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Abstract: This study examined the impact of workplace ostracism on employees’ knowledge hiding
behavior. Based on the conservation of resource theory, this study seeks to identify the effects
of job tension as a mediator and the moderating effect of employee loyalty. Using a time-lagged
research design, we collected the data from 392 employees of the textile industry. Results indicate
that workplace ostracism positively influences the knowledge hiding behavior such as evasive hiding
and playing dumb, whereas it is not significantly related with rationalized hiding. More specifically,
workplace ostracism increases the feeling of job tension, while job tension mediates the relationship
between workplace ostracism and knowledge hiding. In addition, we found that workplace ostracism
demolished the benefits of employee loyalty, as high workplace ostracism more strongly influences
the feeling of job tension. We also discussed the theoretical and practical implications.
Keywords: workplace ostracism; knowledge hiding; evasive hiding; playing dumb; rationalized
hiding; job tension; employee loyalty

1. Introduction
The growing importance of knowledge sharing has emerged as one of the key steps in
organizational success. Many scholars highlighted that such phenomenon is crucial for production
companies to promote innovation and improve performance [1,2]. Although these studies encourage
knowledge sharing, Connelly, et al. [3] noted that employees choose not to provide access to their
knowledge, defined as knowledge hiding. Which refers to the “intentional attempt by an individual to
withhold or conceal the requested knowledge” [3]. Prior studies considered the knowledge hiding as
detrimental to organizational performance, compared with its negative effects the factors that predict it
have not been extensively studied [3,4].
Recent research by Zhao, et al. [4] pointed out that knowledge hiding is closely related with the
process of social exchange and reciprocal beliefs, which extends the tendency of negative response to
negative treatment among members at workplace. However, the social exchange among employees
depends on workplace climate and mutual trust [5]. In the organizational context, workplace ostracism is
considered as a major factor that can eradicate social exchange behavior. Current research examined the
negative effects of workplace ostracism on in-role behavior and organizational citizenship behavior [5,6].
Workplace ostracism as a pervasive phenomenon can reduce the employee work engagement and
resulting performance of the organization. Literature shows that workplace ostracism can attenuate the
helping behavior and enhance counterproductive work behavior [7]. However, Zhao, et al. [4] reported
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that workplace ostracism negatively affects the employees’ pro-social behavior. Therefore, it appears
that as a work stressor it may be a key predictor of knowledge hiding.
Recent research investigated workplace ostracism beyond the direct effects and found mediating
variables such as organizational identification, stress, person–organization fit (e.g., [8–10]). For instance,
Ferris, et al. [8] reported that global self-esteem mediates the relationship among workplace ostracism
and job performance, Zhao, et al. [4] indicated that negative reciprocity beliefs and moral disengagement
enhance knowledge hiding behavior as a result of workplace ostracism. However, to better understand
the conditions under which the relationship between knowledge hiding and workplace ostracism
would be more strengthened or weakened, recent research of Zhao, et al. [4] suggested that job context
would play an important role in employees’ reaction to ostracism [11]. This study sheds light on the
mediating mechanisms between workplace ostracism and knowledge hiding by suggesting job tension
as a major mediator. Job tension can act as a mediator because it reflects the impact of stressors at
workplace [3]. In this regard, Zhao, et al. [4] found that job tension mediates the relationship between
workplace ostracism and employees’ counterproductive work behaviors. However, the conservation of
resources (COR) theory suggests that when individuals are threatened with resource loss they become
determined to retain their threatened resources, such strain may impair individuals’ capacity to fulfill
job demands. Thus, this study contributes to extend the literature through empirically investigating
the mediating effect of job tension among workplace ostracism and knowledge hiding behavior.
In addition to the relationship between workplace ostracism and job tension, we further investigate
the boundary effects under which such relation is more or less likely to occur. Although workplace
ostracism effects are pervasive, prior research shows that coping responses vary among individuals [12],
more stress and tension may develop among individuals who have a high level of loyalty toward
an organization [11]. Based on prior research, we predict that employees with a high level of loyalty
are more likely to feel job tension [13,14].
In addressing the above purposes, the major contribution of this study is to empirically explore the
field of workplace ostracism and knowledge hiding literature. First, it enriches the hiding knowledge
literature (i.e., [3,15,16]) by identifying workplace ostracism as an antecedent of psychological stress
that depletes participative behavior. Second, based on the COR theory, it extends the boundary
conditions under which workplace ostracism through job stress influences knowledge hiding. Third,
by examining the moderating effect of employee loyalty, employee loyalty as an assurance of employees’
useful and positive contributions increases the performance and efforts but this study elaborates
that it can also enhance negative effects. Lastly, in view of the critical role of employees’ feelings for
an organization [17], these results provide an insight into minimizing the occurrence of workplace
ostracism to help minimize the knowledge hiding behavior and increase the organizational effectiveness.
Figure 1 provides an overview of our theoretical framework.
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2. Literature Review and Conceptual Framework
2.1. Knowledge Hiding
When employees exchange their tacit and explicit knowledge with their co-workers, it contributes to
the overall performance, innovativeness, and competency of an organization [18,19]. While knowledge
hiding is intentional in nature, employees may refuse to share it with another person [3]. This knowledge
