 

KM 

Female 

(70%) 

23/59 

(44.8) 

1/32 

(16) 

Contractual 

(70%) 

No 

(90%) 

 9 Years 

(44.4%) 

Secondary 

(57.1%) 

Very Small 

(44.4%) 

Low/Moderate 

Cultural KM 

Female 

(53.8%) 

20/52 

(37.08) 

1/30 

(10) 

Contractual 

(50%) 

No 

(61.5%) 

17/19 Years 

(38.5%) 

Tertiary 

(91.7%) 

Medium 

(38.5%) 

Min= Minimum; Max = Maximum; M = Mean; 

 

A MANOVA was performed, using as independent variables each 

profile (1 = yes; 0 = no) and as dependent variables the scores for the six 

dimensions of MWMS (see Table 9). Extrinsic Motivation was excluded 

from this analysis so as to avoid duplication of information. 
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Table 9. Means (M) and standard-deviations (SD) of MWMS dimensions of each profile: 

Univariate tests (F) and effect sizes (η2p) 

*** p ≤ .001, ** p < .01, * p< .05 

 Multivariate Analysis       Univariate Analysis 

  Wilks’ 

λ 

F 
(6,688) 

η
2
p 

Yes 
Mean 
(SD) 

No 
Mean 
(SD) 

F η
2
p 

LOW KM PROFILE (N = 31)   

 .936 7.904 .064***     

Amotivation    
1.65 

(1.09) 
1.50 

(1.07) 
.523 .001 

Extrinsic Material Motivation    
2.54 

(1.62) 
3.13 

(1.76) 
3.35 .005 

Extrinsic Social Motivation    
3.00 

(1.89) 
4.13 

(1.76) 
12.09*** .017 

Introjected Motivation    
3.75 

(1.63) 
4.78 

(1.49) 
14.02*** .020 

Identified Motivation    
4.23 

(1.61) 
5.65 

(1.24) 
38.13*** .052 

Intrinsic Motivation    
3.41 

(1.82) 
4.92 

(1.50) 
29.11*** .040 

HIGH KM PROFILE (N = 77)   

 .917 10.431 .083***     

Amotivation    
1.23 
(.71) 

1.54 
(1.10) 

5.79* .008 

Extrinsic Material Motivation    
3.69 

(2.09) 
3.03 

(1.70) 
9.75** .014 

Extrinsic Social Motivation    
4.79 

(1.89) 
3.99 

(1.75) 
14.12*** .020 

Introjected Motivation    
5.45 

(1.40) 
4.64 

(1.50) 
20.32*** .028 

Identified Motivation    
6.26 

(1.17) 
5.50 

(1.28) 
14.98*** .035 

Intrinsic Motivation    
5.94 

(1.17) 
4.71 

(1.54) 
46.46*** .063 

LOW/MODERATE COMPETITIVE KM  PROFILE (N = 28)  
 

 .961 4.697 .039***     

Amotivation    
1.05 
(.15) 

1.53 
(1.09) 

5.47* .008 

Extrinsic Material Motivation    
2.92 

(1.96) 
3.11 

(1.75) 
.32 .000 

Extrinsic Social Motivation    
3.35 

(1.64) 
4.11 

(1.78) 
4.98* .007 

Introjected Motivation    
4.79 

(1.78) 
4.73 

(1.50) 
.05 .000 

Identified Motivation    
6.23 
(.80) 

5.56 
(1.30) 

7.32** .010 

Intrinsic Motivation    
6.04 
(.91) 

4.80 
(1.55) 

17.54*** .025 

LOW/MODERATE FORMAL KM  PROFILE (N = 49)  
 

 .937 7.666 .063***     

Amotivation    
1.04 
(.16) 

1.54 
(1.10) 

10.25*** .015 

Extrinsic Material Motivation    
2.99 

(1.99) 
3.11 

(1.74) 
.23 .000 

Extrinsic Social Motivation    
5.03 

(2.00) 
4.01 

(1.75) 
15.45*** .022 

Introjected Motivation    
5.04 

(1.55) 
4.71 

(1.50) 
2.16 .003 

Identified Motivation    
6.33 
(.88) 

5.53 
(1.30) 

17.96*** .025 

Intrinsic Motivation    
5.61 

(1.19) 
4.79 

(1.56) 
13.04*** .018 
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Table 9 shows that the influence of the High Competitive KM, the 

High Informal KM, the Low/Moderate Informal KM, the High Cultural KM 

and the Low/Moderate Cultural profiles on work motivation were not 

significant. In other words, only 4 out of the 10 original profiles had a 

statistically significant global effect on work motivation. The highest 

significant global effect on work motivation was that of the High KM Profile 

(8.3%), followed by the Low KM Profile (6.4%), the Low/Moderate Formal 

KM Profile (6.3%) and the Low/Moderate Competitive KM Profile (3.9%). 

Therefore, even though the results of the multivariate test showed significant 

differences, these were low (less than 10%) between participants included in 

the profile and participants not included in the different profiles. 

