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Abstract: The purpose of this study is to identify the structural relationships among social goal
orientation, knowledge sharing, employee engagement and innovative behavior on employees of
an organization. This study used a data sample of office workers in Korean companies by survey.
The findings are as follows. First, knowledge sharing plays a significant role in the relationship
between social goal orientation type and innovative behavior. Second, employee engagement plays a
mediating role between social goal orientation and innovative behavior. Third, the dual mediating
effect of knowledge sharing and employee engagement is important between social goal orientation
and innovative behavior. Our findings have important theoretical implications, which suggest
that not only psychological motivations of individuals but also their social motivations should be
considered to promote innovative behavior. Therefore, it is important to provide an appropriate
knowledge sharing and employee engagement environment for employees according to their social
goal orientation type rather than requiring innovative behavior.
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1. Introduction

Companies are promoting organizational innovation as a means of adapting to a rapidly evolving
business environment and sustaining high organizational performance. Scott and Bruce [1] addressed
the need for innovation, emphasizing the importance of employees’ willingness and actions as key
factors in achieving organizational innovation. Innovative behavior is considered a source of innovation,
in that employees of an organization lead the development, promotion, and implementation of ideas that
can improve the efficiency of individual task roles and preserve sustainable organizational performance.

As corporate structures become less vertical and more horizontal, the importance of interactions
among employees becomes more evident. This is particularly true in light of current changes in
organizational culture, and strategies for managing employees, which are emerging as issues to be
addressed by organizations [2]. In particular, it is essential to obtain employees’ support and cooperation
in addition to having supportive organizational policy and financing to translate innovative behavior
into enhanced organizational performance [3]. Consequently, the social competence of employees
who can encourage effective communication among other employees and influence the formation of
positive social relationships within an organization is becoming increasingly important.

Social goal orientation is an application of the concept of achievement goal orientation to the
social context [4], with the aim of promoting relationships among colleagues and social competence [5].
The concept of goal orientation refers to what motivates individuals to perform certain actions [6],
presented as a mental criterion that influences the way individuals interpret and respond to tasks [7].
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Ryan and Hopkins [8] conceptualized three types of goal orientation based on a social perspective:
Social mastery goal orientation, social performance approach goal orientation, and social performance
avoidance goal orientation. Social mastery goal orientation focuses on developing individual social
skills that can facilitate the formation of deep social relationships with people. Social performance
approach goal orientation focuses on obtaining positive evaluations and feedback from others by
displaying social competence. Conversely, social performance-avoidance goal orientation focuses on
avoiding other people’s negative evaluations of an individual’s social competence [4]. The type of social
goal orientation adopted would influence the decision-making process of an individual within their
social relationships, which would in turn, considerably influence relationships among colleagues [9].

Employees’ knowledge-sharing efforts are the core of organizational competitiveness and are
associated with individual goal-seeking behavior [10]. In a knowledge society like the one we live
in today, the input of knowledge is more important than the inputs of capital and labor, and there
are increasing cases of challenges being resolved or novel solution being developed through the
combination of information technology and creativity with existing knowledge. Knowledge sharing
is particularly critical for innovative behavior because employees can easily and rapidly acquire
the knowledge they require for their tasks rather than by accumulating knowledge through direct
experience. In addition, an organization’s employees could create new knowledge by referring to
various opinions and the practical experiences of others who have similar work experiences.

Prior studies have emphasized the importance of relationships among employees of an organization
as a prerequisite for promoting knowledge sharing [11,12]. Therefore, an employee with a social
mastery goal orientation or social performance goal orientation would view relationships among
employees positively, and would, in turn, influence innovative behavior positively through knowledge
sharing. However, an employee with a social performance avoidance goal orientation, who would
opt to avoid social relations, would not be expected to influence knowledge sharing and innovative
behavior positively.

In addition, the manifestation of innovative behavior could be promoted when employees of
an organization take ownership and carry out their tasks faithfully to pursue change on their own
and demonstrate a passion for the organization. Therefore, employee engagement which increases
experiences of positive emotions at work is a potential key factor driving innovation [13]. Due to
technological advancements and cost reduction efforts, it has become increasingly difficult in recent
times to differentiate products among competitors, and employee engagement has emerged as a critical
factor in increasing performance to exploit an organization’s capabilities optimally [14,15].

