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Purpose: The study objective is to investigate the relationship between workplace ostracism, workplace incivility, and knowledge
hiding behavior (evasive hiding, playing dumb, rationalized hiding) while considering the mediating role of job anxiety.
Methods: The study collected data through structured questionnaires from 275 participants (ie, employees) working in the small to
medium-sized enterprise of five big cities of Pakistan. The study adopted a structured equation modeling technique for data analysis.
Results: Significantly, the study results suggest a positive effect of workplace ostracism and workplace incivility on employees’
knowledge hiding behavior, and job anxiety significantly mediates the relationship between workplace ostracism, workplace incivility,
and knowledge hiding behavior of employees.
Conclusion: The present study highlights the need to examine the personality disposition for understanding the relationship between
the variables (eg, workplace ostracism, workplace incivility, knowledge hiding behavior). Employees’ inappropriate behavior had
suppressed by initiating a campaign for a realistic job preview, setting an exceptional example. The study significantly contributes to
the current literature on knowledge hiding behavior by presenting valuable insight into organizational and individual variables,
subsequently influencing the knowledge hiding behavior of individuals. Indeed, this study is the first to investigate the predictive effect
of the proposed variables.
Keywords: workplace ostracism, workplace incivility, job anxiety, knowledge hiding behavior, SMEs

Introduction
To thrive in an economy, knowledge offers a competitive advantage.1 Knowledge sharing can improve organizational
performance and innovation abilities while lowering costs. By deploying software to share knowledge, implementing
incentive systems, building a long-term employee relationship, and fostering an environment that encourages knowledge
sharing among employees are a few ways that companies start behaviors that enhance knowledge sharing. Even with such
efforts, employee sharing remains low. They purposely conceal this information from their colleagues.2 They have proven
that the key to organizational success is the effective sharing of knowledge. Many scholars regard such a phenomenon as
crucial in promoting innovation and improving performance in production companies. The studies suggested sharing
knowledge. Han et al3 concluded that employees chose not to share their knowledge, hence the term “knowledge hiding.”
An individual intentionally conceals or withholds requested information. Research has regarded secretive behavior as
a negative factor that deters organizational performance, but studies examining its causes are often not comprehensive.4

Knowledge sharing receives more attention than knowledge concealment. They are conceptually different concepts.
Sharing information does not happen accidentally in knowledge hiding; instead, sharing is withheld or concealed
intentionally to withhold requested information.4 Since the motives for these acts are different, sharing information is
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simply absent. To foster knowledge transfer and sharing, organizations must understand the motivations behind employ-
ees’ behavior at work. Irum et al5 study was associated with mutual understanding and reciprocity, which explains the
tendency for members at work to respond negatively if mistreated.6 Positive workplace relationships are crucial for
employees to interact socially.1 Workplace ostracism (WO) and workplace incivility (WI) play an essential role in
eradicating social exchange behaviors in workplace ostracism.7 Workplace ostracism is a factor that brings with its
stressful behavior, emotional, physical, and mental exhaustion, and less productive behavior.8 Currently, a study is
exploring the impact of workplace disrespect on work performance and employee contributions.6 The pervasive nature of
workplace incivility and workplace ostracism may negatively impact an organization’s performance and employee
engagement.2 Workplace ostracism can stop people from helping in the workplace and promote counterproductive
work behavior (CWB). Zhao et al9 asserted that workplace incivility and workplace ostracism affect employees’
socialization. As a result, work stress may correlate with knowledge hiding as a predictor.

The motivation for hiding knowledge also pertains to the surrounding environment.3 For example, the way employees
interrelate will affect behavior since they share a workplace.10 Thus, workplace incivility and workplace ostracism may be
a situational factor that promotes evasive hiding between coworkers. Organizational behavior research explores the concept
of workplace incivility and ostracism as an emerging phenomenon.11 However, this study intends to examine how knowledge
is hidden within teams, despite many studies examining the causes, consequences, and nature of knowledge hiding. Thus, the
study adopts the social exchange theory (SET) and negative reciprocity as theoretical foundations to analyze and clarify
workplace incivility and ostracism’s prediction impact on the concealment of information and job anxiety with this construct.
Since individual differences influence how one thinks and behaves, the information is relevant.12