Concerning the Low KM Profile, univariate tests presented significant 

differences between workers included and not included in this profile, 

regarding Extrinsic Social Motivation, Introjected Motivation, Identified 

Motivation and Intrinsic Motivation. However, these differences were very 

low: 1.7%, 2%, 5.2% and 4% respectively.  

In contrast, regarding the High KM Profile, univariate tests presented 

significant differences in all MWMS dimensions. However, these 

differences were also low (less than 7%). The lowest difference was 

presented by Amotivation (.8%) and the greatest was presented by Intrinsic 

Motivation (6.3%).  

Concerning the Low/Moderate Competitive KM Profile, univariate 

tests presented significant differences between workers included and not 

included in this profile in regards to Amotivation (.8%), Extrinsic Social 

(.7%), Identified (1%) and Intrinsic (2.5%) motivations. Thus, it was shown 

that these differences were also very low. 

Finally, for the Low/Moderate Formal KM Profile, univariate tests 

also presented significant differences in Amotivation (1.5%), Extrinsic Social 

(2.2%), Identified (2.5%) and Intrinsic (1.8%) motivations. Similarly, these 

differences were very low. 

V - Discussion 

The importance of KM and work motivation to practitioners and 

researchers in the organizational field has been discussed previously. KM 

not only allows an organization to be dynamic (Jiménez-Jiménez, Martínez-

Costa, & Sanz-Valle, 2014) but it is also a distinction factor and a vital 

element for maintaining organizational value (Pais & dos Santos, 2015). 

Work motivation is essential for organizational endurance, considering that 

different kinds of motivations have specific impacts on workers’ 

performance and well-being (Ryan & Deci, 2000; Vansteenkiste, Simons, 

Lens, Sheldon, & Deci, 2004). 

Given the importance of these constructs in Organizational 

Psychology and since, as far we could ascertain, no studies had already 

examined their interaction, it seemed important to undertake the present 

research. Therefore, our main objective was to assess the correlation 

between KM and work motivation, for which a correlation matrix was used 

(Table 5). Our second and third goals were to analyze the relevance of 
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proposing profiles of workers, given the relation between KM and work 

motivation, and to assess the differences in work motivation as a result of the 

profiles created. For these, a cluster and a MANOVA analysis were used 

(Tables 6 to 9). 

In relation to the first objective, as we advance on the motivation 

continuum to more self-determined types of work motivation, the 

correlations of KM strengthen, supporting SDT. In fact, the four KM 

dimensions show a relatively stable progression from negative, to weaker 

and to moderate correlations to MWMS dimensions (Cohen, 1988). 

Firstly, all KM dimensions showed a negative correlation to 

Amotivation, also giving strength to our initial hypothesis that any 

professional and personal development opportunities are received by 

workers in such a way that the lack of motivation is inverted (Kuvaas & 

Dysvik, 2009). The fact that it was the Knowledge Centered Culture 

dimension that showed the highest negative correlation with Amotivation (r 

= -.242) tells us that organizations that promote KM amongst their 

processes, practices, traditions and habits may be contributing to a less 

amotivated workforce. At the same time, those who are amotivated are less 

receptive to the KM initiatives. For that reason, strategies aiming at the 

development of work motivation in general will strengthen the KM 

initiatives and its acceptance by employees. 

Secondly, since the KM dimension most correlated to Extrinsic 

Motivation (r = .230), Extrinsic Material Motivation (r = .142) and Extrinsic 

Social Motivation (r = .249) was Competitive Orientation, we may conclude 

that a) a KM orientation towards competition may enhance one’s drive to 

contribute to the group’s advances and gains, as a member of the 

organization (Ouwerkerk, De Gilder, & De Vries, 2000). Similarly those 

who are extrinsically motivated to work seem to be more receptive to 

competitive orientation strategies; b) a KM orientation towards competition 

may boost the ambition for financial bonuses (for example) consequent of 

being part of the winning team (Manolopoulos, 2008). Similarly those who 

are extrinsically motivated to work seem to be more receptive to competitive 

orientation strategies; and c) a KM orientation towards competition may 

increase the pursuit of prestige, social acceptance and pride associated to 

being part of the victorious group (Amiot & Aubin, 2013; Ozeki, 2015; 

Pantaleo, Miron, Ferguson, & Frankowski, 2014). Also, the greater the 

Extrinsic Social Motivation, the more frequent the individual looks for ways 

to obtain those rewards. However, since Competitive Orientation was the 

KM dimension least correlated to Identified Motivation (r =. 270) and one of 

the KM dimensions least correlated to Intrinsic Motivation (r =.312), one 

may posit that Competitive Orientation may only be positive up to a certain 

point, depending on the type of competition the individual is facing (Fülöp, 

2009; Tjosvold, Johnson, Johnson, & Sun, 2006). It is possible that when 

competitiveness starts to overflow beyond the boundaries of the ingroup 

identity, failing to address cooperation between workers, it may no longer be 

pleasurable and more self-determined motivations may be less influenced.  
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Also, the results that Formal KM Practices was the KM dimension 

least correlated to Extrinsic Motivation and Extrinsic Social Motivation (r = 

.080 and r = .091, respectively), may suggest that a) formal meetings and 

training sessions have little power, on their own, to drive one to seek 

approval or financial reward, for example; and b) those who are looking for 

extrinsic social rewards and extrinsic rewards in general will value less the 

Formal KM Practices.  