Saks [16] defined employee engagement as immersion through cognitive, emotional, and behavioral
factors linked to personal roles, and classified it into two subordinate variables in the form of job
engagement and organizational engagement. Prior studies have shown that individuals seeking social
relationships and high social skills have a strong sense of belonging and unity with the organization and
participate in voluntary activities of the organization as far as their job and organization is concerned [17].
Therefore, individuals with high social mastery goal orientation would influence innovative behavior
positively through employee engagement.

In the present study, knowledge sharing and employee engagement were selected as underlying
factors through which social goal orientation influences innovative behavior. Our objective was
to evaluate the mediating effects of knowledge sharing in an organization in terms of influence on
innovative behavior through employee engagement. Therefore, the following research questions
were formulated:

First, what is the effect of employees’ social goal orientation types on innovative behavior?
Second, does knowledge sharing play a mediating role between employees’ social goal orientation
types and innovative behavior? Third, does employee engagement mediate the relationship between
employees’ social goal orientation types and innovative behavior? Fourth, does knowledge sharing
and employee engagement play a dual mediating role between employees’ social goal orientation
types and innovative behavior?
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In the following sections of this paper, the theoretical background was first provided. Theoretical
framework and methods followed. Finally, findings were suggested with the conclusion of this study
and implications.

2. Theoretical Background

2.1. The Relationship between Social Goal Orientation Types and Innovative Behavior

Innovative behavior is an activity that introduces, promotes, and applies novel and creative ideas
and can enhance individual task roles or organizational performance [18,19]). Scott and Bruce [1]
defined innovative behavior as actions such as planning and securing resources undertaken to identify
problems and generate ideas or solutions to solve them and to transform them into reality. In the market
environment of the modern economy, the technological gap between companies is decreasing due to
rapid technological advancements and the expansion of the shared knowledge. Innovative behavior is
recognized as the starting point of innovation and is an important re-search subject [20].

As the complexity of technology increases, more work becomes more interdependent and
requires more collaboration within the organization [21]. Innovative behavior is encouraged by
allowing in-group members to have more discretion and decision-making power [1]. In other words,
the importance of social relations in an organization is increasing, and the more competent the employee
socially, the more opportunities there would be to demonstrate innovative behavior.

The social goal drives the reasons and intentions of social interaction with a focus on peer
relations [22]. Recent goal orientation studies are expanding from the traditional academic domain
to the social domain and have emphasized the importance of social goals as a major cause of social
competence development [23–26]. As noted above, there are three types of social goal orientation.

Social mastery goal orientation focuses on the development of social competence and aims to
develop social skills to facilitate deep social relations with people [4]. Employees who have high
social mastery goals are interested in individual growth and development whereby they consider
cooperation to be a mechanism for developing friendships and learning [9]. Therefore, the higher
the social mastery goal, the higher the quality of peer support and peer relations. An individual
applying a social performance approach goal orientation tends to be perceived as an important
and popular person among colleagues and the individual tends to avoid actions that affect their
popularity or prestige negatively by focusing on their image [27]. Conversely, an individual with a
social performance avoidance goal orientation has the tendency of avoiding negative evaluation from
others by endeavoring not to reveal their lack of social skills [27].

Given that social goal orientation is a major factor in social relationship, it is likely that employees
with a high social mastery goal orientation show innovative behaviors through indirect ways of solving
problems with their peers rather than directly suggesting, introducing and implementing novel ideas.
Meanwhile, employees who are high in social performance goal orientation would have a negative
effect on innovative behavior because they are afraid of other people’s evaluations [27]. It is expected
that they would refrain from innovative actions that could lead a challenge or draw opposition from
other employees of an organization.

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Employees’ social goal orientation types are associated with innovative behavior.

2.2. Mediating Role of Knowledge Sharing

The know-how and experience gained in the company’s life are often stored in employees’
desks in the form of knowledge. Therefore, companies that want to adapt to changes in the market
environment and survive the competition are essential to extract and utilize their accumulated
knowledge. Ruggles [10] defined the sharing and exploitation of the information and knowledge that
is, the work know-how held by employees or an organization as knowledge sharing. Organizations are
building knowledge management systems and encouraging knowledge sharing to make the most of
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the knowledge held by their employees so as to enhance performance. In particular, the degree of
activation of procedural knowledge such as work methodologies and success cases, are considered
core competencies of a company.