encompasses information relevant to some tasks or job expertise (e.g., [2]). The intentional refusal of
knowledge sharing reflects the distinction between knowledge hoarding and hiding [20]. Therefore,
it has dire consequences on knowledge sharing and organizational performance. However, according to
Connelly, et al. [3] this concept is also not same as CWBs because knowledge hiding is not necessarily
intended to harm other people and organization, while CWBs are a set of volitional acts that intend
to harm others or their organization. However, knowledge hiding may have some positive intentions.
For example, rationalized hiding may be intended to protect the other’s feeling or preserve confidentiality
(e.g., refusal to share some confidential documents). Knowledge hiding is dyadic and cannot be considered
as uniformly negative behavior while CWBs may be intended to harm organizations or stakeholders [3,11].
To conceal knowledge, employees use three strategies and the adoption of strategy depends on
the type of knowledge question [3]. Employees will tend to adopt evasive hiding if the nature of
requested knowledge is complex. According to [15], evasive hiding occurs when “the hider provides
incorrect information or misleading promise of a complete answer in the future” (p. 480). It involves
deception, even though an employee has no intention to provide information. The second strategy can
be defined as “feigning ignorance of the requested knowledge” [21] p. 3. For example, an employee
pretends not to have the requested knowledge. And the third strategy is called rationalized hiding
which involves “offering a justification by giving reasons or blaming someone else” [21] p. 3. It is used
in the case of confidential information and also in order to protect co-workers’ feelings. Although an
individual may consider knowledge hiding intentions as positive, these exert a negative impact on
organizational performance, corporation, and development [16]. However, individual willingness
factor to conceal knowledge has not been fully explored. Such concealment still occurs, even though
organizational practices are designed to facilitate knowledge sharing [3,22].
2.2. Workplace Ostracism
The practice of social exclusion, interpersonal rejection, mistreatment and ostracism have become
the focus of organizational studies [7,11]. It leads to numerous negative outcomes at both organizational
and individual level because it causes a sense of social pain [23]. Ostracism is defined as “the extent to
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which an individual perceives that he or she is ignored or excluded by others at workplace” [24] p. 1348.
It threatens the basic needs of self-esteem, need of belonging, need of control, and need for meaningful
existence. Previous studies that investigated workplace ostracism found that it can perpetrated by
any member of an organization, including supervisors, in-group or out-group co-worker or customer.
However, the perception of being ostracized is subjective. The person who is ostracized at work
can engage in both subtle and retaliatory behaviors against his/her coworkers [8,11]. Whereas these
negative outcomes also affect individual’s ability to self-regulate, they also affect his/her own health,
decrease job satisfaction, and civic behavior [25]. However, many studies focused on this topic and
found its impact on interpersonal behavior, civic behavior, and organizational performance [7,20,25].
Recently, researchers have started giving more attention to its overall impact on organizational
progress [20]. It increased the importance of social ties in the working environment [26] ultimately
resulting in negative outcomes such as interpersonal deviance, counterproductive behaviors, and
performance [8,11]. Moreover, such phenomenon exists in multiple organizational settings [8,27].
2.3. Job Tension
Job tension refers to the “psychological reaction of employees to disturbances in objective the
perceived work environment “ [28] p. 387. Job tension tends to increase the feeling of stress or anxiety,
which restricts one’s ability to fulfill job demands [29]. According to Lazarus [30], such feeling arises
when individuals perceive that they cannot cope with the job demands or with the threats to their
well-being. Many factors influence job tension, such as incivility at workplace and dysfunctional
behavior of co-workers [31], and leads to an increased level of individual feelings of depression,
turnover intention, low level of commitment, perceived injustice and negatively impacts participative
behavior [32].
According to Lim and Lee [33], mistreatment at workplace influences an individual’s feelings of
stress. Such experience of undermining leads to the feeling of injustice and interpersonal aggression, and
depression [34]. Employees who feel more job tension become more dissatisfied with their job, perceive
less organizational support and are more inclined to leave the organization. The study of Zhu, et al. [6]
found that job tension is closely related with the quality of work performance. However, [35] study
regarded it as a ‘surrogate’ which enhances employee defensive behavior and makes them less likely to
align with organizational goals. Furthermore, when the climate of workplace deteriorates or becomes
uncomfortable, it may be a predictor of a high level of job tension.
2.4. Employee Loyalty
Employee loyalty is directly related with the supported and stable workplace. Previous studies
defined employee loyalty as an action-oriented concept, which encompasses employee behavior in
the extent to which they are committed and responsible for their work or inclined to seek other job
opportunities [13,14]. Although the fundamental concept of employee loyalty is emotional attachment,
researchers explained it from two perspectives (i) attitudinal (ii) behavioral. In attitudinal perspective,
loyalty refers to the feeling of attachment, identification, or employee psychological inclinations
towards their organization. However, the behavioral approach is based on employee attitude, which is
difficult to measure [6,32,34,36].
Prior research considered employee loyalty as a major driving force to achieve sustainable
organizational development [25,37]. A loyal workforce can be more committed to organizational goals
as they feel that such goals are congruent with their own. Moreover, promoting employee loyalty
reduces turnover intention, increases performance, and organizational reputation [14]. Generally,