According to research, workplace incivility and workplace ostracism lead to employees’ hiding knowledge, nega-
tively affecting the organization’s performance.13 Workplace incivility and workplace ostracism affected the performance
of organizations and the organizations’ stakeholders, resulting in researchers investigating and addressing this issue. They
wished to discover the causes and origins of workplace incivility and workplace ostracism.14 People who work for
Pakistani SMEs change their behavior based on workplace incivility and workplace ostracism. According to previous
research, we should associate workplace incivility and workplace ostracism with job anxiety.15 However, it is unknown
whether workplace incivility, workplace ostracism, job anxiety, or a tendency to hide information are connected.
Researchers need to investigate the role of job anxiety, particularly as a mitigating factor. Many workers deal with
workplace incivility and workplace ostracism, yet they keep their fears to themselves out of fear of discrimination.16 As
a result, they are less productive, which adversely affects their motivation for work and loyalty to the organization. The
damage they do to a company’s reputation creates a hostile work environment, resulting in poor performance. It is an
attempt to help entrepreneurs of Pakistani SMEs as well as in the Asian context to reduce job anxiety and workplace
ostracism/ workplace incivility that inhibit knowledge hiding by using this research.5 It reveals the impact of working
away from home on a worker’s work life, personal relationships, and home life. Working away from home disrupts
a worker’s work-life balance and can create confusion, stress, and distress for the worker.

Based on the background literature, studying the effects of workplace factors and job anxiety and interdisciplinary
approaches to work is the purpose of this study. Therefore, a discussion is included about workplace ostracism,
workplace incivility, job anxiety, and knowledge hiding behavior. The following RQ (research questions) were derived
from the literature discussed above:

RQ1: To what extent can workplace ostracism affect the concealment of knowledge?
RQ2: How does workplace incivility determine knowledge hiding?
RQ3: Do job anxiety behaviors interrelate with workplace incivility, workplace ostracism, and knowledge

concealment?

Literature Review
Knowledge Hiding Behavior
Besides increasing the overall performance of an organization and making it more innovative, employees exchange
knowledge implicitly and explicitly with co-workers.17 The intentional hiding of knowledge is inherently selfish, but
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employees might be unwilling to impart it to others. Knowledge includes things like information about the job or
information related to specific tasks.18 Knowing that sharing knowledge is not welcomed distinguishes between holding
on to knowledge. This is detrimental to the flow of knowledge within an organization. As Ma et al19 pointed out, it differs
from counterproductive behavior (CWB), since knowledge concealment, while malicious, of course, is not aimed at
harming people or organizations, while CWB should do so. There are a few positive motives behind knowledge hiding.
Rationalized hiding has the purpose of shielding another’s feelings or safeguarding confidential information (eg, refusing
to share personal documents). A CWB can hurt the interests of both the organization and the stakeholder, whereas
information hiding is dualistic and, therefore, cannot be viewed as equally harmful.20

It is essential to keep in mind that different methods are used by employees with concealing information, according to
what question is being asked. In complex environments, employees may hide their knowledge evasively.14 A person who
uses evasive hiding provides inaccurate information or promises that they will provide sufficient information later. Thus,
although the individual is not in the Business of providing information, deception is involved. In contrast, an alternative
strategy is conceptualized as “failing to pretend ignorance of relevant information”.15

A typical example is pretending not to know what the management is after. Last, rationalized hiding refers to “making
an excuse for giving a reason or blaming another party.” Keeping confidential information secret and protecting
coworkers’ feelings are important reasons for using confidentiality.21 The consequences of intentionally hiding informa-
tion are detrimental for organizational performance, corporations, and development, even though individuals may think
of them as positive. This is true even for the likelihood of concealing information, but the research has not considered
this, despite efforts to ensure knowledge sharing through organizational practices.22

Workplace Ostracism
Workers become less engaged and disengaged once they are exposed to work ostracism and dissatisfied with their work
when considered outsiders. When a person experiences workplace ostracism, unproductive work behavior ensues.23

Having this problem leads to less productive behavior, physical, mental, and emotional exhaustion psychological and
physical harm resulting from workplace ostracism, which affects job anxiety and innovative behavior at work. An
organization or firm’s efficiency decreases because of poorly motivated employees who cope with workplace
ostracism.24,25