Further, knowledge sharing promotes the development of intellectual property that impacts
corporate performance, maximizes the use of collective intelligence in decision-making processes within
an organization, and drives a variety of other outcomes [28]. Although knowledge sharing facilitates
value creation in an organization, it is hardly linked to employee evaluation or reward because it is
beyond the roles and responsibilities expected from an individual [29]. In some organizations, even if
collaboration with colleagues is emphasized, there is a tendency not to share knowledge beyond the
level that can affect one’s image [30].

Social goal orientation could be a way of allowing employees to actively and voluntarily share
knowledge within an organization because the efforts of employees to share knowledge voluntarily are
also associated with their individual goals. Objective-oriented individuals share knowledge associated
with their work actively because they are passionate and determined to achieve their goals [31].
Previous studies emphasized the importance of relationships among employees as a way of stimulating
knowledge sharing [11,12,32]. Therefore, based on an individual’s psychological goals, the social
goal orientation which defines how relationships are formed with colleagues influences knowledge
sharing significantly.

Companies are leveraging knowledge sharing as a way to solve problems that are scattered
across their organizations or promote organizational innovation [33]. An individual’s knowledge or
experience is shared within an organization so that the organization can improve its performance [34].
It is increasingly difficult to achieve innovation based on individual knowledge because of the
speed of rapid technological advancements and because individual tasks are specific and subdivided.
Therefore, companies can enhance innovation by promoting and strengthening innovative behavior
among employees through knowledge sharing. It is expected that employees with a social mastery
goal orientation and social performance approach goal orientation would view relationships among
employees positively, which would influence innovative behavior positively through knowledge
sharing. On the other hand, employees with a social performance-avoidance goal orientation would
negatively influence knowledge sharing and, in turn, innovative behavior.

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Knowledge sharing mediates the relationship between employees’ social goal orientation
types and innovative behavior.

2.3. Mediating Role of Employee Engagement

Kahn [35] defined employee engagement as a state in which employees actively engage with their
tasks and employ themselves cognitively, emotionally, and physically while performing their roles.
In addition, Saks [16] defined employee engagement as “a distinct and unique construct consisting of
cognitive, emotional, and behavioral components that are associated with individual role performance.”
Employee engagement is different from the concepts of job engagement and organizational engagement
in that it includes both [16]. Preceding studies have also demonstrated that employee engagement has
a positive impact on innovative behavior [36]. Therefore, employee engagement is potentially a major
factor influencing innovative behavior.

Innovation begins with the creation of novel ideas, which emerge through a cognitive system that
challenges the status quo combined with a unique approach of integrating existing ideas [37]. If an
employee is not passionate about or immersed in their task, they cannot come up with new ideas or
solutions based on existing knowledge. In the same vein, they are unlikely to make voluntary efforts
to create new ideas within one’s task.

An employee must experience positive feeling at the workplace to be able to immerse themselves
in their job and organizations. If an employee does not have a good relationship with their boss or
colleagues, it is expected that they would not concentrate on their tasks and even consider transferring
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across jobs or organizations. Furthermore, modern organizations often have organic linkages across
the entire work environment, making it difficult to work effectively without collaborating with
colleagues. According to Leiter and Maslach [38], engagement is defined by three factors: Energy,
sense of belonging, and efficiency, which are determined by the work environment, task demands,
empowerment, and affiliation with individuals in the surrounding environment.

Social goal orientation is a variable that could be expected to influence employee engagement
because it is closely connected to the factor of colleague relationships: Individuals with a high level
of social mastery goal orientation would influence innovative behavior positively through employee
engagement, and individuals with a high level of social performance goal orientation would be
more interested in their image than in belonging to an organization, which could influence employee
engagement negatively.

Employees can share valuable information such as success stories and work methodologies via
direct communication or through a company’s knowledge management system. Therefore, if an
employee forms a mutually beneficial relationship with their colleagues or if their in-house public
knowledge facilitates their personal growth and development, they can be expected to feel a strong
sense of belonging toward their job and organization. Therefore, it is also critical to examine the
mediating effects of knowledge sharing on employee engagement with regard to the relationship
between social goal orientation type and innovative behavior.

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Employee engagement mediates the relationship between employees’ social goal orientation
types and innovative behavior.

Hypothesis 4 (H4). Employee engagement further mediates the mediating effect of knowledge sharing between
employees’ social goal orientation types and innovative behavior.

