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Abstract: Employee information-seeking behavior shapes the formation of organizational communication networks and affects performance. However, it is not easy
to facilitate, particularly through information technology, and its motivations are not
well understood. Recognizing two broad categories of information—that is, task and
social information—this study investigates and compares the antecedents of task and
social information seeking. Deriving from the relational communication perspective,
informational and relational motivations are modeled as the two main antecedents of
source preference and sourcing frequency in dyadic information seeking. Through a
survey of employee dyads, our findings indicate that perceived information relevance
is a significant antecedent of source preference for both task and social information
seeking, whereas perceived relational benefit is significant in the context of task information. The results also show that perceived relational benefit has a stronger effect
on source preference in task information seeking than in social information seeking.
Furthermore, preference for a source is a significant antecedent of the frequency of
sourcing in both contexts. This study provides an explanation of the formation of
organizational communication networks. It suggests that organizational information
and communication technologies not only need to support information delivery but
must also facilitate relationship management for the seeker.
Key words and phrases: perceived information relevance, perceived relational benefit,
preference for source, social information seeking, sourcing frequency, task information seeking.

Information seeking, particularly interpersonal information seeking, is a key activity
in organizations. An Accenture [41] survey of more than 1,000 middle managers found
that they spend up to two hours a day searching for information. However, more than
50 percent of the time, respondents found it difficult to obtain information of value. To
ease the process of information seeking, information technology (IT) tools are often
proposed as a solution, including computer-mediated communication (CMC) tools
such as e‑mail and knowledge management system (KMS) programs [4, 33].
Unfortunately, the adoption of ITs does not always lead to effective information seeking. For example, research on CMC and virtual teams indicates that use of CMC often
fails to establish a collaborative team relationship, which could boost performance [46,
60]. Rather, CMC may enhance rigid hierarchical organizational structures instead of
cultivating multilateral and collaborative communications [69]. Similarly, research on
KMSs has observed that usage of knowledge repositories often remains low [27], with
seekers not relying on the documents in the KMS but using the KMS as a means to
locate experts for offline interaction [30]. Moreover, even when an expertise directory
is available in a KMS, seekers still fret over “bothering the experts” [1].
Why has IT often failed to effectively support interpersonal information seeking?
A plausible reason seems to be its failure to support employees’ need to manage interpersonal relationships in information seeking. Zack and McKenney [69] suggested
technology in use is constrained by the existing social context. Related to information
seeking, employees’ social context is their network of people who provide them with
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relevant information. If social context is an important factor in shaping employees’
use of IT for information seeking, researchers must first understand employees’ social
and relational needs in information seeking.
Therefore, the first research question of this study is to understand the motivations,
particularly relational need, in interpersonal information seeking. Study of interpersonal
information seeking is vital not only because personal information sources (e.g., colleagues) are considered more important than impersonal sources such as documents
and the Internet in organizations [17, 70] but also because it reveals the social context
that constrains the use of IT for communication and knowledge sharing.
Employees seek not only task information but also social information. While the
ability to obtain technical knowledge to solve task problems is a key determinant of
employees’ problem-solving performance, the ability to obtain social information
is a salient determinant of their social integration, which in turn affects their job
performance. Social information has been found to be critical to (1) employees’ integration into the corporate community [42], (2) employees’ perception of fit with the
organization [13], (3) individual and team performance [21], and (4) employees’ job
satisfaction and commitment to the organization [36]. Therefore, it is imperative for
management to understand how employees seek social information. It is also known
that the importance of an information source is not the same for different content [50],
and the resultant choices of source could be different [56]. However, there is a dearth
of research that recognizes the difference between task and social information seeking
[52]. Therefore, the second research question of this study is to compare the effect of
different motivations in employees’ task and social information seeking.
The salient issue in interpersonal information seeking is to understand whom people
contact for information and how often [47]. In a dyad of a seeker and a source, key
measures of information seeking are the seeker’s preference for a source—that is, how
much does the seeker consider the source as preferable—and sourcing frequency—
that is, the frequency with which the seeker approaches the source for information
[28, 38]. Sourcing frequency is an important measure because (1) it reflects the social
influence process and information flow [52], (2) it often implies the reception of useful
knowledge that affects personal performance [17, 27], (3) it is a key component of
tie strength in dyadic communication [29], and (4) it implies the formation of social
networks [47]. It is important to note that preference for a source does not always
translate into sourcing frequency. Employees may prefer a source but not always seek
frequently from it due to reasons such as lack of proximity [34]. Therefore, this study
adopts both source preference and frequency as key dependent variables. The unit of
analysis of this study is an information-seeking dyad.
In summary, given the need to understand employee motivations in information
seeking in order to facilitate it through IT, the purpose of this study is to investigate
and compare the factors affecting preference for a source and sourcing frequency in
dyadic task and social information seeking. We apply the relational communication
perspective [59, 61] to model information-seeking behavior. Based on this perspective, we identify two major motivations for a seeker to prefer a source—that is, informational and relational motivations. Whereas the former refers to the motivation
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of obtaining desired information, the latter’s objective is to improve the interpersonal
relationship. We postulate that the two motivations exert different influences on task
and social information seeking. Our model was validated through a survey of 425
employees in a single organization such that organizational factors would be stable
across the sample. By providing a better understanding of the formation of employees’
information networks, this study can provide practical implications on the design and
management of IT to support information seeking.

Theoretical Perspectives on Information Seeking
How do employees choose information sources? A common view employed to
study information seeking is a cost–benefit approach. Here, some studies emphasize
the importance of a source’s information quality (seeking benefit) and others focus
on source accessibility (seeking cost). While it is natural to expect the information
quality of a source, that is, the main benefit of information seeking, to be a dominant
determinant of sourcing frequency [42, 44], empirical studies have often found that
sourcing frequency is driven by cost factors such as convenience and source accessibility rather than source quality [34, 48]. Within the cost–benefit framework, the
relatively weak or sometimes nonsignificant effect of a source’s information quality
remains a perplexing question [68].
To better explain individuals’ motivation in seeking behavior, recent research has
incorporated relational attributes such as the seeker–source past relationship, the social
risk embedded in information seeking, and the obligation to reciprocate for the help
sought [10]. However, social risk has repeatedly shown no effect [10, 57] and obligation
to reciprocate has provided mixed results [10, 27] with respect to information seeking.
Therefore, there are gaps in our understanding of how informational, relational, and
cost factors work in conjunction to influence seeking behavior.