the workforce reaps lucrative benefits in terms of reciprocated loyalty [38], such as high wages.
However, employee loyalty improves performance and enhances organizational positive outcomes but
when the events do not go well, it may amplify the feeling of stress and tension [39].
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3. Hypothesis Development
According to the COR theory, resources are the capability of individuals to fulfill their basic
needs [40,41]. These resources can be from oneself or from the environment (e.g., physical, social,
or cognitive), while individuals endeavor to retain and obtain such valued resources to reduce the
threat of resource loss [42,43]. Based on the COR theory, insightful perspective explained the influence
of workplace ostracism which drains individuals’ useful resources required at workplace [36]. In such
case, individuals’ protection mechanisms may be activated, while to protect further resource loss under
such situation, individuals feel continuous stress that can lead to negative outcomes.
Based on the COR theory, we predict that workplace ostracism is a major factor to influence
knowledge hiding and increase the feeling of stress. As Connelly, et al. [3] suggested, an increase
in alienating behavior can also promote knowledge hiding behavior. Specifically, the likelihood of
knowledge hiding behavior increased when employees were unaware of the sanctions and directives
regarding the withholding of valuable information [44]. However, the distinctive types of knowledge
hiding may have different consequences. Therefore, we examine the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 1a. Workplace ostracism is positively related with evasive hiding.
Hypothesis 1b. Workplace ostracism is positively related with playing dumb.
Hypothesis 1c. Workplace ostracism is positively related with rationalized hiding.
Workplace ostracism as a work stressor depletes the individual’s personal resources, such as self-esteem.
Moreover, such “cold shoulder” makes the target feel as an excluded team member, as a result, this limited
access to social resources leads to the perception of resource loss [34]. According to the COR theory, to cope
with resource loss, an individual may experience psychological strain and to obtain and retain his/her
valuable resources, adopt defensive behavior [11]. Workplace ostracism can be the cause of substantial
resource loss which impairs individual’s capacity to be connected with their work demands, as a result,
an individual feels a high level of job tension. Furthermore, to cope with this strain, an individual is more
likely to adopt defensive behavior such as knowledge hiding.
Based on the above argument, we predict that workplace ostracism may lead to employees’
psychological disturbance and a feeling of job tension. As a consequence, an individual feels stress and
psychological strain with depleted resources and such resource loss lowers an individual’s ability to
meet the job demands and expectations. Hence, this study proposes the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 2. Workplace ostracism is positively related to job tension.
Employee loyalty describes the reciprocity (emotional or behavioral) between individual and
organization [45]. In accordance with the definition of employee loyalty, the attitudinal perspective
refers to active job involvement, commitment, and emotional attachment to the organization [46].
Employee loyalty is generally considered as an explicitly positive attribute at an individual and
organizational levels. On the contrary, in individuals who experience a challenging or dysfunctional
context, their loyalty may be torn between organizational loyalty and their response to that dysfunction
such as feeling of threat to their personal wellbeing [47].
Workplace ostracism involves a dysfunction that makes an individual a threat to personal
wellbeing. We expect that a positive effect of workplace ostracism exerts on employees a feeling of
job tension increased for those who have a high level of employee loyalty toward their organization,
because such employees should deplete their personal resources due to the dysfunctional context.
Although these employees are committed and want to stay with this organization, social exclusion
makes them want to withhold their knowledge. However, organizations apply effective appraisal
strategies to retain loyal employees, but these employees may perceive ostracism more hurtful and
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avoid providing access to their knowledge. Moreover, these employees might mobilize their personal
resources to cope with workplace ostracism, which may cause loss of resources and arouse feelings of
job tension.
In summary, when loyal employees experience workplace ostracism, they tend to perceive
more personal and social loss and experience a high level of job tension. Hence, we proposed the
following hypotheses
Hypothesis 3. Employee loyalty moderates the relationship between workplace ostracism and job tension such
that the relationship is stronger when the employee loyalty is high rather than low.
According to the conservation of resource theory, deleterious effects of stress increase when
individuals fail to use coping resources [40] as workplace ostracism as a source of stress involves
behavior that is most likely to increase the turnover intention and deviant behaviors [32]. Regarding
the mediating role of job tension raised when psychologically stressful circumstances increase at
workplace, such stress decreases individuals’ capacity to meet job demands and fulfill organization’s
expectations [28]. As noted earlier, we expect that workplace ostracism exerts more job tension on
those who feel more loyalty toward their job, because such employees feel attachment to their job
or satisfaction with monetary benefits and want to continue this job. However, these factors can be
considered as elementary to enhance ostracism and knowledge hiding association. As such, it is
necessary to explore the comprehensive effects of job tension among all types of knowledge hiding
(evasive, playing dumb, rationalized).
On the basis of the preceding hypothesis, we further predict the effect of workplace ostracism on
knowledge hiding through the mediating role of job tension. Therefore, we also posit that:
Hypothesis 4a. Job tension mediates the relationship between workplace ostracism and evasive hiding.
Hypothesis 4b. Job tension mediates the relationship between workplace ostracism and playing dumb.
Hypothesis 4c. Job tension mediates the relationship between workplace ostracism and rationalized hiding.