3. Methods

3.1. Research Model

The purpose of the present study was to examine the impact of social goal orientation on innovative
behavior in office workers in Korea IT companies. In addition, we investigated whether knowledge
sharing and employee engagement have a mediating effect on the relationship. A research model of
the present study is illustrated in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Research model.
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3.2. Participants

This study used a data sample of employees in Korean IT companies. Office workers were selected
because social relationships are critical considering the rate of change in business behavior is higher
than in production jobs and work is performed in teams or projects. The final sample consisted of
388 questionnaire responses.

The proportion of males in the sample was relatively high, with 267 men (68.8%) and 121 women
(121%). Regarding the age distribution, 211 (54.3%) of the individuals surveyed were in their 40s,
137 (35.3%) in their 30, and 23 (6.0%) in their 20s. Based on academic background, 276 (71.0%) had
completed college and 108 (27.9%) had completed graduate school in the sample. The length of service
in the organization they were working for at the time of survey was between 15 and 20 years for
191 respondents (49.2%), more than 20 years for 34 respondents (8.8%), between 10 and 15 years
for 132 respondents (34.0%), and less than 10 years for 29 respondents (8.0%). By job position,
208 respondents (53.5%) were general managers, 140 (36.1%) were managers, 27 (7.0%) were executive
directors, and 8 (2.1%) were assistant managers. Regarding sectors, respondents worked in IT (80.1%,
311 respondents), services (5.7%, 22 respondents), and sales/distributions (5.3%, 20 respondents).

3.3. Instruments

The questionnaire used for the survey consisted of social goal orientation as an independent
variable, knowledge sharing and employee engagement as mediating variables, and innovative
behavior as dependent variable. This study used a questionnaire whose reliability and validity were
verified in a previous study. Questionnaires were simultaneously administered online and offline
during November 2018.

To measure social goal orientation, 12 items developed by Ryan and Shim [4] were adopted,
and the Cronbach’s alpha for the internal consistency of this measure was 0.905. Examples of questions
for measuring social performance goal orientation include “I think it is important to avoid looking
foolish to others.” and “I think it’s important to be seen as having many friends.”

Eight items developed by Ruggels [10] were adopted for measuring knowledge sharing, and the
Cronbach’s alpha for the measure was 0.920. Examples of knowledge sharing questions include
“I actively participate in sharing knowledge with colleagues.” and “If I gain important knowledge,
I share it with other employees.”

To measure employee engagement, 11 items developed by Saks [16] were adopted. Five questions
were on job engagement and six were on organizational engagement. The Cronbach’s alpha in this
study was 0.915. Examples of employee engagement questions include “I’m totally hooked to my
work.” and “Being an employee of this organization makes me feel alive.”

To measure innovative behavior, 6 items developed by Scott and Bruce [1] were adopted.
The Cronbach’s alpha for this measure was 0.907. Examples of questions for innovative behavior are
“I try to find new technologies, methods, etc., that can be used to perform my work.” and “I make
people at work enthusiastic about innovative ideas.”

To evaluate the reliability and validity of the measurement model, a confirmatory factor analysis
was used and the measurement model was evaluated based on the coefficients derived from the
results of the analyses. Pearson correlation analysis was performed to review the significance of the
variable impact relationship and a path analysis of the potential variable was performed to examine
the relationships among the variables. Bootstrapping technique was used to verify the statistical
significance of the total effects, direct effects, and indirect effects. Harman’s single factor test was
performed to estimate the presence of common method bias.

4. Results

A descriptive statistical analysis was conducted to gain an overview of survey respondents in
terms of social mastery goal orientation, social performance approach orientation, social performance
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avoidance goal orientation, knowledge sharing, employee engagement, and innovative behavior.
The results are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlations.

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5

Social mastery 3.685 0.926 1
Social performance approach 3.265 1.089 0.140 * 1
Social performance avoidance 3.139 1.211 −0.404 ** −0.166 ** 1

Knowledge sharing 3.549 0.808 0.604 ** 0.594 ** −0.485 ** 1
Employee engagement 3.745 0.630 0.472 ** 0.195 ** −0.064 0.496 ** 1

Innovative behavior 3.685 0.746 0.517 ** 0.368 ** −0.527 ** 0.802 ** 0.526 **

* p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01.