A Communication Perspective
With the recognition of the strengths and limitations of the cost–benefit approach, we
believe the relational communication theory [11, 59] may offer an appropriate theoretical perspective to complement the cost–benefit framework in explaining employees’
motivations in information seeking. The main strength of relational communication
theory is its recognition of both the informational and relational motivations in human
communication of which information seeking can be regarded as a type. People communicate to obtain and deliver information as well as to modify a social relationship,
and the two motivations work simultaneously in all communications [64].
More recent extensions of this theory have distinguished 12 dimensions of
the relationship developed through communication, with the salient ones being
dominance-submission, affection-hostility, and inclusion-exclusion [11]. The dominance-submission dimension refers to the control relationship implicitly negotiated in
a communication. Affection-hostility is the expression of love or hate. The inclusionexclusion dimension expresses the desire to interact and to be associated with others so
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that one would be accepted as a member of the group and others would be accessible.
Communication modifies dyadic relationships along these dimensions. Relational communication occurs in both offline and online settings [59, 61]. Therefore, if relational
communication theory can explain offline information-seeking behavior, it may also
be able to shed light on the design and use of IT for information seeking.
The major implication of the theory is that people not only factor in their past
relationship in communication but also actively manage their social relationship by
communication. The relationship implication of a communication is often considered
as more fundamental than information exchange [24, 59]. In fact, organizational
research has long been interested in relational communication [42] where dominancesubmission is typically conceptualized in the form of power while affection-hostility
and inclusion-exclusion are often conceptualized as trust and group identification. For
example, relational themes such as power, trust, and identification have been considered
as important antecedents of organizational conflict [32], cooperation [35], innovation
[45], problem solving [17], and knowledge transfer [29, 38]. However, past studies on
information seeking have paid more attention to information sources in terms of their
openness, warmth, acceptance, and attentiveness when they are approached [42, 51]
rather than information seekers’ relational motivation in approaching the source.
Although it has been rarely used [62], we propose that this perspective is relevant
to information systems (IS) research in organizations such as those in this study for
several reasons. First, relational communication theory can complement existing
task-related explanations of communication and information seeking in IS research.
Second, this perspective may set new criteria to design and manage technologies
such as CMC and KMS for information seeking. Extant theories such as the media
richness theory [18] have been criticized for focusing solely on instrumental goals at
the expense of relational objectives of communication [53], which can be explained
through this perspective.
Thus, based on the relational communication perspective, information seeking
serves two goals—that is, to obtain relevant information and to modify the social
relationship. Leaving out the less frequent scenario where a seeker wants to damage a
relationship, active relationship building could be a major motivation in the evaluation
and choice of an information source. The extant literature, however, has focused on
how seekers avoid degenerating the relationship by not disturbing the current social
balance [17, 44]. Nevertheless, there is anecdotal evidence showing that employees
take the opportunity of information seeking to strengthen social relationships [17].
Therefore, there is a need to include and validate the role of the relationship-building
motivation in information seeking. We posit that preference for a source is driven by
both informational and relational motivations.

Task and Social Information
The relational communication theory explains the motivations of information seeking, but it does not address the difference between the seeking of different types of
information, particularly task and social information. Various types of organizational
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information have been identified in the past literature, including technical skills for
performance proficiency, performance feedback, expectations of role behavior, group
norms, language, organizational goals and values, history, people knowledge, social
feedback, and politics [14, 43]. Shah [52] combined these information types into two
broad categories—that is, job-relevant information related to the task and organizational
information related to the cultural and social aspects. Following Shah [52], we classify
employee information seeking into task information seeking and social information
seeking. The former refers to the technical information needed in conducting assigned
tasks; the latter consists of formal or informal political, relational, and cultural information in the organization. Organizational social information in this study differs
from private and personal information. Examples of private and personal information
include employee’s family and financial information, whereas organizational social
information refers to information such as the relationship between two colleagues, the
personality of a colleague, and the character of a supervisor. Using this classification,
we are interested in investigating and comparing the antecedents of task and social
information seeking.
Little prior research has investigated the difference between task and social information seeking. As an exception, Shah [52] compared the different sources employees
choose for task and social information seeking. For the former, employees were
hypothesized to prefer other employees holding a similar rank in the organizational
social network. For the latter, it was proposed that strong relational ties such as friends
are preferred. However, mixed results were found for different job categories (e.g.,
security brokers versus operation staff), and the observed social network relationship
among employees could not clearly explain employees’ task and social information
seeking. Thus, the differences between the two types of information seeking require
further investigation.

Research Model and Hypotheses
The previous discussion indicates that seekers would have both informational and
relational motivations in information seeking. There is also a need to compare task
information–seeking and social information–seeking behavior—that is, identify what
is common and what is different. As we discuss below, task and social information
differ in their specificity of seeker’s information need and reward, which suggests that
there may be certain differences in the motivations for the two types of information.
With the recognition of the different information types and combining the two motivations in information seeking, Figure 1 summarizes the research model for which the
hypotheses are described in the following paragraphs.

Informational Motivation
It appears that informational value is salient for employees when evaluating sources and
forming their preference. To test this, we also need to understand how to conceptualize
informational value. The concept of information relevance [55] has been proposed to
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Figure 1. Research Model

explain the value of a source’s information to a seeker [54]. A piece of information is
relevant to a seeker if (1) it can lead to new and nontrivial implications when conjoined
with other assumptions accessible in that context, (2) it can lead to the abandonment of
an existing assumption by contradicting it, or (3) it can strengthen an existing assumption by providing evidence for it [55]. This cognitive view indicates that the notion of
information relevance includes not merely the receiving of information but also the
value to create new information that can potentially change a seeker’s behavior. In
other words, relevant information has both cognitive impact and pragmatic (utility)
value to a seeker’s problem at hand [67]. In the employee socialization literature, the
notions of source expertise and source value have been used [10, 44], which are both
encapsulated in the notion of information relevance. In the context of our study, we
define perceived information relevance as the seeker’s perception of the extent that
the information provided by a source is related to and helpful to solve the seeker’s
problem at hand [44, 67]. Because perceived information relevance is considered the
basic requirement to satisfy a seeker’s information need [54, 55], it is expected to apply to both task and social information seeking. Thus, we hypothesize:
Hypothesis 1t,s: Perceived information relevance is positively related to seeker’s
preference for the source in task and social information seeking. (The suffix t or
s indicates task and social information seeking, respectively.)
However, does perceived information relevance play different roles in task information–seeking and social information–seeking situations? It is likely because there are
differences between the two situations. First, information needs in task performance are
likely to be more specific than the information needs in socialization. This is because
organizations are typically structured with the principle of hierarchical decomposition
[66] to optimize efficiency. Modularity requires each organizational unit (e.g., an employee) to possess specific expertise. Even in the light of the recent knowledge-based
view of firms, it is suggested that knowledge integration between organization units
extends only to the degree it is relevant [26]. Therefore, informational relevance is
an important premise in task performance. Social information is often collected as

218

Xu, Kim, and Kankanhalli

background information to understand one’s social environment and is less likely to
be specific to a particular need at hand.
Second, although social information about another employee could be relevant to a
seeker, it may not be easily applied to produce the desired relationship with the individual. The seeker still needs a history of personal interactions with the individual to
form relational embeddedness [25]. Transference of task knowledge is often sufficient
to effect the transference of productivity, whereas transference of social knowledge
does not imply the transference of social bonds and social capital [45]. The lack of
specificity and the need for additional effort to build relationships make the relevance
of social information a weaker antecedent of preference for a source:
Hypothesis 2: The effect of perceived information relevance on preference for the
source will be stronger in task than in social information seeking.