An increasing number of organizations have become interested in social exclusion, mistreatment, and workplace
ostracism. Because it creates social pain, it has many negative consequences, both at the individual and organizational
levels.26 With workplace ostracism, it is “the feeling that one is overlooked at work.” By threatening self-esteem,
belonging, control, and a sense of meaning, a sense of purpose in one’s life is threatened. The first study investigating
workplace ostracism concluded that it could be ostracized by any part of the workplace, including supervisors, co-
workers, or clients within or outside the organization.27 Perceptions of workplace ostracism are subjective.8 When
a coworker experiences workplace ostracism, they engage in hostile behavior toward colleagues. It can be subtle and
overt, depending on the situation.28 As well as affecting an individual’s capacity to start and maintain healthy behaviors,
these consequences result in decreased work motivation, civic engagement, and health problems.29,30 The organization’s
efficiency has recently attracted more attention from researchers.21 The result was deviant behavior between coworkers,
incompetence, and counterproductive behavior because of increased social interactions. Other organizations display
similar behavior.31

Workplace Incivility
According to Liu et al,32 workplace incivility is characterized by disrespecting others to lead to a sense of disconnec-
tion, a break in interpersonal relations, as well as an underdeveloped empathy.33 Studies of workplace incivility have
examined incidents involving individual workers, including checking email during meetings, sending text messages
during meetings, and expressing disrespectful remarks.34 Two factors explain why scholars are paying more attention
to these once-disregarded isolated incidents. First, it is irresponsible to ignore the costs related to workplace
incivility.35 According to researchers, workplace incivility takes a toll on both individuals and organizations.
According to previous research, workplace incivility negatively influences employees’ well-being, turnover intentions,
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and commitment to their jobs. Second, workplace incivility affects the entire world as well. Even though many
investigations of workplace incivility have been conducted in American settings. Liu et al32 demonstrates workplace
incivility is not uncommon in Asian workplaces. In Asian workplaces, workplace incivility has a similar negative
impact on the organization and the individual, although little empirical research has examined outcomes of workplace
incivility in the Asian workforce.36

Samma et al37 discussed workplace incivility and knowledge hiding based on social exchange and reciprocal norm
theories. When individuals exchange socially, benefits motivate them to expect and participate in the discussion.38

Therefore, interactions exchanging goods and services require adherence to a reciprocity principle related to social rules
governing how people respond to one another.39 In this way, laws will govern exchanges. Negative and positive
reciprocity are two ways we view reciprocity.40 For example, when a manager treats another negatively, it is natural
to return the kindness in kind; positive reciprocity produces favorable treatment.41,42 Therefore, when a party feels they
have been treated favorably, they will reciprocate in the same manner.

Job Anxiety
As described in the APA Handbook of Occupational Health, job anxiety includes “a worrying, frightened, and restless state
associated with perceived emotional or physical danger” occurring while resources are under threat.43 An employee’s desire
to be hired may also contribute to job anxiety.44 The treatment one receives at work affects someone’s well-being.45 We
relate an underlying sense of injustice induced by undermining to aggressive and depressive behavior.46 Job anxiety causes
employees to feel less satisfied with their jobs, perceive less support from their employer, and leave more often. We
associate job anxiety with poor work performance.47 Saquib et al48 found it a surrogate that encourages defensive behavior
and reduces aligning its goals with employees. Low job anxiety can be predicted by observing how the workplace changes
or becomes unsettling.49

The Conservation of Resources Theory (COR)
As a basis for making theoretical predictions, the COR model was employed in this study. Compared to a cooperative
workplace environment, people working in an uncooperative work environment have a negative attitude toward their jobs
and show little interest in their assigned work.50 The depletion of resources is also associated with destructive behavior.
In the context of working, it suggests a subsequent motivation to conserve resources.51 Because of the conflict between
work and family and dysfunctional politics in the workplace, employees are not interested in improving their perfor-
mance. In addition, work-related illness and workplace injury can cause resource loss through exposure to these health
problems.52,53 Usually, these losses are experienced through self-esteem damage or absorption in the workplace
activities, so that they no longer care for or respect the people around them and conserve their resources to make up
lost time. Toxic environments in the workplace can harm employees if they cannot regain resources that have been lost or
keep the resources they still have safe.54