This table shows that the mean of the social mastery goal orientation measure was 3.685, that of
social performance approach goal orientation was 3.265, social performance avoidance goal orientation
was 3.139, knowledge sharing was 3.549, and innovative behavior was 3.685. In the case of employee
engagement, the mean was 3.745, and the means of the sub-component variables: Job engagement
and organizational engagement were 3.770 and 3.723, respectively. The standard deviations of the
variables ranged from 1.211 to 0.624.

To analyze the correlation between the research variables, Pearson correlation coefficients were
derived. Social mastery goal orientation showed a significant statistical correlation with knowledge
sharing (0.517), employee engagement (0.604), and innovative behavior (0.472). In the case of
social performance approach goal orientation, a significant correlation was found with knowledge
sharing (0.594), employee engagement (0.195), and innovative behavior (0.368). In the case of social
performance avoidance goal orientation, a negative correlation was found with knowledge sharing
(−0.485). No significant correlation was found with employee engagement. Furthermore, a negative
correlation was found with innovative behavior (−0.527). Finally, a positive correlation was found
between knowledge sharing and employee engagement (0.445).

The research model was verified using path analysis among the potentially related variables.
The model fit index results obtained using the structural equation model are presented in Table 2.
The items considered to determine model fit were RMSEA (0.083), CFI (0.939), TLI (0.926), and SRMR
(0.045). The acceptance conditions of the model were satisfied [39].

Table 2. Fit indices for confirmatory factory analysis models.

FIT χ2(df) RMSEA CFI TLI SRMR

MODEL 571.00 0.083 0.939 0.926 0.045

The results of the potential variable path analysis for the influence relationship among the research
variables are presented in Table 3. Social mastery goal orientation had a significant positive effect on
knowledge sharing (B = 0.381, ß = 0.445, p < 0.001) and employee engagement (B = 0.178, ß = 0.283,
p < 0.001), but there was no significant effect on innovative behavior.

In other words, when the level of social mastery goal orientation increases, the level of knowledge
sharing and employee engagement increases; however, there is no direct effect on innovative behavior.
Social performance approach goal orientation showed a positive effect on knowledge sharing (B = 0.387,
ß = 0.495, p < 0.001), but had a negative effect on innovative behavior (B = −0.083, ß = −0.121, p < 0.05).
No significant effect was found between social performance approach goal orientation and employee
engagement. In sum, when the level of social performance approach goal orientation increases, the level
of knowledge sharing increases, but the level of innovative behavior would decrease.
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Table 3. Results of influence relationship among research variables.

B ß SE t

Social mastery → Knowledge sharing 0.381 0.445 0.035 10.870 **
Social performance-approach → Knowledge sharing 0.387 0.495 0.031 12.397 **
Social performance-avoidance → Knowledge sharing −0.151 −0.223 0.026 −5.724 **

Social mastery → Employee engagement 0.178 0.283 0.043 4.108 **
Social performance-approach → Employee engagement −0.065 −0.113 0.038 −1.690
Social performance-avoidance → Employee engagement 0.144 0.289 0.029 5.054 **

Social mastery → Innovative behavior −0.070 −0.093 0.039 −1.772
Social performance-approach → Innovative behavior −0.083 −0.121 0.035 −2.382 *
Social performance-avoidance → Innovative behavior −0.135 −0.227 0.027 −5.054 **

Knowledge sharing → Employee engagement 0.391 0.532 0.069 5.698 **
Knowledge sharing → Innovative behavior 0.619 0.706 0.068 9.161 **

Employee engagement → Innovative behavior 0.273 0.401 0.056 4.873 **

* p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01.

Conversely, social performance avoidance goal orientation was negatively related to knowledge
sharing (B = −0.151, ß = −0.223, p < 0.001) and innovative behavior (B = −0.135, ß = −0.227, p < 0.001)
but positively related to employee engagement (B = 0.144, ß = 0.289, p < 0.01).

In other words, higher levels of social performance avoidance goal orientation reduce knowledge
sharing and innovative behavior while increasing employee engagement. Knowledge sharing had
a positive effect on employee engagement (B = 0.391, β = 0.532, p < 0.001) and innovative behavior
(B = 0.619, β = 0.706, p <0.001). In addition, employee engagement also showed a significant
positive effect on innovative behavior (B = 0.273, β = 0.401, p < 0.001). Therefore, as the level of
knowledge sharing increases, the level of employee engagement increases, so does the level of employee
engagement, and an increase in these two variables would have a positive effect on innovative behavior.