Relational Motivation
Information seeking as a type of communication not only serves to resolve a seeker’s
information need but also simultaneously modifies the relationship between the seeker
and the source. Until now, mainly the negative relational implications (e.g., social risk,
obligations) of information seeking have been considered, and the findings have not
been conclusive [10, 27, 57].
In addition to the economic exchange of goods and money, people exchange services,
information, love, respect, and status in their social interactions [22]. Communication is the process through which various types of resources are exchanged. From the
source’s perspective, sharing one’s information could bring one respect and status
when such information is indicative of one’s expertise [22]. Sharing information also
indicates the source’s care and trust that the seeker will reciprocate in some way.
From the seeker’s perspective, seeking information indicates the seeker’s recognition
of a source’s expert status and also obligates the seeker to reciprocate in the future.
Therefore, while seeking information exposes the seeker to potential social risks, it
signals the seeker’s trust in the source’s goodwill and respect of the source at the same
time. It signals “I need you,” “I see you as an expert,” and “I know you care about
me.” From the relational communication perspective, information-seeking signals a
submissive relationship, seeker’s affection to the source, as well as the intention to be
affiliated with the source in the future, and hence bears on the three relational dimensions of communication [11]. In addition, if the source is also a stakeholder of the
problem, such as a supervisor, seeking information from the source serves to signal
the seeker’s concern for performance or to inform the source of progress in order to
discharge future surprise [43]. Therefore, information seeking can serve to improve
the seeker–source relationship.
We define perceived relational benefit as the perceived closer work and personal
relationships expected with a source through information seeking, and consider it
as an important motivation in forming preference for the source. The motivation to
realize the relational benefit gives the seeker the drive to put aside social risks and to
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approach the source as suggested by relational communication theory [59], which is
expected to apply to both task and social information seeking. Therefore,
Hypothesis 3t,s: Perceived relational benefit is positively related to the seeker’s
preference for the source in task and social information seeking.
However, as in the case of informational motivation, we expect a difference in the
roles played by the relational benefit in task information–seeking and social information–seeking situations. This is because employee’s rewards (i.e., salary, promotion)
are mainly driven by task performance. Social information might help a seeker to
manage his or her impression and interpersonal liking with a supervisor, but liking
does not always lead to higher performance appraisal [37]. Rather, liking could be a
function of task performance [39] and the seeker’s organizational citizenship behavior
[5]. Regarding impression management, it was found that self-promotion may have
no effect, or even a negative effect, on performance appraisal [65]. Therefore, social
information seeking, while signaling trust in the source, may bring about less personal
benefit and run the risk of being interpreted as social maneuvering. Therefore, relational
benefit may play less of a role in social information seeking than in task information
seeking. Thus, we hypothesize:
Hypothesis 4: The effect of perceived relational benefit on preference for the
source will be stronger in task than in social information seeking.

Preference for Source and Sourcing Frequency
Psychological theories such as the theory of planned behavior [2] suggest attitude as
a strong predictor of actual behavior. The preference for a source measures the degree
that a seeker considers the source as better aligned with his or her seeking needs, and
hence preferable compared to other sources. It is a general attitudinal perception of a
source’s desirability, hence it should be predictive of the actual sourcing behavior for
both task and social information seeking. However, Ajzen and Fishbein [3] warned
that attitude predicts behavior well only when attitudes and behavior have correspondence on action, target, context, and time. Otherwise, situational variables may affect
behavior beyond the prediction based on attitude. Therefore, the relationship between
preference for a source and sourcing behavior needs further verification. Thus, we
hypothesize:
Hypothesis 5t,s: The preference for a source is positively related to sourcing
frequency in task and social information seeking.

Research Methodology
Survey methodology was used to validate our research model. We conducted a
survey of employees on their dyadic seeking behavior for task or social information
seeking. The data collection was performed in a large IT organization where both
social and task information seeking were studied while controlling for organizational
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factors such as structure and culture. The organization had more than 5,800 employees
and provided a full range of business and IT consulting services to client companies
from various industries worldwide. The services provided included IT solution development and implementation. Most employees in this organization worked on a
project basis—that is, after finishing the current project, they would be assigned to
a new project. The average duration of a project was six months. Each project team
consisted of an average of 20 members from either the same department or different
departments. Task information was important for all employees (IT and administrative).
In addition, for the IT professionals (the majority), constant learning was required to
keep up with continuous advancements in technology. From the social information
perspective, because employees worked within and across departments in such a large
organization, the social relationships were fairly complex. In addition, because employees would periodically be assigned to new project teams, they needed to acquire
new social information. These characteristics made this organization an appropriate
context for our study.

Instrument Development
For the instrument, all constructs with multiple items used a seven-point scale except
for preference for a source, which used an 11-point scale to preserve statistical power
in the presence of a moderator (i.e., the two different types of information). To better avoid common method variance, some items used a Likert scale with “strongly
disagree,” “neutral,” and “strongly agree” as anchors, while others used semantic
differential scales (e.g., preference for a source). The details of all items are reported
in the Appendix.
The dependent variable sourcing frequency was measured by an item that asks an
information seeker the average sourcing frequency for a type of information per month
from a particular source [17, 38]. The measure for preference for a source was selfdeveloped and assessed by three items that evaluated the preference for that source,
importance of the source, and likelihood of approaching the source as the first choice
in comparison with other sources. For the independent variable perceived information
relevance, three items were developed that measured the source’s understanding of
the seeker’s situation and the relevance and helpfulness of information obtained from
the source in the past [48]. For perceived relational benefit, we developed four new
items measuring relationship improvement, relationship maintenance, informing of
progress, and indication of mutual dependence.
There are a number of other factors suggested in previous studies that might affect
information seeking in a dyad. We included them as control variables in our study. First,
based on the cost–benefit framework, physical proximity is an important cost factor.
We measured it with one item that ranged from the next desk to a different country
[38]. Second, the interdependence between the two parties due to formal organization
structure and the seeker–source past relationship [10, 17] have also been suggested to
affect information seeking. To model these potential influences, we included project
team membership as a control that measured whether the seeker and the source had
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worked or were working in the same project (same project team = 0, otherwise = 1)
with one item.
Third, while project team membership and previous interdependence between the
two parties captured the horizontal relationship, we also included the vertical difference between the seeker and the source in the formal structure of the organization
as a control [10, 17], that is, the number of hierarchical levels the source was above
the seeker. This variable was termed relative source rank and was measured with one
item that ranged in value from –2 (the source is 2 levels below the seeker) to +2 (the
source is 2 levels above the seeker). The relative source rank suggests the power of
the source that might motivate a seeker to approach the source for information or relationship building. Fourth, previous information seeking and employee socialization
literature [10] has suggested social risk as a relational concern, though no substantive
evidence has been found so far. For social risk, four items were used that measured
embarrassment, image risk, feeling of nervousness, and being afraid of appearing
incompetent [67].
Fifth, the homophily argument in organizational communication suggests that people
of the same gender, age group, and rank tend to have a stronger affinity [58]. Thus, we
included gender homophily (same gender = 1, different = 0), age difference, and rank
difference as controls. Seekers estimated the age of the source, and age difference was
measured as the absolute value of the source’s age minus the seeker’s age. Rank difference was the absolute value of relative source rank. Finally, we included the seeker’s
job tenure in the organization and the seeker’s age and gender as controls.