On the other hand, the KM dimension most correlated to Introjected 

and Identified motivations was Knowledge Centered Culture (r = .241 and r 

= .460, respectively). These results suggest that organizations that promote 

KM amongst their guidelines and habits may be contributing to a workforce 

with more self-determined types of motivation. These results also confirm 

our hypotheses that a culture where KM is emphasized may improve the way 

one looks at his or her tasks and result in a greater appreciation for one’s job. 

Furthermore, employees driven by Introjected and Identified motivations are 

probably more attracted to and more hired by organizations that emphasize 

Knowledge Centered Culture. Consequently, these workers may reinforce, 

through their performance, the Knowledge Centered Culture of the 

organization. 

Additionally, Intrinsic Motivation was most correlated to the KMQ-

SF global scale (r = .470), which suggests that KM, as a whole, may result in 

workers doing their job because they enjoy it or find it exciting or 

stimulating. Also, those who are intrinsically motivated to work, through 

their performance, may strengthen the KM strategies and actions included in 

the measure used in the present research. However, it is interesting to stress 

that Identified Motivation and Intrinsic Motivation were only correlated to 

Informal KM Practices to a lesser degree (r = .273 and r = .305, 

respectively). The Informal KM Practices dimension may not have a greater 

effect on more self-determined motivations and vice-versa due to the 

negative connotation informal conversations at the workplace may have. 

Informal conversations, even if they are aimed at KM, may be construed as a 

way to gossip or waste time. 

Regarding our second and third objectives, 10 profiles were created of 

which only 4 showed a statistically significant global effect on work 

motivation. The highest significant global effect on work motivation was 

that of the High KM Profile (8.3%), followed by the Low KM Profile 

(6.4%), the Low/Moderate Formal KM Profile (6.3%) and the 

Low/Moderate Competitive KM Profile (3.9%). Even though their global 

effect on work motivation is considered low, these goals were accomplished 

as the importance of the creation of the 4 profiles and their relation to work 

motivation was established.  

The greatest difference between workers in the Low KM Profile and 

workers not in the Low KM Profile was shown in regards to Identified 

Motivation. This might be explained by the fact that when one perceives that 

all four dimensions of KM are present in the organization, one may less 

easily find personal significance in the tasks executed.  
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The greatest difference between workers comprised in the High KM 

Profile and workers not comprised in the High KM Profile was presented 

concerning Intrinsic Motivation. This is consonant with abovementioned 

considerations that when one perceives a well-balanced KM strategy, where 

all four KM dimensions are being strongly considered, it may be easier for 

one to enjoy one’s job a) as it might be more easily considered exciting or 

stimulating and b) as KM processes help individual make sense of their tasks 

(Thomas, Sussman & Hendersson, 2001).  

The greatest difference between workers in the Low/Moderate 

Competitive KM Profile and workers not in this profile was also shown in 

regards to Intrinsic Motivation. This result also suggests that when one 

perceives their organization’s KM strategy less directed towards competition 

but more directed towards other KM dimensions, one may more easily feel 

intrinsically motivated. Equally, this result gives strength to our suggestion 

that a KM orientated to competition is only beneficial to a certain point. This 

result may be influenced by the type of competition the individual has to 

deal with (Fülöp, 2009; Tjosvold, Johnson, Johnson and Sun, 2006).  

Finally, the greatest difference between workers in the Low/Moderate 

Formal KM Profile and workers not in this profile was shown concerning 

Identified Motivation. This proposes that when Formal KM Practices are not 

being as considered by the organization as other KM dimensions, one may 

find it harder to find that the execution of one’s tasks is aligned with one’s 

personal values. 

VI - Conclusion 

Practical Implications 

The understanding of KM and motivation is essential for practitioners 

targeting a useful and conscious organizational strategy and for researchers 

advancing our understanding of Organizational Psychology. We conclude, 

from our research and from knowing the implications of more or less self-

determined motivations on performance and well-being, that is it essential to 

have a balanced KM strategy.  

In other words, it is critical for organizations to endorse KM plans in 

which all 4 factors are applied taking into consideration their influences on 

motivation. For example, it is paramount to use a KM approach that does not 

overstress the Competitive Orientation dimension of KM, but rather uses it 

in moderation and stressing what can be a constructive type of competition. 

The same might be said about the Informal KM Practices dimension, as they 

are both the KM dimensions least correlated to Intrinsic Motivation. 