Evidence suggests that an employee’s perception of workplace obstacles and difficulties can lead to significant
negative consequences.12 The perception that employees have about workplace challenges can negatively affect them. As
a result of exposure to such circumstances, employees under such conditions may develop harmful perceptions that can
alter their personalities or cause them to feel more overwhelmed. An unjust provision of information can reduce an
employee’s job performance because of a political or organizational climate.55 We believe that the level of work-related
stress is higher for male workers than for their female colleagues. As a result of the depersonalization among employees
caused by WI, anxiety among them has increased. The anxiety level of high-educated employees is higher than non-
highly educated ones.56,57 As the study of male employees in Pakistan shows, individuals with high levels of education
are treated disrespectfully; they often experience more significant losses in dignity. The male is more dominant in
Pakistani education because of a strict culture.58 This results in employees having high levels of job anxiety and
indiscriminate treatment.
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Workplace Ostracism and Knowledge Hiding Behavior
COR theory states that individuals have resources to satisfy their requirements. Therefore, people aim to maintain and
gain valuable resources to decrease the likelihood of losing help from them or the environment (physical, social,
cognitive). This perspective, grounded in COR theory, explains the impact of workplace ostracism on draining
individuals’ valuable resources required in the workplace.37 The response under such circumstances may be activation
of the individuals’ protection mechanisms, with continuous stress in response to ongoing resource dwindling contributing
to a negative outcome.59 Workplace ostracism has been shown to hide knowledge and feelings during the workday, as
predicted by the COR theory. Attempts to hide valuable information are more likely to occur when employees are
unaware that they may be punished for withholding sensitive data. Therefore, knowing when to hide and when not to
hide can have significant effects. Hence, we proposed the following hypotheses:

H1(a): Workplace ostracism is positively associated with evasive hiding.

H1(b): Workplace ostracism is positively associated with playing dumb.

H1(c): Workplace ostracism is positively associated with rationalized hiding.

Workplace Incivility and Knowledge Hiding
Members of an organization perform tasks that require knowledge, expertise, and ideas. The concept behind knowledge
hiding refers to persons intentionally withholding or concealing information regarding a request for information.32

Although employees are expected to share information, they frequently find reasons to keep information to themselves.
Afraid to lose power or status, with upset colleagues and a system that emphasizes individualized performance instead of
pooled results.34 This is an example of three strategies used by employees to conceal knowledge. As an example,
employees could play dumb, even though they already know the answers. In addition, it hides through evasive hiding
tactics, offering to provide knowledge, but refuses to comply. The final form of rationalized hiding involves giving
reasons ability cannot be shared or blaming third parties for preventing knowledge sharing.35

To better understand reciprocity and social exchange in the workplace,28 implement the concept of reciprocation.
With workplace incivility expressed by one party to another, the process of social exchange allows these two parties to
interact detrimentally. Using the “tit-for-tat” pattern, the authors establish signs of reciprocity and escalation in uncivil
behavior. The association between workplace incivility and workplace withdrawal has been empirically shown.33 We
hypothesize that employees who have been treated uncivilly conceal any knowledge they may have of such treatment is
a request made on their behalf by those who have dealt with them in such a manner. Hence, we proposed the following
hypotheses:

H2(a): Workplace incivility is positively associated evasive hiding.

H2(b): Workplace incivility is positively associated playing dumb.

H2(c): Workplace incivility is positively associated rationalized hiding.

The Mediating Role of Job Anxiety
Those not using coping resources during stressful times are likely to exhibit behaviors that lead to turnover intentions
and workplace ostracism. Hence the theory of conservation of resources predicts detrimental consequences for
individuals.38 A psychologically stressful atmosphere at the workplace raises job tensions that interfere with indivi-
duals’ ability to perform their duties and fulfill their organizations’ expectations. Workplace incivility and workplace
ostracism at work can increase job anxiety among workers who feel attached to their careers or feel satisfied with their
monetary benefits because workers are linked to their employment or feel satisfied with their economic benefits.
However, these factors may also be viewed as essential, especially with knowing how to ostracize. In this light, it is
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necessary to examine whether job anxiety affects knowledge hiding of different types (evasive, rational, and playing
dumb).