Data Collection
We developed two main versions of the survey questionnaire, one for task information seeking and the other for social information seeking. Respondents either filled
out the task information or the social information questionnaire. For task information
seeking, we defined the term in the questionnaire as seeking for technical problemsolving information in various tasks. For social information seeking, we defined the
term as seeking for information regarding the social environment and interpersonal
relationships in the organization. We also gave examples of social information in that
questionnaire, such as a supervisor’s perception of other employees, the relationship
between two employees, and the personality of other employees. Postsurvey interviews
with 12 respondents covering all ranks of respondents except director indicated that
they interpreted the task information–seeking and social information–seeking scenarios
correctly. Items for all constructs were phrased in the same way in the two versions
except for a few words in each item that indicated the content orientation of the survey
(i.e., either task or social information).
Further, in order to randomize the sample, respondents had to list six contacts
(three from within and three from outside their department) on the first page of the
questionnaire. We considered six contacts as adequate because earlier studies have
found that subjects usually list about that many contacts [17]. Then, respondents were
randomly assigned to complete the questionnaire with respect to one of these contacts
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as source—that is, randomly on a position from 1 to 6 on their list. In other words,
on the second page of the questionnaire it was randomly specified which one out of
the six contacts the subject should focus on as source for the rest of the survey. This
randomization mechanism led to a roughly equal number of seekers evaluating sources
listed in positions 1 to 6 for both task and social information seeking.
With the help of a human resource management staff member of the company,
800 employees were randomly selected across different departments and ranks. The
reason for sending out the survey to 800 employees was to try to obtain at least 200
respondents for each type of questionnaire (task and social information), assuming a
typical response rate of 50 percent [7] in order to obtain adequate statistical power.
The human resource management staff member then sent 400 questionnaires of each
type (task and social information) to the sample. Follow-up telephone calls were
made and e‑mails were sent to increase the survey response rate. We also announced
a $10 incentive per survey to encourage participation. The data were collected over
a period of two weeks. A total of 425 complete responses (215 for task and 210 for
social information seeking) were collected across 14 departments and 6 rank levels
from frontline employee to director, indicating a response rate of 53.1 percent.
For the task information–seeking questionnaire, respondents had assumed different
tasks such as marketing, research and development, consulting, system analysis and
design, system development, accounting, finance, and administration according to
their functional role in the organization. Table 1 shows the demographics of respondents. t‑tests revealed no significant differences between task information respondents
and social information respondents in terms of age and job tenure at the company.
Mann–Whitney tests showed that the gender ratio did not differ significantly between
the two groups and neither did the rank distribution. Therefore, the subsamples were
comparable in terms of basic demographics and job characteristics. Nonresponse bias
was assessed by comparing the sample with the database of employees of the company.
t‑tests showed that the sample and the entire population of employees did not differ
significantly in terms of age and job tenure at the organization. Mann–Whitney tests
also revealed no significant differences in gender ratio and rank distribution between
the sample and the whole population.

Data Analysis and Results
Instrument Validation
The measurement model was first analyzed to ensure instrument validity. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used to test the discriminant and convergent validity of
items. Three criteria were imposed for convergent validity: (1) the standardized loading
being significant, (2) the average variance extracted (AVE) for a construct being greater
than 0.5, and (3) the factor composite reliability (FCR) and Cronbach’s α being greater
than 0.7 [23]. Table 2 indicates adequate fit for the measurement model and adequate
convergent validity for the multi-item constructs using LISREL version 8.7.
To ensure discriminant validity, Fornell and Larcker [23] proposed that the square
root of the AVE should be larger than the interconstruct correlations for each con-
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Table 1. Demographics of Respondents

Gender
Male
   (percent)
Female
   (percent)
Age (years)
Mean
   (minimum; maximum)
Standard deviation
Job tenure (years)
Mean
   (minimum; maximum)
Standard deviation
Rank level
Frontline employee
Assistant section manager
Section manager
Assistant department manager
Department manager
Director
Total responses
(percent)

Task

Social

Combined

167
(77.7)
48
(22.3)

159
(75.7)
51
(24.3)

326
(76.7)
99
(23.3)

36
(26; 50)
4.75

36
(26; 54)
5.04

36
(26; 54)
4.89

4.53
(1; 9)
2.14

4.58
(1; 8)
2.26

4.58
(1; 9)
2.20

21
81
71
30
12
0
215
(50.6)

22
77
73
26
11
1
210
(49.4)

43
158
144
56
23
1
425
(100.0)

struct. Table 3 reports the means, standard deviations, and correlations of multi-item
constructs and other model variables. The discriminant validity of all constructs was
supported.
In order to test the moderating effect of information type—that is, for Hypotheses 2
and 4—the invariance of the instrument interpretation for the two subsamples of
subjects needed to be verified first. Statistically, the factor loadings for all the items
in the two groups (i.e., task and social information subsamples) are required to be
equivalent for moderator testing [12, 31]. Following the recommendation in Byrne
[12], we first fitted an unconstrained model that estimated the factor loadings for the
two groups simultaneously. The global goodness of fit for this model was satisfactory
(χ2 = 325, p < 0.00, degrees of freedom [df] = 162, root mean square error of approximation [RMSEA] = 0.069, standardized root mean square residual [SRMR] = 0.053,
normed fit index [NFI] = 0.96, goodness-of-fit index [GFI] = 0.92, comparative fit
index [CFI] = 0.98, incremental fit index [IFI] = 0.98, relative fit index [RFI] = 0.94).1
We then fitted a constrained model that constrained the factor loadings of the two
groups to be identical. The goodness of fit for the constrained model was also satisfactory (χ2 = 340, p < 0.00, df = 172, RMSEA = 0.068, SRMR = 0.054, NFI = 0.95,
GFI = 0.92, CFI = 0.98, IFI = 0.98, RFI = 0.94). The χ2 difference between the two
models (∆χ2 = 15, ∆df = 10, p = 0.13) was insignificant. Therefore, we concluded that
the interpretations of factors were not significantly different across the groups, hence
the moderator tests could be performed.