However, a KM strategy that emphasizes Knowledge Centered Culture may 

help diminish Amotivation and increase Introjected and Identified 

motivations. Also, emphasizing Formal KM Practices may be of benefit for 

organizations since it has a minor impact on Extrinsic Motivation and 

Extrinsic Social Motivation and one of the greatest impacts on Intrinsic 

Motivation. With these traits in mind, a well-adjusted KM strategy may be a 
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way of bettering one’s performance and well-being, by strengthening more 

self-determined motivations and decreasing Amotivation. 

Likewise, organizations are suggested to consider hiring individuals 

strongly driven by autonomous motivation, as through that KM will be 

developed. Furthermore, autonomously motivated workers will reach better 

performance and feel well at work. This idea should make organizations 

mainly focused on material rewards and external incentive systems rethink 

their human resources strategy. 

Limitations and Further Research  

As is to be expected, this research has some limitations. This is a 

transversal study and the results are limited to a particular time and occasion 

of when the data was collected. To overcome this limitation, future studies 

could adopt the implementation of a longitudinal method in order to better 

explain the relationship between these two constructs in time. Another 

limitation is related to the fact that this is a correlational study, which 

suggests that the inference of causality is not allowed. However, even 

though there are limitations to this study, it may be considered a starting 

point for further research. For example, it would be interesting to analyze the 

relationship between KM and work motivation in different populations or in 

different occupations/professions. Also, taking into consideration that 

Competitive Orientation is only of benefit up to a certain point, it would be 

enriching to evaluate the differences in the ways that men and women 

perceive Competitive Orientation and differences between different types of 

competition. It would also be interesting to further research this area by 

including other organizational variables that may have an impact on the 

relationship studied, such as organizational communication, job satisfaction, 

job design and compensation systems. Furthermore, future research can 

deepen the analysis of sociodemographic variables, and how and why they 

have different effects on the correlations studied. Therefore, we consider that 

this study not only advances our understanding of KM and its relations to 

work motivation, but also points to a direction for further research intended 

to gain a better understating of both constructs. 

References 

Aish, A. M., & Jöreskog, K. G. (1990). A panel model for political efficacy 

and responsiveness: An application of LISREL 7 with weighted least 

squares. Quality and Quantity, 24(4), 405-426. 

Ali, S. B., Mahdi, A., & Malihe, J. (2012). The effect of employees' 

performance appraisal procedure on their intrinsic motivation. 

International Journal of Academic Research in Business and Social 

Sciences, 2(12), 161-168. 

Amin, A., Hassan, M. F., Ariffin, M., & Rehman, M. (2011). Knowledge 

sharing: Two-dimensional motivation perspective and the role of 

demographic variables. Journal of Information & Knowledge 

Management, 10(02), 135-149. 



28 

Knowledge Management and Work Motivation following Self-Determination Theory: An Empirical Research 
Gabriela de Castro Nesbit (e-mail:g.nesbit1207@gmail.com)  | 2016 

Amiot, C. E., & Aubin, R. M. (2013). Why and how are you attached to your 

social group? Investigating different forms of social identification. 

British Journal of Social Psychology, 52(3), 563-586. 

Arbuckle, J. L. (2013). Amos 22 User’s Guide. Chicago, IL: SPSS Inc. 

Armistead, C. (1999). Knowledge management and process performance. 

Journal of Knowledge Management, 3(2), 143-157. 

Bagozzi, R., & Yi, Y. (1988). On the evaluation of structural equation 

models. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 16(1), 74-94. 

Bartol, K. M., & Srivastava, A. (2002). Encouraging knowledge sharing: 

The role of organizational reward systems. Journal of Leadership & 

Organizational Studies, 9(1), 64-76. 

Bentler, P. (1990). Quantitative methods in psychology: Comparative fit 

indexes in structural models. Psychological Bulletin, 107(2), 238-246. 

Bidee, J., Vantilborgh, T., Pepermans, R., Huybrechts, G., Willems, J., 

Jegers, M., & Hofmans, J. (2013). Autonomous motivation stimulates 

volunteers’ work effort: A self-determination theory approach to 

volunteerism. Voluntas: International Journal of Voluntary and 

Nonprofit Organizations, 24(1), 32-47. 

Brito, E., Cardoso, L., & Gomes, A. D. (2005). Gestão do conhecimento: 

adaptação e validação da escala GC para o sector autárquico. 

Psychologica, 38, 9-22. 

Brown, T. (2006). Confirmatory Factor Analysis For Applied Research. 

New York: The Guilford Press. 

Burton, K. D., Lydon, J. E., D'Alessandro, D. U., & Koestner, R. (2006). 

The differential effects of intrinsic and identified motivation on well-

being and performance: Prospective, experimental, and implicit 

approaches to self-determination theory. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 91(4), 750-762. 

Callahan, J. S., Brownlee, A. L., Brtek, M. D., & Tosi, H. L. (2003). 

Examining the unique effects of multiple motivational sources on task 

performance. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 33(12), 2515-

2535. 