Hypothesis verification, including the mediating effect, was achieved by measuring the direct
effect, indirect effect, and total effect. Direct effect refers to the effect of one variable on another directly,
and the indirect effect refers to the intervention of other variables mediating in an impact relationship
between two variables [39]. Total effect refers to the sum of the direct and indirect effects. A mediating
effect is considered to exist if the independent variable has a significant indirect effect on the dependent
variable. In the verification process, the significance of the indirect effect was measured by performing
5000 iteration of bootstrapping, which can be estimated even from abnormal data set. The results of the
analysis of the direct effect, indirect effect, and total effect among the variables are presented in Table 4.

Table 4. Analysis of total effect, direct effect and indirect effect.

Total Effect Direct Effect Indirect Effect

Social mastery → Knowledge sharing 0.445 ** 0.445 ** -
Social performance-approach → Knowledge sharing 0.495 ** 0.495 ** -
Social performance-avoidance → Knowledge sharing −0.223 ** −0.223 ** -

Social mastery → Employee engagement 0.520 ** 0.283 ** 0.237 **
Social performance-approach → Employee engagement 0.150 ** −0.113 0.263 **
Social performance-avoidance → Employee engagement 0.171 ** 0.289 ** −0.119 **

Social mastery → Innovative behavior 0.340 ** −0.093 0.433 ***
Social performance-approach → Innovative behavior 0.263** −0.121 * 0.384 **
Social performance-avoidance → Innovative behavior −0.346 ** −0.227 ** −0.119 **

Knowledge sharing → Innovative behavior 0.828 ** 0.706 ** 0.122 **
Knowledge sharing → Employee engagement 0.532 ** 0.532 **

Employee engagement → Innovative behavior 0.229 ** 0.229 ** -

* p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01. *** p < 0.001.

Figure 2 shows that knowledge sharing and employee engagement each had a full mediating effect
in the relationship between social mastery goal orientation and innovative behavior. In the relationship
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between social performance approach orientation and innovative behavior, only knowledge sharing
partially mediated. Finally, in the relationship between social avoidance goal orientation and innovative
behavior, knowledge sharing and employee engagement both had a partial mediating effect.

Figure 2. Path analysis of potential variables by type of social goal orientation. * p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01.

5. Discussion

Work complexity has increased in recent years with increasing application of novel technologies
in business environments of organizations. Companies are attempting to develop innovative solutions
by organizing projects and teams to solve emerging and persistent problems. To work effectively
as a member of a team or within a project, social competence is required; therefore, organizational
managers need to comprehend and consider the concept of social goals, which is one of the major
perspectives through which employees view social relationships. The aim of the present study was to
highlight the structural relationship between social goal orientation, knowledge sharing, and employee
engagement as a critical factor in the improvement of innovative behavior in office workers in Korean
companies. This study derived the following conclusions.

First, social mastery goal orientation did not have a significant impact on innovative behavior.
Because employees who are high in social mastery goal orientation value collaboration with colleagues
based on social competence and social skill, and consider colleagues as partners [9], they prefer to
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work with colleagues rather than individually [22]. Thus, the results imply that employees with high
social mastery goals value social relations and pursue harmony rather than innovative behavior.

On the other hand, the social performance approach goal orientation and the social performance
avoidance goal orientation both had a negative influence on innovative behavior. Employees with
high social performance approach orientation tend to focus more on their familiar and good areas that
are recognized by others, rather than new area that needs innovative behaviors. Those high in social
performance avoidance goal orientation are considered to negatively influence innovative behaviors
out of their fear of receiving negative evaluations. This result is consistent with the results of Ryan
and Shim [4], who reported that the more a social avoidance goal was pursued, the lower the level of
self-esteem and the higher the instability.