0.89
0.97
0.80
0.79
0.81
0.96
0.69
0.91
0.89
0.85
0.88
0.89
0.89
0.91

Itemb

PF1
PF2
PF3
RV1
RV2
RV3
SR1
SR2
SR3
SR4
RB1
RB2
RB3
RB4

Alpha

Standard
loading

16.30
19.06
13.98
13.65
14.12
18.36
11.21
16.78
16.21
14.99
16.24
16.60
16.45
17.01

t-value
0.92

0.89

0.90

0.94

0.79

0.74

0.70

0.80

0.94

0.89

0.89

0.91

0.79
0.94
0.74
0.79
0.86
0.95
0.80
0.81
0.83
0.80
0.87
0.91
0.81
0.79

13.14
17.04
12.09
13.44
15.31
17.78
13.42
13.62
14.14
13.35
15.60
16.78
13.90
13.37

t-value

0.72

0.66

0.75

0.68

0.91

0.89

0.90

0.87

Factor
composite
reliability

Average
variance
extracted

Factor
composite
reliability

Average
variance
extracted

0.91

0.89

0.90

0.85

Alpha

Notes: a For task information seeking, χ2 = 123, df = 71, p < 0.001, RMSEA = 0.06, SRMR = 0.056, NFI = 0.97, CFI = 0.99, IFI = 0.99, RFI = 0.96, GFI = 0.92. For
social information seeking, χ2 = 176, df = 71, p < 0.001, RMSEA = 0.08, SRMR = 0.051, NFI = 0.95, CFI = 0.97, IFI = 0.97, RFI = 0.93, GFI = 0.89. b PF = preference
for source; RV = perceived information relevance; SR = social risk; RB = perceived relational benefit.

Standard
loading

Social information seeking

Task information seekinga
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1.20

5.02

2.48

5.05

7.16

0.51

10. Perceived
   information
   relevance

11. Perceived
   relational benefit

12. Social risk

13. Preference for
   a source

14. Sourcing
   frequency

0.31

2.24

1.13

1.22

0.76

0.89

3.78

4.21

34c

9. Rank difference

66c

7. Gender
   homophily

4.81

22b

4.22

1.10

47a

1.52

Standard
deviation

8. Age difference

33.53

6. Seeker age

5.75

78b

4. Job tenure

5. Seeker gender

3.42

3. Relative source
   rank

53a

3.13

1. Physical
   proximity

2. Project team
   member

Mean

Task information

0.31**

0.16*

–0.04

0.13

0.15*

0.01

–0.00

–0.13

0.04

0.07

0.06

0.05

–0.01

1.00

1

–0.03

–0.22**

0.21**

–0.03

–0.28**

0.05

0.15*

–0.02

–0.07

0.04

0.00

0.03

1.00

2

–0.06

0.07

0.22**

0.01

0.03

0.41**

0.39**

0.02

–0.30**

0.10

–0.24**

1.00

3

0.11

0.20**

–0.12

0.17*

0.25**

–0.05

–0.12

0.04

0.59**

–0.06

1.00

4

0.01

–0.05

0.12

–0.20**

–0.01

0.00

0.19**

–0.49**

–0.41**

1.00

5

0.06

0.14*

–0.12

0.17*

0.17*

–0.07

–0.30**

0.21**

1.00

6

–0.08

0.04

0.01

0.05

0.02

0.12

–0.09

1.00

7

–0.12

–0.13

0.12

–0.05

–0.08

0.63**

1.00

8
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0.02

0.04

0.18**

0.04

0.04

1.00

9

0.44**

0.67**

–0.10

0.43**

0.86

10

0.33**

0.52**

–0.15*

0.89

11

–0.03

–0.17*

0.84

12

(continues)

0.49**

0.89

13
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1.11

5.12

2.47

5.18

7.10

0.57

10. Perceived
   information
   relevance

11. Perceived
   relational benefit

12. Social risk

13. Preference for
   a source

14. Sourcing
   frequency

0.34**

–0.08

0.18**

–0.07

0.04

0.02

0.04

0.08

0.04

–0.03

–0.03

–0.05

0.02

1.00

1

0.01

–0.06

0.08

–0.03

–0.15*

0.03

0.10

–0.12

–0.10

0.08

0.12

0.03

1.00

2

0.05

0.12

0.06

0.00

0.19**

0.44**

0.49**

–0.11

–0.35**

0.13

–0.23**

1.00

3

–0.18*

0.10

–0.14*

0.05

–0.03

–0.06

–0.21**

0.09

0.50**

–0.08

1.00

4

–0.06

–0.03

0.12

–0.07

0.04

0.05

0.19**

–0.44**

–0.44**

1.00

5

–0.03

0.14*

–0.09

0.08

0.06

–0.18**

–0.38**

0.26**

1.00

6

0.19**

0.03

–0.12

0.06

0.05

–0.12

–0.27**

1.00

7

–0.05

–0.17*

0.26**

–0.12

–0.06

0.59**

1.00

8

–0.06

–0.03

0.17*

–0.07

–0.04

1.00

9

0.40**

0.66**

–0.13

0.55**

0.87

10

0.22**

0.44**

–0.28**

0.85

11

–0.09

–0.19**

0.81

12

0.33**

0.82

13

Notes: For multi-item constructs, diagonal cells are the square roots of AVEs. Frequency is log-transformed. This correlation matrix is based on original data before the adjustment
for common method bias. a The mean column is the percentage of seekers and sources who worked in the same project team; the standard deviation column is the opposite. b The
mean column is the percentage of male seekers; the standard deviation column is the percentage of female seekers. c The mean column is the percentage of seekers and sources who
were of the same gender; the standard deviation column is the opposite. * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01.

0.30

1.99

0.93

1.08

0.73

4.59

0.88

30c

4.47

70c

7. Gender
   homophily

4.81

9. Rank difference

33.00

6. Seeker age

24b

3.74

1.08

40a

1.51

Standard
deviation

8. Age difference

76b

5.58

3.40

5. Seeker gender

4. Job tenure

3. Relative source
   rank

60a

3.13

1. Physical
   proximity

2. Project team
   member

Mean

Social information
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Common Method Bias Adjustment
Because the survey data were collected in the same time frame using a single method,
common method bias could be a concern. Lindell and Whitney’s [40] marker variable
method was adopted to test for this bias. Following their recommended steps, we first
picked social risk, which had the smallest correlation with sourcing frequency as an
ad hoc marker variable. Social risk was an appropriate marker variable because (1) it
had insignificant effect on sourcing frequency in past studies, and therefore it contains
less substantive correlation than other variables with sourcing frequency, and (2) it was
likely to be subject to the same social desirability bias as other variables, and hence
using it as a marker variable helps control for the social desirability effect.
In the second step, the correlation matrix of constructs was adjusted based on the
correlation between the marker variable and sourcing frequency.2 The adjustment of
correlation was made only between subjective constructs (i.e., perceived information
relevance, perceived relational benefit, social risk, preference for a source, and sourcing
frequency), and not between objective items such as gender, rank, and team membership or between a subjective construct and an objective item. After that, hypothesis
testing was conducted based on the adjusted correlation matrix.