Cardoso, L. (2003). Gerir conhecimento e gerar competitividade: Estudo 

empírico sobre a gestão do conhecimento e seu impacto no 

desempenho organizacional (Doutoramento em Psicologia). 

Faculdade de Psicologia e de Ciências da Educação da Universidade 

de Coimbra.  

Cardoso, L. (2007a). Gerir conhecimento e gerar competitividade: Estudo 

empírico sobre a gestão do conhecimento e seu impacto no 

desempenho organizacional. Penafiel: Editorial Novembro. 

Cardoso, L. (2007b). Gestão do conhecimento e competitividade 

organizacional: Um modelo estrutural. Comportamento 

Organizacional e Gestão, 13(2), 191-211. 

Cardoso, L., Gomes, A. D., & Rebelo, T. (2005). Para uma conceptualização 

e operacionalização da gestão do conhecimento. Psychologica, 38, 23-

44. 



29 

Knowledge Management and Work Motivation following Self-Determination Theory: An Empirical Research 
Gabriela de Castro Nesbit (e-mail:g.nesbit1207@gmail.com)  | 2016 

Cardoso, L., Meireles, A., & Peralta, C. (2012). Knowledge management 

and its critical factors in social economy organizations. Journal of 

Knowledge Management, 16(2), 267-284. 

Cardoso, L., & Peralta, C. F. (2011). Gestão do conhecimento em equipas: 

Desenvolvimento de um instrumento de medida multidimensional. 

Psychologica, 55, 79-93. 

Castro, V. A., Júnior, E. M., & Pinto, R. D. (2012). Gestão do conhecimento 

– GC – como recurso estratégico e fonte de vantagem competitiva 

sustentável – VCS – na perspectiva Resource-based view – RBV. 

Revista Organizações em Contexto-Online, 8(15), 21-41. 

Cerasoli, C. P., Nicklin, J. M., & Ford, M. T. (2014). Intrinsic motivation 

and extrinsic incentives jointly predict performance: A 40-year meta-

analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 140(4), 980-1008. 

Chi, H. K., Lan, C. H., & Dorjgotov, B. (2012). The moderating effect of 

transformational leadership on knowledge management and 

organizational effectiveness. Social Behavior and Personality: an 

International Journal, 40(6), 1015-1023. 

Choong, Y. O., Wong, K. L., & Lau, T. C. (2011). Intrinsic motivation and 

organizational commitment in the malaysian private higher education 

institutions: An empirical study. International Refereed Research 

Journal, 2(4), 40–50. 

Civi, E. (2000). Knowledge management as a competitive asset: A review. 

Marketing Intelligence & Planning, 18(4), 166-174. 

Coelho, V. (2015). Reconhecimento Organizacional da Singularidade 

Contributiva, Capital Psicológico e Gestão do Conhecimento 

(Mestrado em Psicologia do Trabalho e das Organizações). 

Universidade de Évora.  

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical Power Analysis for the Behavioural Sciences 

(2
nd

 Ed.). New York: Academic Press. 

Creswell, J. W. (2003). Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative and 

Mixes Methods Approaches (4
th
 Ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 

Publications, Inc.  

Davenport, T. H., & Prusak, L. (1998). Working Knowledge: How 

Organizations Manage What They Know. Boston, MA: Harvard 

Business School Press. 

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2008). Facilitating optimal motivation and 

psychological well-being across life's domains. Canadian Psychology, 

49(1), 14-23. 

dos Santos, N. R., Mónico, L., Pais, L., Gagné, M., Forest, J., Cabral, P. F., 

& Ferraro, T. (2016). Multidimensional Work Motivation Scale: 

Psychometric studies in Portugal and Brazil. Manuscript submitted for 

publication. 

Durst, S., & Wilhelm, S. (2012). Knowledge management and succession 

planning in SMEs. Journal of Knowledge Management, 16(4), 637-

649. 



30 

Knowledge Management and Work Motivation following Self-Determination Theory: An Empirical Research 
Gabriela de Castro Nesbit (e-mail:g.nesbit1207@gmail.com)  | 2016 

Dysvik, A., & Kuvaas, B. (2008). The relationship between perceived 

training opportunities, work motivation and employee outcomes. 

International Journal of Training and Development, 12(3), 138-157. 

Ellemers, N., Spears, R., & Doosje, B. (1997). Sticking together or falling 

apart: In-group identification as a psychological determinant of group 

commitment versus individual mobility. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 72(3), 617–626. 

Fidalgo, F., & Gouveia, L. B. (2012). Employee turnover impact in 

organizational knowledge management: The Portuguese real estate 

case. Journal of Knowledge Management, Economics and Information 

Technology, 2(2), 1-16. 

Flynn, W. C., & Philbin, G. (2014). Behind the help desk: career, salary and 

training expectations. Issues in Information Systems, 15(2), 285-292. 

Fornell, C., & Lacker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation models 

with unobservable variables and measurement error. Journal of 

Marketing Research, 18, 39-50. 

Fülöp, M. (2009). Happy and unhappy competitors: What makes the 

difference?. Psihologijske teme, 18(2), 345-367. 