4. Method
4.1. Sample and Procedure
To examine the hypothesis, we collected the data from the textile sector in Pakistan. These organizations
are involved in multiple steps of business (production, marketing, and sales). For the purpose of current
research, data were collected from middle level employees from different departments, including production,
marketing, and sales. However, with the help of HR departments, we obtained a list of 1100 employees,
and an e-mail was sent to them, but only 500 employees agreed to participate in this survey. To collect
the data, we used a three-wave longitudinal survey with a lag of three months which appears proper to
reduce potential common method variance [48] and make it non-vulnerable to dissipate causal effects [16].
Matching codes were used to link the three-step data (i.e., family name, birth date two digits).
In the first step (T1), the participants rated the measures of workplace ostracism, employee loyalty,
and demographic information. While in the second step (T2) that was conducted six weeks later,
the participants reported their feelings of job tension. After six weeks, in the third step (T3) of data
collection, participants rated their knowledge hiding behavior. First, we sent the questionnaire to
500 participants and 488 responded with complete information (response rate 97.6%). At T2, participants
completed the questionnaire about job tension, the response rate was 84%. Finally, after ignoring
incomplete questionnaire at third step we got 392 usable samples, giving a response rate of 95% of
the participant employees, 73% were male, the mean age was 32.9 years with a standard deviation of
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5.04, 39.1% reported bachelor degree or above, the mean organizational tenure was 3.96 years with
a standard deviation of 2.87 years.
4.2. Measures
4.2.1. Workplace Ostracism
To measure workplace ostracism, we used 10 item scale [24]. A sample item is “I feel others
ignore me at work” using five-point Likert scale (“1 = strongly disagree” to “5 = strongly agree”) while
Cronbach’s coefficient was 0.945.
4.2.2. Knowledge Hiding
To examine the variable knowledge hiding, we used a scale consisting of 12 items, developed
by [3]. Four items were used to measure evasive hiding (e.g., agree to help him/her but never really
intended to), and four of them were used to measure playing dumb (e.g., said that I did not know,
even though I did), while four items were used to measure rationalized hiding (explained that I would
like to tell him/her, but was not supposed to). Respondent completed the measures using five-point
Likert scale from 1 = “strongly disagree” to 5 = “strongly agree”. Cronbach’s coefficients were 0.885,
0.884, and 0.887, respectively.
4.2.3. Job Tension
To measure job tension, seven items developed by [29] were used. A sample item was “I worked
under a great deal of tension”. Such scale was used and validated in many studies (e.g., [6,25]).
Respondents rated each item using five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = “strongly agree” to
5 = “strongly disagree”. Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was 0.95.
4.2.4. Employee Loyalty
To measure employee loyalty, eight items were used [49]. For example, “I would like to spend
the rest of my career in this organization”. Respondents rated each item from 1 = “strongly agree” to
5 = “strongly disagree”, while Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was 0.91.
5. Results
In latent variable modeling, structural equation modeling (SEM) is a useful tool. There are
two types of frequently applied methods, named covariance-based (CB-SEM) and variance-based
(PLS-SEM). Within SEM modeling, both methods are widely applied. However, CB-SEM focuses on
minimizing the distance between the observed and predicted covariance matrices, while PLS-SEM
focuses on maximizing the explained variances of the latent variables. Comparing them, it can be
observed that CB-SEM works under stricter conditions which can be summarized as follows: In the
aspect of the assumption of application, CB-SEM works under the assumption of normality, while
PLS-SEM can work without normality assumption. For CB-SEM, the sample size should be large, while
PLS-SEM can work with a relatively small sample size. The main focus of research using CB-SEM is
the theory testing, whereas the focus for using PLS-SEM is parameter testing. For examination of fit
mode, there are several indices for measuring global-fit in using CB-SEM, while in the case of PLS-SEM,
testing of path coefficients can be implemented with the help of bootstrapping algorithm (one can see
details in [50]). Therefore, this study used the partial least square (PLS) technique for data analysis
by using SmartPLS 3.0 software to examine the research model. The main advantage of using PLS
methods is that they accommodate the latent constructs to be modeled either as reflective or formative
constructs and have a lower restriction regarding sample size [51–53]. A listwise deletion of missing
values reduced our sample from 448 to 392. The hierarchical component model and a two-stage
approach were used [54]. The item loading, reliability, validity, and assessment measurement model
were examined in the first stage, while estimating the path coefficients of the structural model was
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established in the second stage. The correlation between variables along with means and standard
deviations are presented in Table 1. All correlations are significant at α = 0.001.
Table 1. Descriptive and correlation matrix.