Hypothesis Testing
In addition to sourcing frequency, there were a number of variables in our model that
were not normal (e.g., seeker’s gender, gender homophily, and project team membership
are binary). Moreover, some control variables, such as job tenure and age difference,
had high skewness and kurtosis. Methodologically, the use of maximum likelihood
estimation in structural equation modeling was likely to produce biased estimates
with our nonnormal data set [9]. Therefore, we used regression for hypotheses testing
instead with factor scores based on the average of items.3 Sourcing frequency was
log-transformed to reduce nonlinearity in the models.
The hypothesis testing was conducted in two steps. First, we tested hypotheses for
main effects with the task information–seeking and social information–seeking subsamples separately. For each data set, we used preference for a source (i.e., model 1 for
the task information subsample and model 3 for the social information subsample in
Table 4) and sourcing frequency (i.e., model 2 for the task information subsample and
model 4 for the social information subsample in Table 4) as dependent variables and
regressed them on the independent variables and control variables. Table 4 summarizes
the results of main effects testing. Second, for testing interaction effects Hypotheses 2
and 4, we combined the two groups because the two groups interpreted the instrument
in the same way. We created a group dummy variable (0 for task information and 1
for social information) and tested its interaction with the corresponding independent
variables. The significance of the interaction as indicated by an F‑test was used for
interaction hypothesis testing.
In task information seeking, perceived information relevance significantly affected
preference for a source, which supports Hypothesis 1t. Perceived relational benefit was
also significantly related to preference for a source, which supported Hypothesis 3t.
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Table 4. Regression Results for Main Effects
Task
Independent/control
variable
Project team
membership
Relative source rank
Job tenure
Seeker’s age
Seeker’s gender
Gender homophily
Age difference
Rank difference
Social risk (method bias)
Physical proximity
Perceived information
relevance
Perceived relational
benefit
Preference for a source

Social

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

Preference

Frequency

Preference

Frequency

0.09

0.03

0.10

–0.04
0.08
0.04
0.03
–0.03
0.02
–0.15**
0.08
–0.08
0.04
0.50***
(H1t)
0.27***
(H3t)

R2
Adjusted R 2

0.52
0.49

–0.14**
–0.01
–0.03
–0.08
–0.09
–0.13
0.12
0.07
0.23***
0.20**
0.05
0.30***
(H5t)
0.33
0.29

0.12*
0.10
–0.06
0.02
–0.06
–0.26***
0.07
–0.17***
0.11**
0.59***
(H1s)
0.01
(H3s)

0.47
0.43

–0.04
–0.21***
0.00
–0.04
0.18**
0.03
–0.03
0.12*
0.35***
0.20**
0.02
0.20**
(H5s)
0.33
0.28

* p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01.

When sourcing frequency was the dependent variable, controlling for perceived information relevance and relational benefit, preference for a source was significant to
sourcing frequency, which supported Hypothesis 5t. Similarly, in social information
seeking, perceived information relevance significantly affected preference for a source,
which supported Hypothesis 1s. However, perceived relational benefit was not significantly related to preference for a source, which did not support Hypothesis 3s. When
sourcing frequency was the dependent variable, controlling for perceived information
relevance and relational benefit, preference for a source was significant to sourcing
frequency, which supported Hypothesis 5s.
As mentioned above, in order to test the moderating effect of information type, a
dummy variable for task versus social information was introduced. We tested its interaction with the corresponding independent variables. With preference for a source
as the dependent variable, the test of interaction effect was conducted for perceived
information relevance and perceived relational benefit, respectively. For perceived
information relevance, the result indicated there was no significant difference
(F(1,400) = 0.41, p = 0.52). Therefore, Hypothesis 2 was not supported. However, for
perceived relational benefit, the difference was significant (F(1,400) = 6.24, p = 0.01),
in support of Hypothesis 4.
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Table 5. Summary of Differences
Factors
Perceived information
relevance

Perceived relational
benefit

Preference for a source

Physical proximity

Job tenure (post hoc
analysis)
Gender homophily
(post hoc analysis)
Relative source rank
(post hoc analysis)

Task

Social

Significant to preference
Significant to preference
for a source
for a source
(H1t supported)
(H1s supported)
Insignificant difference in the effect on preference for a
source (H2 not supported)
Significant to preference
Insignificant to preference
for a source
for a source
(H3t supported)
(H3s not supported)
Stronger effect on preference for a source in task than in
social information seeking (H4 supported)
Significant to sourcing
Significant to sourcing
frequency
frequency
(H5t supported)
(H5s supported)
Significant to sourcing
Significant to sourcing
frequency
frequency
Insignificant difference in the effect on sourcing
frequency
Insignificant to sourcing
Significant to sourcing
frequency
frequency
Significant difference in the effect on sourcing frequency
Insignificant to sourcing
Significant to sourcing
frequency
frequency
Significant difference in the effect on sourcing frequency
Significant to sourcing
Insignificant to sourcing
frequency
frequency
Insignificant difference in the effect on sourcing
frequency

As a robustness check, we tested all the hypotheses based on the original correlation
matrices before adjusting for the common method bias. The significance of all the
hypotheses and control variables remained the same except for physical proximity,
which became insignificant to preference for a source in social information seeking
(b = 0.07, p = 0.16). Table 5 summarizes the differences between task and social
information seeking.

Discussion and Implications
Discussion of Findings
This study tested the effect of informational and relational motivations on a seeker’s
preference for a source and sourcing frequency in task and social information seeking.
In task information seeking, we found that both perceived information relevance and
perceived relational benefit are significant motivations in preference for a source. We
also found that preference for a source was positively related to sourcing frequency.