Gagné, M. (2009). A model of knowledge sharing motivation. Human 

Resource Management, 48, 571-589. 

Gagné, M., & Deci, E. (2005). Self-determination theory and work 

motivation. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 26, 331–362. 

Gagné, M., Forest, J., Vansteenkiste, M., Crevier-Braud, L., Van den 

Broeck, A., Aspeli, A. K., Bellerose, J., Benabou, C., Chemolli, E., 

Guntert, S. T., Halvari, H., Indiyastuti, D. L., Johnson, P. A., Molstad, 

M. H., Naudin, M., Ndao, A., Olafsen, A. H., Roussel, P., Wang, Z., 

& Westbye, C. (2015). The Multidimensional Work Motivation Scale: 

Validation evidence in seven languages and nine countries. European 

Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 24(2), 178-196. 

Gangested, S. W., & Snyder, M. (2000). Self-monitoring: appraisal and 

reappraisal. Psychological Bulletin, 126(4), 530-555. 

Gök, S. (2009). A study on the influence of organizational climate on 

motivation of employees. International Journal of Human Sciences, 

6(2), 587-605. 

Grant, A. M. (2008). Does intrinsic motivation fuel the prosocial fire? 

Motivational synergy in predicting persistence, performance, and 

productivity. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93(1), 48-58. 

Grant, A. M., & Berry, J. W. (2011). The necessity of others is the mother of 

invention: Intrinsic and prosocial motivations, perspective taking, and 

creativity. Academy of Management Journal, 54, 73-96. 

Gu, Y. (2004). Global knowledge management research: A bibliometric 

analysis. Scientometrics, 61(2), 171-190. 

Guntert, S. (2015). The impact of work design, autonomy support, and 

strategy on employee outcomes: A differentiated perspective on self-

determination at work. Motivation and Emotion, 39, 99-103. 

Hair, J., Anderson, R., Tatham, R., & Black, W. (2008). Multivariate Data 

Analysis (7th Ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Prentice-Hall. 



31 

Knowledge Management and Work Motivation following Self-Determination Theory: An Empirical Research 
Gabriela de Castro Nesbit (e-mail:g.nesbit1207@gmail.com)  | 2016 

Hair, J., Black, W., Babin, B., & Anderson, R. (2010). Multivariate Data 

Analysis (7th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ, USA: Prentice-Hall, Inc. 

Haskins, W. A. (1996). Freedom of speech: Construct for creating a culture 

which empowers organizational members. Journal of Business 

Communication, 33(1), 85-97. 

Haslam, S. A., Powell, C., & Turner, J. (2000). Social identity, self‐

categorization, and work motivation: rethinking the contribution of the 

group to positive and sustainable organizational outcomes. Applied 

Psychology, 49(3), 319-339. 

Hu, L. & Bentler, P. (1999). Cut-off criteria for fit indexes in covariance 

structure analysis: conventional criteria versus new alternatives. 

Structural Equation Modeling, 6(1), 1-55. 

Huang, M. C., Chiu, Y. P., & Lu, T. C. (2013). Knowledge governance 

mechanisms and repatriate's knowledge sharing: the mediating roles 

of motivation and opportunity. Journal of Knowledge Management, 

17(5), 677-694. 

Hwang, Y. (2008). A preliminary examination of the factors for knowledge 

sharing in technology mediated learning. Journal of Information 

Systems Education, 19(4), 419. 

Ilardi, B. C., Leone, D., Kasser, T., & Ryan, R. M. (1993). Employee and 

supervisor ratings of motivation: Main effects and discrepancies 

associated with job satisfaction and adjustment in a factory setting. 

Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 23, 1789–1805. 

Janz, B. D., & Prasarnphanich, P. (2003). Understanding the antecedents of 

effective knowledge management: the importance of a knowledge‐

centered culture. Decision Sciences, 34(2), 351-384. 

Jiménez-Jiménez, D., Martínez-Costa, M., & Sanz-Valle, R. (2014). 

Knowledge management practices for innovation: a multinational 

corporation’s perspective. Journal of Knowledge Management, 18(5), 

905-918. 

Kernis, M. H., Brown, A. C., & Brody, G. H. (2000). Fragile self-esteem in 

children and its associations with perceived patterns of parent–child 

communication. Journal of Personality, 68, 225–252. 

Kline, R. B. (2011). Principles and Practice of Structural Equation 

Modeling (3rd Ed.). New York: The Guilford Press. 

Krieger, L. S., & Sheldon, K. M. (2015). What makes lawyers happy?: A 

data-driven prescription to redefine professional success. George 

Washington Law Review, 83, 554-627. 

Kunz, J., & Linder, S. (2012). Organizational control and work effort–

another look at the interplay of rewards and motivation. European 

Accounting Review, 21(3), 591-621. 

Kuvaas, B., & Dysvik, A. (2009). Perceived investment in employee 

development, intrinsic motivation and work performance. Human 

Resource Management Journal, 19(3), 217-236. 