Second, knowledge sharing plays a significant role in the relationship between employees’
social goal orientation type and innovative behavior. Social mastery goal orientation and social
performance approach goal orientation revealed that knowledge sharing has a positive mediating
effect on innovative behavior, but it has a negative mediating effect in the relationship between social
performance avoidance goal orientation and innovative behavior. This finding is consistent with the
results of prior studies emphasizing the importance of relationships between employees in knowledge
sharing [11,12,32]. Considering the typological characteristics of social goal orientation, employees who
exhibit social mastery goal orientation are interested in individual growth and development and regard
their colleagues as learning partners [9], while employees who have high social performance approach
goals influence knowledge sharing positively, since it could be an opportunity to reinforce the image
that they contribute to the organization through knowledge sharing. However, social performance
avoidance goal orientation exhibits a negative mediating effect on innovative behavior, which is
attributable to employees’ desire to avoid expanding or revealing relationships through knowledge
sharing, because employees who have a higher level of this orientation than experience difficulties in
maintaining social relationships [4].

Third, employee engagement plays a mediating role in the relationship between social goal
orientation and innovative behavior. Employee engagement mediated the relationship between
social mastery goal orientation and innovative behavior, between social performance avoidance goal
orientation on innovative behavior, respectively. The positive mediating effect of employee engagement
in the relationship between social mastery goal orientation and innovative behavior is consistent
with study of Albrecht and Marty [40], in which personal affinity was found to influence employee
engagement. In particular, employee engagement had a full mediating effect in the relationship
between social mastery goal orientation and innovative behavior. It is likely that social mastery goal
orientation drives employees to perform individual duties and enhance their engagement to the
organization. This suggests that an affirmative environment in which employees can be immersed
should be created in order to induce innovation behaviors of employees with high social mastery
goal orientation. In addition, positive mediating effect of employee engagement in the relation-ship
between social performance avoidance goal orientation and innovative behavior can be explained by
the fact that academic mastery goal orientation and social performance-avoidance goal orientation can
exist simultaneously and the social performance avoidance goal orientation has a positive effect on
self-efficacy, as confirmed by study of Yeom and Lee [41]. Since personal resources such as self-efficacy
have been proven to have a positive influence on employee engagement [42], it seemed that the social
avoidance induces positively employee engagement.

Lastly, the dual mediating effects of knowledge sharing and employee engagement were significant
between social goal orientation and innovative behavior. This tends to be similar to the previous research
that knowledge sharing has a positive effect on employee engagement [43]. With the development of
technology, consumers’ tastes are changing rapidly, and in response, a business trend of striving to become
a learning organization has emerged. Since self-efficacy and problem-solving competence increases
through the acquisition of new knowledge [42], establishing a culture and system of knowledge sharing
within an organization is directly related to performance.
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Our findings have important theoretical implications which suggest that not only the psychological
motivations of individuals but also the social motivations should be considered to promote innovative
behavior. First, in the case of employees with high social mastery goal orientation, it is necessary to
establish a knowledge sharing and employee engagement environment rather than forcing them to
exhibit innovative behavior. Second, in the case of employees with high social performance approach
goal orientation, opportunities to contribute to the organization through active knowledge sharing
activities should be offered, and innovative behavior could be triggered by acknowledging them.

6. Conclusions

In conclusion, this study examined the effect of the type of social goal orientation that an
individual has on an individual’s innovation behavior in an organization. In order for an organization
to continue to grow and sustain organizational innovation, an understanding of the psychological
goals of its members along with the competence of its members must precede. Thus, findings from
this paper suggest important theoretical implications which propose that not only the psychological
motivations of individuals but also the social motivations should be considered to promote innovative
behavior. First, in the case of employees with high social mastery goal orientation, it is necessary to
establish a knowledge sharing and employee engagement environment rather than forcing them to
exhibit innovative behavior. Second, in the case of employees with high social performance-approach
goal orientation, opportunities to contribute to the organization through active knowledge sharing
activities should be offered, and innovative behavior could be triggered by acknowledging them.
Lastly, social performance-avoidance goal orientation, knowledge sharing and employee engagement
have a negative double mediating effect on innovative behavior, which suggests that in the case of
employees with high social performance-avoidance goals, forcing them to share knowledge could have
an adverse effect on their engagement. Formalizing their own experiences such as making use cases or
improving work manuals based on their experiences might be better desirable for them rather than
sharing knowledge publicly through presentations or in seminars.

There are several limitations to our study that should be considered when interpreting the
findings. The sample was cross-section of data at a single point in time and covered only one country.
Therefore, it is necessary to clarify the causal relationship over time based on a longitudinal study
in the future, as well as to conduct similar studies in other geographical regions. It is necessary to
conduct continuous research with various variables that can lead innovation behavior, focusing on
prior research of social goal orientation in the future.
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