230

Xu, Kim, and Kankanhalli

In social information seeking, perceived information relevance was still significantly
related to preference for a source. Moreover, preference for a source was significantly
related to actual sourcing frequency as observed in task information seeking. The
interaction between information type and perceived relational benefit was significant
as hypothesized, indicating that relational motivation was stronger in task information
seeking than in social information seeking.
However, task and social information seeking manifest some unexpected differences.
First, in social information seeking, perceived relational benefit was insignificant to
preference for a source (H3s). A plausible explanation is that relationship building
through social information seeking is regarded as less effective. To some degree,
seeking social information might imply higher social risk, such as being viewed as
gossiping, poking one’s nose into other’s affairs, or trying to get ahead not through
performance but through social manipulation. The relatively stronger negative correlation between perceived relational benefit and social risk in social information seeking
(r = –0.28) than in task information seeking (r = –0.15) seemed to be consistent with
this interpretation.
Second, the interaction effect between information type and perceived information
relevance contradicted our hypothesis (H2). Perceived information relevance maintained similar importance in task and social information seeking. This finding suggests
that no matter which type of information one is seeking, relevance is a significant
factor in source evaluation and use. However, the relational motivation was found
significant in task information seeking but not in social information seeking (H4).
This difference suggests that informational motivation is the main and dominating
factor for preference for a source, whereas relational motivation is activated only in
task information seeking.
The control variables reveal some interesting findings (see Table 5). First, physical
proximity was significantly related to sourcing frequency for both types of information
as expected by the cost–benefit framework. However, it was not significantly related
to preference for a source in task information seeking. In social information seeking,
its effect on preference for a source was small. The significance disappeared if we did
not adjust for common method bias. This finding throws light on the seeming conflict
between the least effort principle [34] and relevance theory [54, 55]. While employees
prefer the best sources, when it comes to action (actual seeking behavior), situational
constraints become salient and employees adjust their choice according to the constraints of physical proximity. As suggested by behavioral decision-making theories,
“From a psychological viewpoint, it may be more accurate to say that while judgment is generally an aid to choice, it is neither necessary nor sufficient for choice . . .
taking action engenders its own sources of conflict” [20, p. 73]. Therefore, relevance
seeking and the least effort principle can be regarded as objective functions employed
in two different stages of the information-seeking process: information relevance is
more important in the first stage to form preference, while physical proximity gains
importance in the second stage to take action.
Second, because social risk was used to approximate common method bias, its effect
on preference for a source and sourcing frequency should be interpreted as method
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bias rather than the effect of social risk per se. When our research model was tested
with the original matrices, social risk was found insignificant to both preference for a
source and sourcing frequency, as observed in previous research [10, 57].
Third, job tenure had a stronger effect on sourcing frequency in social information
(b = –0.21, p < 0.01, model 4) than in task information seeking (b = –0.01, p = 0.91,
model 2). Ashford [6] found job tenure to be insignificant to the amount of information
seeking. Our study suggests that the effect of job tenure could depend on the type of information being sought. Post hoc analysis of the interaction effect between information
type and job tenure indicated it was significant (F(1,400) = 6.28, p = 0.01). Therefore,
old-timers seek social information less frequently than task information. This is likely
because they may know the social environment better, while they still need to catch
up with the fast-changing task skill demands, especially in the IT industry [19].
Last, a homophily factor, gender homophily, also manifested a stronger effect on
sourcing frequency in social information seeking than in task information seeking. In
post hoc analysis, the interaction effect of gender homophily and information type was
significant (F(1,400) = 6.73, p < 0.01) as observed in prior studies [58]. Same gender
greatly facilitates the seeking of social information, but not task information. Another
factor that seemed to have differential effects in the two groups, source rank, revealed
insignificant difference in the test of interaction effect (F(1,400) = 1.96, p = 0.16).
All other control variables had no significant interaction effect with information type
on sourcing frequency. While our exploration of the control variables was post hoc,
it does support the idea that there are differences in information-seeking behavior
for different types of information. Further research is needed to better explain these
differences.

Limitations and Future Research
The results of this study need to be interpreted in light of the limitations. First, our
model compared and tested the differences between task information–seeking and
social information–seeking behaviors. While task and social information are often
sought separately, there may be situations where a seeker wants to obtain both types of
information from a single source. Future research could investigate such joint seeking
situations by modeling how the motivations would work in the combined case and
test the model with an appropriate questionnaire. Second, our model did not take into
consideration factors such as the organizational culture or team structure, for reasons
of parsimony. While culture is assumed to be controlled for in a single organization
setting such as ours, future research could investigate such factors. Third, this study
was conducted in a single company. Although this company worked with clients from
a wide range of industries worldwide, generalization of the findings may be confined
within the IT consulting and solution provision industry. Further generalization to
other companies and contexts needs to be done with caution. Fourth, while we set
out to contrast task and social information seeking, we were unable to consider other
types of information as suggested by Chao et al. [14], which would add complexity
to the model but can present opportunities for further exploration. Finally, while this
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study identifies factors that affect social information–seeking, the impact of social
information-seeking behavior on the dyadic relationship, follow-up task information
seeking, and employee job performance are not addressed. Future research in these
directions can enrich our understanding of employee information seeking.

Theoretical Contributions
This study provides a basic framework to understand information-seeking behavior.
First, it extends the relational view of information seeking by suggesting that seekers
actively manage their relationship with a source through information seeking. Seekers
not only exploit their past relationships and awareness of relevant sources but also take
the opportunity of information seeking to maintain better personal relationships with
the sources. From the social capital perspective [16], seekers have the desire to maintain
a cordial relationship with sources they deem relevant to their work. From the power
and dependency view [22], because information, particularly task information, is an
important type of resource, relevant sources have the power that the seeker depends
on. This motivates seekers to enhance or maintain their relationship [29], so that when
they have future needs, they would have an easier access to those sources. The inclusion of relational motivation also provides a more comprehensive explanation of the
formation of tie strength in a communication network. While earlier literature has used
tie strength mainly as an independent variable to explain employee behavior such as
problem delegation, turnover, and new technology adoption [8, 56], our investigation
aims to explain the antecedents of its major component—that is, sourcing frequency.
In this regard, this study suggests informational motivation and relational motivation
as two key factors in the planning of tie building.
Second, this study suggests that different forms of motivations are activated in different types of information seeking. While informational motivation is a significant factor
in both task and social information seeking, relational motivation is only significant in
the former. This finding confirms the importance of task information seeking in both
learning and work relationship development. Our finding offers a view different from
Shah’s [52] hypotheses that employees prefer structural equivalents for task information and prefer friends for social information. What our study suggests is that when
employees look for task information, they also try to establish a personal relationship,
making structural equivalents friends. That might explain why employees seek both
job and social information from structural equivalents in Shah’s study.
The implications of our study on active relationship management, formation of tie
strength in social and advice networks, and the difference between task and social
information seeking not only shed light on information-seeking behavior in general
but also enhance the understanding of employees’ use of IT tools for information
seeking—that is, various ineffective cases of IT use could potentially be better explained with our findings.
For example, why can’t CMC technology turn rigid hierarchical communications into
more desirable multilateral communications [69]? This is because with a hierarchical
organizational structure, the information dependency and relational needs are shaped
by the hierarchical job design. Employees are more likely to have informational and
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relational needs with only the direct supervisor and colleagues who are immediately
upstream or downstream in the business process. Expanding one’s information and
relation network beyond job requirements is not deemed necessary. Also, why do
employees use KMS to locate experts for offline communication [30]? In addition to
the demand for a richer communication medium, our study suggests employees want
to maintain and develop desired relationships. The face-to-face offline communication provides not only a better medium for tacit knowledge sharing, but also a better
medium to establish a personal relationship beyond problem solving. On the other
hand, when seekers choose not to bother experts even when it is easy to access them
through KMS [1], this is likely because of the relational motivation not being strong
enough to overcome the barrier.
In summary, although IT theoretically connects everyone, IT usage echoes individuals’ offline informational and relational constraints and needs. In this sense, our
findings are consistent with the adaptive structuration theory, which posits that technology use is appropriated by a group to reinforce, reproduce, or adapt the current social
interactions rather than transforming to an “ideal” structure that the technology can
afford [49]. However, our study goes further by identifying two driving forces that
underlie the structure adaption—that is, the informational and relational needs. If the
two basic motivations are not modified, technology would be used to reinforce rather
than improve the current social interactions.
Further, whereas the media richness theory [18] and its extensions explain the choice
of communication medium for individual messages, our findings help explain the collective use of technology. Relational communication theory suggests that relational
communication occurs both offline and online [59, 61]; therefore, informational and
relational motivations apply to both online and offline communication. Extrapolating
from this tenet, we would expect that employees would use IT tools to actively manage
their relationships, albeit constrained by the offline social context. This would imply
that the electronic communication network reflects the tie strength of employee’s
social network, which can be tested in future research.