Lekiqi, B. (2012). Employer and workplace – their impact on human 

resource motivation for work. Lucrari Stiintifice Seria I, Management 

Agricol, 14(2), 57-62. 



32 

Knowledge Management and Work Motivation following Self-Determination Theory: An Empirical Research 
Gabriela de Castro Nesbit (e-mail:g.nesbit1207@gmail.com)  | 2016 

Li, Y., Wei, F., Ren, S., & Di, Y. (2015). Locus of control, psychological 

empowerment and intrinsic motivation relation to performance. 

Journal of Managerial Psychology, 30(4), 422-438. 

Lin, H. F. (2007). Effects of extrinsic and intrinsic motivation on employee 

knowledge sharing intentions. Journal of Information Science, 33(2), 

135-149. 

Liu, W. C., & Fang, C. L. (2010). The effect of different motivation factors 

on knowledge-sharing willingness and behavior. Social Behavior and 

Personality: An International Journal, 38(6), 753-758. 

López-Nicolás, C., & Meroño-Cerdán, Á. L. (2011). Strategic knowledge 

management, innovation and performance. International Journal of 

Information Management, 31(6), 502-509. 

Lyubomirsky, S., & Ross, L. (1997). Hedonic consequences of social 

comparison: A contrast of happy and unhappy people. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 73, 1141–1157. 

Manolopoulos, D. (2008). Work motivation in the Hellenic extended public 

sector: an empirical investigation. The International Journal of 

Human Resource Management, 19(9), 1738-1762. 

Marôco, J. (2011). Análise Estatística com o SPSS Statistics (5ª ed). Pero 

Pinheiro: Report Number. 

Mårtensson, M. (2000). A critical review of knowledge management as a 

management tool. Journal of Knowledge Management, 4(3), 204-216. 

Matayong, S., & Mahmood, A. K. (2013). The review of approaches to 

knowledge management system studies. Journal of Knowledge 

Management, 17(3), 472-490. 

Miniotaitė, A., & Bučiūnienė, I. (2013). Explaining authentic leadership 

work outcomes from the perspective of self-determination theory. 

Organizacijų Vadyba: Sisteminiai Tyrimai, (65), 63-75. 

Moran, C. M., Diefendorff, J. M., Kim, T. Y., & Liu, Z. Q. (2012). A profile 

approach to self-determination theory motivations at work. Journal of 

Vocational Behavior, 81(3), 354-363. 

Oostlander, J., Güntert, S. T., & Wehner, T. (2014). Linking autonomy-

supportive leadership to volunteer satisfaction: A self-determination 

theory perspective. VOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary 

and Nonprofit Organizations, 25(6), 1368-1387. 

Ordem dos Psicólogos Portugueses (2011). Código Deontológico. Diário da 

República, 2ª Série, número 78, 20 de Abril, 17931-17936. 

Othman, A. K., Abdullah, H. S., & Ahmad, J. (2009). The influence of work 

motivation on emotional intelligence and team effectiveness 

relationship. Vision: The Journal of Business Perspective, 13(4), 1-14. 

Ouwerkerk, J., De Gilder, D., & de Vries, N. (2000). When the going gets 

tough, the tough gets going: Social identification and individual effort 

in intergroup competition. Personality and Social Psychology 

Bulletin, 26(12), 1550-1559. 

Ozeki, M. (2015). Group-level group identity as a basis of a group. Group 

Dynamics: Theory, Research, and Practice, 19(3), 166-180. 



33 

Knowledge Management and Work Motivation following Self-Determination Theory: An Empirical Research 
Gabriela de Castro Nesbit (e-mail:g.nesbit1207@gmail.com)  | 2016 

Pais, L. (2014). Gestão do conhecimento. In M. Siqueira (Ed.), Medidas do 

comportamento organizacional: Ferramentas de diagnóstico e de 

gestão (pp. 1- 16). Porto Alegre: Artmed. 

Pais, L., & dos Santos, N. R. (2015). Knowledge‐sharing, cooperation, and 

personal development. In K. Kraiger, J. Passmore, N. R. dos Santos & 

S. Malvezzi (Eds.), The Wiley-Blackwell Handbook of the Psychology 

of Training, Development, and Performance Improvement (pp. 278-

302). Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell. 

Pantaleo, G., Miron, A. M., Ferguson, M. A., & Frankowski, S. D. (2014). 

Effects of deterrence on intensity of group identification and efforts to 

protect group identity. Motivation and Emotion, 38(6), 855-865. 

Parker, C. P., Baltes, B. B., Young, S. A., Huff, J. W., Altmann, R. A., 

Lacost, H. A., & Roberts, J. E. (2003). Relationships between 

psychological climate perceptions and work outcomes: a meta‐

analytic review. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 24(4), 389-416. 

Patil, S. K., & Kant, R. (2014). Methodological literature review of 

knowledge management research. Tékhne, 12(1), 3-14. 