Several studies have shown that there is a correlation between job anxiety and work ostracism, and incivility. As COR
theories, fear arises from a perceived or actual threat to a group or organization’s valuable resources. A study shows that
it adversely affects factors, including self-esteem and confidence.43 It has been studied how job anxiety is related to
workplace ostracism, incivility, and concealment of knowledge. In these situations, employees in entrepreneur SMEs are
taken advantage of losing their ability to share knowledge. It is further believed the COR theory contends that rude
behavior among co-workers can cause employees to become frustrated, stressed, and anxious, which will cause decreased
productivity.44

By treating employees disrespectfully, supervisors and managers drain energy from employees and affect their
performance.41 In addition, their colleague’s disrespect may cause the employee’s job anxiety for their emotions, causing
them to become more stressed than they would otherwise. Besides workplace incivility, workplace ostracism, and
knowledge hiding, they also suggested that employees’ anxiety about their jobs contributes to job insecurity.
Therefore, based on the previous hypothesis, we suggest job anxiety could mediate workplace incivility. Based on our
proposed hypothesis, we also state:

H3(a): Job Anxiety mediates the positive relationship between workplace ostracism and evasive hiding.

H3(b): Job Anxiety mediates the positive relationship between workplace ostracism and playing dumb.

H3(c): Job Anxiety mediates the positive relationship between workplace ostracism and rationalized hiding.

H4(a): Job Anxiety mediates the positive relationship between workplace incivility and evasive hiding.

H4(b): Job Anxiety mediates the positive relationship between workplace incivility and playing dumb.

H4(c): Job Anxiety mediates the positive relationship between workplace incivility and rationalized hiding.

Research Methodology
We gathered data from small and medium enterprises (SMEs) employees in five major Pakistan cities. According to
the Small and Medium Enterprises Development Authority (SMEDA), SMEs account for almost 90% of all enter-
prises in the country; they hire 80% of nonagricultural employees, and their contribution of annual GDP is
approximately 40%. For the purpose of data collection convenient sampling was applied.60 530 questionnaires were
delivered to the enterprises through personal visits, and at the 315 filled questionnaires were received back from
enterprises and rest of the enterprises were unable to fill the questionnaire. After screening it was found that some
questionnaires were incomplete and we have to exclude 45 incomplete questionnaires from final sample. Now, 275
accurate questionnaires were available for data analysis. So, we considered 275 the final sample size with the response
rate of 51.9%.

Measures
This study adapted questions items from previously published studies. All items are evaluated through five-point Likert-
type scales where “1” (strongly disagree), “3” (neutral), and “5” (strongly agree). Three dimensions of knowledge hiding
(evasive hiding, playing dumb, rationalized hiding) were the dependent variables of this study. Four items were used to
measure each dimension of knowledge hiding and these were adapted from the study of Connelly et al,61 Thornton et al,62

Demirkasimoglu.63 This study used WO and WI as independent variables and used six items each for these two variables
adapted from the studies of Zhao et al9 and Chen et al.64 Moreover, job anxiety was the mediating variable which was
measured with five items adapted from the study of Allam.65
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Study Results
Significantly, the study had adopted the PLS-SEM approach for data analysis. The PLS-SEM technique determines the
dependent variables for ensuring maximum variance. PLS-SEM is the most effective prediction-orientated technique
used for estimating study outcomes.66 Simultaneously, PLS-SEM can manage both the measurement (outer) and
structural (inner) models. Perhaps, due to its colossal advantages, this approach is massively used for the data analysis
of complex path models.67 Moreover, it also considers the small sample size, thus providing accurate results. Hence, for
the present study PLS-SEM approach seems to be the best guide for conducting the study analysis.

Furthermore, the usage of the PLS-SEM methodology is on the increase, as Cepeda-Carrion et al68 recently pointed
out, owing to its possible benefits in KM science.69 Taking these arguments into consideration, PLS-SEM appears to be
beneficial for this study.