Workplace Ostracism (1)
Job Tension (2)
Employee Loyalty (3)
Evasive Hiding (4)
Playing Dumb (5)
Rationalized Hiding (6)

M

SD

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

3.434
3.183
3.194
3.344
3.308
3.025

0.922
1.035
0.881
1.021
0.990
0.936

1.000
0.515 **
0.255 **
0.447 **
0.429 **
0.125 *

1.000
0.557 **
0.558 **
0.572 **
−0.012

1.000
0.460 **
0.441 **
−0.038

1.000
0.254 **
0.027

1.000
−0.014

1.000

Note. N = 392, M = means, SD = standard deviation, * p < 0.05 (two-tailed), ** p < 0.01 (two-tailed).

5.1. Measurement Model Evaluation
The aim of measurement model evaluation is to assess the consistency and validity of the variables.
Consistency is evaluated through induvial variables and construct reliability tests, while validity
evaluations are through convergent and discriminant validity tests [55]. All the first-order variables
were measured reflectively. Table 2 represents the results of each measurement scale (average variance
extracted, composite reliability, and Cronbach’s alpha) along with the values of convergent validity
measures. All values of composite reliability and Cronbach’s alpha are greater than 0.70, indicating
high levels of internal consistency reliability [56]. The next measure is convergent validity, which is
defined as the model’s ability to explain the indicator’s variance. Fornell et al. [57] suggested average
variance extracted (AVE) can provide evidence for convergent validity and [55] suggested the threshold
for AVE to be 0.5. In this study, the AVE ranges from 0.608 to 0.755 well above the required minimum
level of 0.50 [55], which represents the high level of convergent validity. Finally, the discriminant
validity of this model assessed by [57], defined as the square root of average variance extracted (AVE)
of each latent variable, should be greater than the correlation. Table 2 clearly shows that the variables
fulfill Fornell−Larcker criterion and discriminant validity is met for this research. The confirmatory
factor analysis (outer loadings) and path coefficients are presented graphically in Figure 1. All reflective
loadings range from 0.767 to 0.926 and are significant at the 0.001 level.
Table 2. Discriminant validity (Fornell−Larcker criterion).

Workplace ostracism (1)
Job tension (2)
Employee loyalty (3)
Evasive hiding (4)
Playing dumb (5)
Rationalized hiding (6)

AVE

CR

Cronbach’s Alpha

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

0.670
0.755
0.608
0.743
0.743
0.735

0.953
0.956
0.926
0.920
0.920
0.917

0.945
0.946
0.908
0.885
0.884
0.883

0.819
0.519
0.227
0.448
0.428
0.129

0.869
0.559
0.562
0.576
−0.019

0.780
0.464
0.443
−0.044

0.862
0.256
0.019

0.862
−0.129

0.819

5.2. Structural Model Evaluation
The structural model assesses the relationship between exogenous and endogenous latent variables
through the coefficient of determination R2 [58] and path coefficients of the model, that is, β values [59].
R2 represents the degree of explained variance of endogenous latent variable [60] while β indicates the
strength of an effect from variables to endogenous latent variables [61].
According to [62,63], for a good model, the value of R2 of the endogenous latent variable should
be more than 0.26. Here in our model, the value of R2 for rationalized hiding is very low, but for all
other variables is higher than the suggested value, the model is considered to have a substantial degree
of explained variance of knowledge hiding by factors considered in this study. We also calculated
the effect sizes f 2 and q2 for knowledge hiding. The values of f 2 and q2 are (0.2258, 0.2632, 0.0103)
and (0.1327, 0.1576, 0.0051), respectively, for knowledge hiding (evasive hiding, playing dumb, and
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rationalized hiding). The next step is assessing the path coefficient of all latent variables (paths)
by comparing β values among all the paths. The highest β value symbolizes the strongest effect of
predictor (exogenous) latent variable towards the dependent (endogenous) latent variable [64].
The test is achieved by performing the nonparametric bootstrapping technique [59,65,66].
The bootstrapping technique computes t-value by creating a pre-specified number of samples.
In this study, bootstrapping generated 5000 samples and these samples are used to compute
t-values, as presented in Tables 3 and 4. Table 3 represents the PLS algorithm and bootstrapping results
of the model with and without moderation effect and Table 4 represents the results of the mediation
analysis. From Table 3, the relationship between workplace ostracism and knowledge hiding is highly
significant (β = 0.2142, p < 0.001), (β = 0.1775, p < 0.001) and (β = 0.1899, p < 0.001) for evasive
hiding, playing dumb, and rationalized hiding, respectively, supporting H1 (H1a , H1b , H1c ). Similarly,
H2 is also supported by the highly significant relation between workplace ostracism and job tension in
both models (with and without moderator effect). The path coefficient values of workplace ostracism
and job tension for the model without and with moderation effect are (β = 0.3134, p < 0.001) and
(β = 0.3888, p < 0.001), respectively. The value of R2 for job tension without moderation effect is 0.475,
while the R2 value for job tension with moderation effect is 0.500. Both the beta coefficient and R2
increased by adding employee loyalty as moderator in addition, the moderation effect of job tension is
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Table 3. Significant testing results of the structural model path coefficients.
Without Moderation
Effect Path
EL → JT
WO → EH
WO → JT
WO → PD
WO → RH
With Moderation Effect Path
EL → JT
WO → EH
WO → JT
WO → PD
WO → RH
Moderation Effect → JT