Ponzi, L. J. (2002). The intellectual structure and interdisciplinary breadth of 

knowledge management: A bibliometric study of its early stage of 

development. Scientometrics, 55(2), 259-272. 

Ragab, M., & Arisha, A. (2013). Knowledge management and measurement: 

a critical review. Journal of Knowledge Management, 17(6), 873-901. 

Rai, R. K. (2011). Knowledge management and organizational culture: A 

theoretical integrative framework. Journal of Knowledge 

Management, 15(5), 779-801. 

Reich, B. H., Gemino, A., & Sauer, C. (2014). How knowledge management 

impacts performance in projects: An empirical study. International 

Journal of Project Management, 32(4), 590-602. 

Rousseau, V., & Aubé, C. (2013). Collective autonomy and absenteeism 

within work teams: A team motivation approach. The Journal of 

Psychology, 147(2), 153-175. 

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2000). Self-determination theory and the 

facilitation of intrinsic motivation, social development, and well-

being. American Psychologist, 55, 68–78.  

Scheepers, D. (2009). Turning social identity threat into challenge: Status 

stability and cardiovascular reactivity during inter-group competition. 

Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 45(1), 228-233. 

Schumacker, R. E. & Lomax, R. G. (1996). A Beginner’s Guide to 

Structural Equation Modeling. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum 

Associates. 

Serenko, A. (2013). Meta-analysis of scientometric research of knowledge 

management: Discovering the identity of the discipline. Journal of 

Knowledge Management, 17(5), 773-812. 

Steers, R. M., Mowday, R. T., & Shapiro, D. L. (2004). Introduction to 

special topic forum: The future of work motivation theory. The 

Academy of Management Review, 29(3), 379-387. 



34 

Knowledge Management and Work Motivation following Self-Determination Theory: An Empirical Research 
Gabriela de Castro Nesbit (e-mail:g.nesbit1207@gmail.com)  | 2016 

Stone, D., Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2009). Beyond talk: Creating 

autonomous motivation through self-determination theory. Journal of 

General Management, 34, 75-91. 

Sung, S. Y., & Choi, J. N. (2012). Effects of team knowledge management 

on the creativity and financial performance of organizational teams. 

Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 118(1), 4-13. 

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2001). Using Multivariate Statistics (4th 

ed.). Boston: Allyn and Bacon. 

Tangaraja, G., Rasdi, R. M., Ismail, M., & Samah, B. A. (2015). Fostering 

knowledge sharing behaviour among public sector managers: a 

proposed model for the Malaysian public service. Journal of 

Knowledge Management, 19(1), 121-140. 

Thomas, J. B., Sussman, S. W., & Hendersson, J. C. (2001). Understanding 

"Strategic Learning": Linking Organizational Learning, Knowledge 

Management, and Sensemaking. Organization Science, 12(3), 331-345. 

Tjosvold, D., Johnson, D. W., Johnson, R. T., & Sun, H. (2006). 

Competitive motives and strategies: Understanding constructive 

competition. Group Dynamics: Theory, Research, and Practice, 

10(2), 87-99. 

Trépanier, S., Fernet, C., & Austin, S. (2014). A longitudinal investigation of 

workplace bullying, basic need satisfaction, and employee 

functioning. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 20, 105-

116. 

Vansteenkiste, M., Simons, J., Lens, W., Sheldon, K. M., & Deci, E. L. 

(2004). Motivating learning, performance, and persistence: The 

synergistic effects of intrinsic goal contents and autonomy-supportive 

contexts. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 87(2), 246-

260. 

Wallace, D. P., Van Fleet, C., & Downs, L. J. (2011). The research core of 

the knowledge management literature. International Journal of 

Information Management, 31(1), 14-20. 

Wang, W. T., & Hou, Y. P. (2015). Motivations of employees’ knowledge 

sharing behaviors: A self-determination perspective. Information and 

Organization, 25(1), 1-26. 

Welschen, J., Todorova, N., & Mills, A. M. (2012). An investigation of the 

impact of intrinsic motivation on organizational knowledge sharing. 

International Journal of Knowledge Management, 8(2), 23-42. 

Wu, Y., & Zhu, W. (2012). An integrated theoretical model for determinants 

of knowledge sharing behaviours. Kybernetes, 41(10), 1462-1482. 

Yang, J. (2008). Antecedents and consequences of knowledge management 

strategy: the case of Chinese high technology firms. Production 

Planning and Control, 19(1), 67-77. 

Yoon, C., & Rolland, E. (2012). Knowledge-sharing in virtual communities: 

familiarity, anonymity and self-determination theory. Behaviour & 

Information Technology, 31(11), 1133-1143. 



35 

Knowledge Management and Work Motivation following Self-Determination Theory: An Empirical Research 
Gabriela de Castro Nesbit (e-mail:g.nesbit1207@gmail.com)  | 2016 

Annexes  

A) Instructions – Participation on the MWMS Project 
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B) Informed Consent 
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C) Instructions of Application of Measures 
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D) Applied Questionnaire 
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