Practical Implications
As Zack and McKenney [69] suggested, to successfully design and deploy IT, requirement analyses should focus on social and interactional requirements as well as technical flows of information. Our findings extend this idea and bear important practical
implications for the design and management of CMC and KMS tools.
First, managers need to be aware of how CMC and KMS tools are used. Being adopted and used does not guarantee that CMC or a KMS is used effectively. As Zack
and McKenney [69] pointed out, individuals’ effective use of technologies does not
imply the effective use at a collective level. Technologies could be used to enhance
an ineffective collective practice. Therefore, effective informational and relational
dependencies need to be designed into business processes to ensure that task and
social information flow efficiently to meet the organizational objectives. The potential
of technologies is only realized when the social system is itself effectively designed.
Inversely, the usage data of CMC and KMS provide a digital social map that is diag-
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nostic of the information flow in the organization, based on which managers could
check for the points where information flow is suboptimal.
Second, our findings suggest that KMSs should not just be content repositories,
but also relational systems. Almost all KMSs are designed to support task information sharing. However, they should support relationship building as well. KMSs with
relationship support could be called relational knowledge management systems.
Organizations often regard KMSs as technical systems for information retrieval [15].
While an expert directory or community of practice could be used to lend a KMS a
relational touch, the utilization of experts is not automatic [1, 30]. Even when experts
are approached, they are not necessarily willing to share knowledge [33]. Our findings
suggest that KMSs are better designed as social systems. Potential system features to
support relationship building can be learned from online social networking Web sites,
such as allowing the building of friendship networks and virtual gift exchange. These
features help to make impersonal KMSs personal. As suggested by Watts [63], a possible strategy for building organizations that are capable of solving complex problems
is to train individuals to react to ambiguity by searching through their social networks
rather than forcing them to build and contribute to centrally designed problem-solving
tools and databases. In relational KMSs, seekers’ need to build personal relationships
that can be fulfilled, at least partially, online. These relationships would help facilitate
their problem solving through social networks.
Third, “social” experts could be identified online to help employees to better integrate with colleagues in building their personal networks and social capital, which
ultimately boost team performance [21]. It is important to align the view of the social
experts with the organizational objectives so that constructive social influence and
social relationships can be developed.
In conclusion, this study provides an integrated framework to understand informational and relational motivations in organizational information seeking. We found
perceived information relevance to be a significant motivator of preference for a
source and sourcing frequency in both task and social information seeking. However,
perceived relational motivation is significant to preference for a source only in task
information seeking. Preference for a source has a direct effect on sourcing frequency
for both types of information. Our results offer a potential explanation of how employees seek task and social information in organizations, and how their information
and social networks are developed. Design of CMC and KMS tools should factor in
both the informational and the relational need of seekers.
Acknowledgments: This research was supported by National University of Singapore, research
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Notes
1. The satisfactory thresholds are χ2/df < 3, RMSEA < 0.08, SRMR < 0.08, NFI > 0.9,
GFI > 0.9, CFI > 0.9, IFI > 0.9, RFI > 0.9.
2. The adjusting formula is rYi.M = (rYi – rs)/(1 – rs), where M stands for the method factor,
rYi.M is the adjusted correlation between dependent variable Y and independent variable i, rYi is
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the original correlation between Y and i, and rs is common method bias estimated based on the
correlation between the marker variable and the dependent variable [40]. Lindell and Whitney
[40] suggested that the testing of hypotheses should be based on the adjusted correlation matrix
instead of raw data.
3. Because some of the independent/control variables had relative high correlations (see
Table 3), e.g., between rank difference and age difference (r = 0.63, p < 0.01) and between
seeker age and job tenure (r = 0.59, p < 0.01), multicollinearity was tested based on the variance
inflation factor. The largest variance inflation factor was 2.34 for age difference in the social
information–seeking subsample. Perceived information relevance, perceived relational benefit,
social risk, and preference for a source had variance inflation factors less than 2.
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TEA

RK

SR1

Physical proximity

Project team membership

Relative source rank

Social risk

SR4

SR3

SR2

Label

Construct

Appendix: Measurement Instrument
Where is the information source located? (1) next desk, (2) same office room, (3) same floor, different
office room, (4) same building, different floor, (5) same area, different building, (6) different area,
(7) different country
Have you worked (or are working) with the source in the same project team?
(1) yes (2) no
The information source holds a rank that is __. (1) two or more levels below, (2) one level below,
(3) equal, (4) one level above, (5) two or more levels above
It can be embarrassing to ask him or her for technical (social) information. (strongly disagree/strongly
agree)
I think he or she would think worse of me if I ask him or her for technical (social) information. (strongly
disagree/strongly agree)
When I need technical (social) information, I would be nervous to ask him or her for it. (strongly
disagree/strongly agree)
He or she might think I am incompetent if I ask him or her for technical (social) information. (strongly
disagree/strongly agree)
(continues)

Item and scale
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Sourcing frequency

Preference for a source

Perceived information
relevance

RB1

Perceived relational benefit

FR

PF3

PF2

RV1
RV2
RV3
PF1

RB4

RB3

RB2

Label

Construct

Appendix. Continued.
Asking him or her for technical (social) information can help improve our relationship and bring us
closer. (strongly disagree/strongly agree)
Asking him or her for technical (social) information is one way to maintain our relationship. (strongly
disagree/strongly agree)
I consider asking him or her for technical (social) information as one way of acquainting myself to him
or her, so that he or she may have a better idea of how I am doing. (strongly disagree/strongly agree)
Asking him or her for technical (social) information is one way to show that we need each other.
(strongly disagree/strongly agree)
He or she has ___ technical (social) information related to my job. (almost no/a lot of)
He or she understands ___ the technical (social) aspects of my job. (very little/very well)
The technical (social) information that I have got from him or her is ____ to my job. (unhelpful/helpful)
When you need technical (social) information in your job, how much would you prefer asking him or
her, compared to other people? (strongly not prefer/strongly prefer)
How important is he or she as a source for technical (social) information compared to other people?
(not important/very important)
When you need technical (social) information, how likely would you be to approach him or her as the
first source, compared to other people? (very unlikely/very likely)
How many times do you ask him or her for task (social) information on average per month? ___ times.

Item and scale
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