Path Coefficients

Mean

SD

𝒕 Values

𝒑 Values

CI (2.5–97.5)%

0.4654
0.2142
0.4134
0.1775
0.1899
Path Coefficients
0.4201
0.2142
0.3888
0.1775
0.1899
0.1794

0.4665
0.2156
0.4140
0.1782
0.1948
Mean
0.4184
0.2157
0.3859
0.1781
0.1961
0.1899

0.0372
0.0519
0.0382
0.0488
0.0519
SD
0.0422
0.0508
0.0384
0.0488
0.0515
0.0376

12.5109
4.1303
10.8223
3.6396
3.6589
𝒕 Values
9.9635
4.2138
10.1222
3.6394
3.6886
4.7767

0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0003
0.0003
𝒑 Values
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0003
0.0002
0.0000

(0.3902, 0.5360)
(0.1110, 0.3152)
(0.3359, 0.4869)
(0.0809, 0.2760)
(0.0953, 0.2967)
CI (2.5–97.5)%
(0.3320, 0.4992)
(0.1146, 0.3136)
(0.3189, 0.4600)
(0.0807, 0.2714)
(0.0960, 0.2949)
(0.1170, 0.2642)

Table 4. Summary of Mediation effects test.
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Table 3. Significant testing results of the structural model path coefficients.
Without Moderation
Effect Path

Path Coefficients

Mean

SD

t Values

p Values

CI (2.5–97.5)%

EL → JT
WO → EH
WO → JT
WO → PD
WO → RH

0.4654
0.2142
0.4134
0.1775
0.1899

0.4665
0.2156
0.4140
0.1782
0.1948

0.0372
0.0519
0.0382
0.0488
0.0519

12.5109
4.1303
10.8223
3.6396
3.6589

0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0003
0.0003

(0.3902, 0.5360)
(0.1110, 0.3152)
(0.3359, 0.4869)
(0.0809, 0.2760)
(0.0953, 0.2967)

With Moderation
Effect Path

Path Coefficients

Mean

SD

t Values

p Values

CI (2.5–97.5)%

EL → JT
WO → EH
WO → JT
WO → PD
WO → RH
Moderation Effect → JT

0.4201
0.2142
0.3888
0.1775
0.1899
0.1794

0.4184
0.2157
0.3859
0.1781
0.1961
0.1899

0.0422
0.0508
0.0384
0.0488
0.0515
0.0376

9.9635
4.2138
10.1222
3.6394
3.6886
4.7767

0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0003
0.0002
0.0000

(0.3320, 0.4992)
(0.1146, 0.3136)
(0.3189, 0.4600)
(0.0807, 0.2714)
(0.0960, 0.2949)
(0.1170, 0.2642)

Table 4. Summary of Mediation effects test.
Direct Effects Path

Path Coefficients

Mean

SD

t Values

p Values

JT → EH (b1 )

0.4506

0.4506

0.0450

10.0185

0.0000

JT → PD (b2 )

0.4834

0.4840

0.0454

10.6548

0.0000

JT → RH (b3 )
 
WO → EH c,1

−0.1179

−0.1208

0.0604

1.9517

0.0510

0.2142

0.2154

0.0505

4.2458

0.0000

WO → JT (a)

0.3888

0.3873

0.0384

10.1363

0.0000

CI
(2.5–97.5)%

BC
(2.5–97.5)%

(0.3608,
0.5363)
(0.3931,
0.5723)
(−0.2337,
0.0032)
(0.1164,
0.3139)
(0.3105,
0.4611)

(0.3608,
0.5363)
(0.3931,
0.5723)
(−0.2337,
0.0032)
(0.1164,
0.3139)
(0.3105,
0.4611)

CI
(2.5–97.5)%

BC
(2.5–97.5)%

(0.0789,
0.2731)
(0.0986,
0.2939)

(0.0789,
0.2731)
(0.0986,
0.2939)
VAF

Table 4. Cont.
Direct Effects Path

Path Coefficients

Mean

SD

t Values

p Values

 
WO → PD c,2
 
WO → RH c,3

0.1775

0.1781

0.0491

3.6106

0.0003

0.1900

0.1953

0.0507

3.7462

0.0002

Indirect Effects

Path Coefficients

Mean

SD

p Values

CI
(2.5–97.5)%

BC
(2.5–97.5)%

H4a : a × b1

0.1754

0.1745

0.0249

0.0000

H4b : a × b2

0.1879

0.1875

0.0260

0.0000

H4c : a × bc

−0.0459

−0.0468

0.0241

0.0572

(0.1284,
0.2249)
(0.1390,
0.2407)
(−0.0931,
0.0015)

(0.1312,
02284)
(0.1413,
0.2451)
(−0.0907,
0.0049)

45.05%
51.49%
19.46%

CI: Confidence interval. BC: Bias corrected. VAF: Variance accounted for.

5.3. Mediation Assessment
This study analyzes the significance of three mediation effects by adopting the bootstrapping
method [67,68]. The requirement for the mediation is that the indirect effect has to be significant
and 95% bootstrapped confidence interval should not contain the value zero. For the testing of our
hypothesis 4, that is, job tension will mediate the relationship of workplace ostracism and knowledge
hiding (evasive hiding, playing dumb, and rationalized hiding), we checked both direct and indirect
effects. First, we checked the significance of indirect effect by running 5000 bootstrapping samples and
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found indirect effects on hypotheses H4a , H4b , and H4c with coefficient values (β = 0.1753, p < 0.001),
(β = 0.1880, p < 0.001), and (β = −0.0456, p > 0.001), respectively. The results are presented in
Table 4. Here, the indirect effect of workplace ostracism and rationalized hiding is insignificant, which
indicates no mediation. We used total effects and variance account for (VAF) to examine the strength of
mediation by following Nitzl et al. [69]. The VAF values for the indirect effects of workplace ostracism
with evasive hiding, playing dumb, and rationalized hiding are 0.4505, 0.5149, and 0.1946, respectively.
We can conclude that job tension partially mediates the relationship between workplace ostracism
and evasive hiding as well as playing dumb (for 20% < VAF < 80%). As VAF < 20% for H4c , so,
we can conclude that there is no mediation effect of job tension between workplace ostracism and
rationalized hiding.
6. Discussion
The present study investigated the effect of workplace ostracism on individuals’ knowledge
hiding behavior. Four hypotheses were articulated to test the model. The first hypothesis is related to
the positive relationship among workplace ostracism and evasive hiding, playing dumb, whereas not
related with rationalized hiding. As claimed, a significant positive association was found between
workplace ostracism and job tension, which implies that workplace ostracism depletes resources and
targets feel psychological stress and disturbance to fulfill job demands. These findings are consistent
with [6,20]. In the third hypothesis we posited that employee loyalty moderates the relationship of
workplace ostracism and job tension, results indicate that a high level of employee loyalty increases job
tension. The rationale for such positive association could be the fact that employees want to stay with
this job but social exclusion reaps the benefits of such loyalty and increases psychological stress, which
restricts them in fulfilling their job demands. Hence, it can be asserted that organizations not only
focus on pay incentives but also provide a justified and desirable attitudinal environment to increase
the benefits of employee loyalty. Furthermore, the relationship among workplace ostracism and
knowledge hiding (evasive hiding and play dump) is significantly mediated through job tension. These
results indicate that job tension as psychological stress plays a vital role in increasing the knowledge
hiding behavior consistent with results of Zhao et al. [4]. Based on the results, high level of loyalty
prevents employees from withdrawing from the job but such workplace ostracism enhances job tension
and influences individuals’ behavior negatively as they become more likely to adopt knowledge
hiding behavior.
6.1. Theoretical Implications
The present study advances the existing literature in many ways. First, as knowledge is an
“intellectual asset” and organization cannot coerce workers to transfer, the individual’s willingness
is the main imperative. Therefore, it is critical to explore the individual antecedents that promote
knowledge hiding behavior. The seminal work of [11,70] and prior research explained the knowledge
hiding behavior and predicted many other influential variables, such as interpersonal antecedents
(peers, supervisor relationship), social cognitive (culture, justice), individual abilities (i.e., emotional
intelligence, political skills) [1,8,12]. In line with this reasoning, the current study seeks to extend the
growing literature by identifying that mistreatment at work, such as workplace ostracism, promotes
knowledge hiding behavior as this kind of mistreatment at workplace negatively affects the attitude,
behavior and performance of the target [5]. Considering this, we enrich the literature, by showing
that workplace ostracism works as a stressor. As we hypothesized, individuals cope their threatened
resources through engaging in knowledge hiding behavior consistent with results of [1,25,70,71].
Secondly, in addition to exploring the main relationship among workplace ostracism and
knowledge hiding, the current study also anticipated job tension as a mediator. Based on such
association, the present research is a response to the call by previous studies (i.e., [1,11,70]), to identify
the variables that divert individual behavior towards knowledge hiding. Moreover, this study also
contributed by providing a better understanding of individual cognition effect from the perspective
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of the COR theory, which promotes un-participative behavior like knowledge hiding. As predicted,
an increase in job stress raises emotional disturbance and strengthens behavioral response, such as
knowledge hiding behavior. These findings not only contribute to the knowledge hiding literature by
going beyond the scope of the underlying mechanisms of knowledge hiding, but also address the call
for integrating knowledge hiding behavior and mistreatment at work theoretical frameworks [11,25,70].
The third contribution to the knowledge is the establishment of a link between workplace ostracism
and job tension by testing the moderating effects of employee loyalty. However, our results support
the argument that workplace ostracism exhibits worse results on those employees who have a high
level of employee loyalty. As [14] noted, low level of employee loyalty inclined individuals’ more
towards withdrawal but a high level of loyalty increased the negative behavioral response. Moreover,
the present study addressed the call for greater identification of moderators which may enhance the
negative effects of workplace ostracism (e.g., [7,8]). As such, these findings contribute to the literature
through employing an individual’s cognition and feeling of stress effects on behavior in a single
model. Furthermore, the research emphasized the importance of social justice at workplace, although
monetary benefits can increase the intention to stay with such organization, workplace environment is
the key to get maximum performance.
6.2. Managerial Implications
Although previous research [1,70] considered knowledge hiding more risky for organizational
success, empirical research is relatively limited, which makes the present research more salient. The current
study indicates that, workplace ostracism acts as a key factor to influence the knowledge hiding behavior
at work. According to the results, ostracized individuals feel more job tension and depleted personal
resources, which activates the resource retaining mechanism and influences knowledge hiding behavior.
Therefore, workplace ostracism is costly for any organization and needs some preventive measures,
such as cultivating the culture which promotes interpersonal interaction, and team building, to decrease
its negative effects. Furthermore, encouraging the cooperative goal interdependence can be a helpful
measure to decrease workplace ostracism [4], task interdependence and team-based reward system foster
the cooperative environment and prevent workplace ostracism [10].
Furthermore, vertical business organizations need to pay more cost than any other organization if
their employees feel job tension [28]. As noted, workplace ostracism depletes the employee resources
and they feel job tension which drains their resources. To detect such issue, organizations need to adopt
early intervention strategies, such as an effective communication system and coaching to overcome
employee stress. Moreover, managers should also observe and try to find the cause of employee
stress, provide them with professional psychological guidance and encourage employee participation.
However, 360 pieces of feedback can also be a useful tool to evaluate the individual’s feeling about
others’ behavior.
In addition, job tension impedes employee participating behavior, and they become more inclined
to hide knowledge. As research has shown, knowledge hiding is not the opposite of knowledge
sharing [3], it is not enough to promote a knowledge sharing environment, but attenuating knowledge
hiding behavior is also as important. Furthermore, to overcome the reasons for knowledge hiding
behavior, organizations need to foster a culture of task interdependence and teamwork [6].
Finally, this study explained the effects of employees’ positive attitudes towards their organization,
while monetary incentives are not enough to reduce negative outcomes. Therefore, mangers need to
pay more attention towards moral motivation to improve job tension management. The present
research findings show that it becomes a key challenge to achieve organizational goals, but reducing
workplace ostracism, ensuring a collaborative environment and enhancing well-being can benefit
the organization.
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6.3. Limitations and Future Research
However, this study contributes to the existing body of literature in many ways, but can also be
interpreted in light of certain limitations. First, the generalizability of the results may be contaminated
because data were collected from one industry, while the effects may vary with job demands, culture,
and job mobility. As such, testing this model in different organizational settings and cultural contexts
may provide some other interesting findings. Secondly, although the time-lagged design has been
used to establish the cause and effect relationship among perceived ostracism and knowledge hiding
behavior, such relation may not be fully explained until the data correlational in nature. In addition,
some other individual abilities and differences, such as personality types and family conflicts, may
also lead to more stress (Connelly and Zweig, 2015) [15]. Furthermore, it is possible that regarding
job tenure, most likely employees with less tenure perceive more ostracism, while employees with
high tenure are more likely to hide knowledge [6,72]. Hence, for future research we recommend a
longitudinal design with more precise demographic information.
7. Conclusions
This research developed a moderating mediated model to examine the reasons behind knowledge
hiding behavior. Findings show that workplace ostracism as a major work stressor promotes such
behavior at work. Moreover, we examined the boundary conditions under which individuals are more
likely to withhold requested knowledge. As predicted, findings show that workplace ostracism positively
affects the individual’ feeling of job tension while such relation becomes stronger for individuals who
have a high level of employee loyalty. In addition, organizations could suffer more from the negative
effects of workplace ostracism as employees have a high level of job tension. Furthermore, this study
also provides several paths for mangers, as well as researchers, to devote more attention to knowledge
hiding behavior related with individuals’ attitudes towards their organization.
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