Common Method Bias
In a survey sample, common method variance (CMV) bias is a significant concern. This problem occurs when data are
gathered from a common source.70 A single-factor test was used to evaluate the existence of CMV among constructs, as
recommended by Harman.71 The results revealed that all the model’s items were classified into six constructs, with the
first one accounting for 22.113% of overall variation, which is less than the 50% estimated.67 In addition, we used Smart
PLS to run a complete collinearity evaluation test. According to Kock72 and Zafar et al,73 it is a relatively efficient and
accurate method. The VIF values of the inner model for all latent constructs are smaller than the predefined threshold of
5, indicating that typical process bias is not a major concern in our study.

Measurement Model
The current research model is based on six latent constructs, as demonstrated in Figure 1. The instrument’s Reliability
and Validity are evaluated using the measurement model. Hair et al67 suggested that measurement model assessment is
based on the reliability of the indicator and construct, s convergent and discriminant validity. Cronbach’s Alpha (Cα) and
indicator loading were employed to evaluate the instrument’s reliability. The indicators of the constructs were tested for
convergent Validity to determine whether they accurately assess the study variables.

The total sum of variance used in the indicators is replaced by the latent construct (ie, AVE), with CR depicting the
consistency of the variables. In particular, the reliability of individual items is significantly reported in Table 1 and
evaluated through items of factor loadings. The items containing a factor loading value equal to or greater than 0.6 are
potentially reported and retained in the model.74 Indeed, all the variables having Cronbach’s alpha value greater than 0.7
had considerably been acceptable.75

Furthermore, to enhance the reliability of the given construct, the composite reliability is also determined during the
analysis as it is the most efficient tool for predicting the reliability compared to Cronbach’s alpha.75 The value of
composite reliability greater than 0.7 fosters the reliability of all the items. In particular, convergent validity determines

Figure 1 Conceptual Framework.
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Table 1 Measurement Model Results

Items Loadings Cα CR AVE

Workplace Ostracism 0.867 0.904 0.657

WO1 0.821

WO2 0.880

WO3 0.873

WO4 0.806

WO5 0.650

Workplace Incivility 0.818 0.869 0.525

WI1 0.714

WI2 0.766

WI3 0.794

WI4 0.685

WI5 0.724

WI6 0.659

Job Anxiety

JA2 0.780 0.794 0.866 0.618

JA3 0.776

JA4 0.809

JA5 0.779

Evasive Hiding 0.867 0.909 0.715

EH1 0.826

EH2 0.853

EH3 0.892

EH4 0.809

Playing Dumb 0.872 0.913 0.723

PD1 0.847

PD2 0.841

PD3 0.866

PD4 0.849

Rationalized Hiding RH1 0.741 0.790 0.864 0.614

RH2 0.848

RH3 0.771

RH4 0.770

Notes: Ca> 0.7; CR>0.7; AVE>0.5; loadings>0.6. According to Hair et al, the discriminant validity of the measurement model shows the extent to which a particular
measure is differentiated from the other ones.We followed the Fornell and Larcker and HTMTratio to test the discriminant validity among the latent constructs (Table 2).
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whether the construct properly measures the variables. Accordingly, convergent validity had assessed by estimating the
average –variance- extracted (AVE). AVE examines whether the construct variance had appropriately explained from the
chosen items.76 Consistent with Bagozzi and Yi,77 the cut-off value for the average variance had found to be 0.5, with all
the constructs having the AVE value higher than the suggested threshold (ie, referred to Table 1). Figure 2 demonstrates
the convergent validity of the adopted measurement model.

In addition, two methods are included to validate the proposed model’s discriminant validity, namely the Fornell-
Larcker criteria and Heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) ratios.67 Table 2 indicates that discriminant validity is confirmed
based on the Fornell-Larcker criteria since each column’s top value of the association of measures is maximum.76 In
addition, Henseler et al proposed a novel method for determining discriminant validity. They argued that although the
Fornell-Larcker criterion can efficiently assess discriminant validity; however, it could not identify the absence of

Figure 2 Measurement Model.

Table 2 Discriminant Validity

Fornell-Larcker Criterion Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT)

EH JA PD RH WI WO EH JA PD RH WI WO

EH 0.846 EH

JA 0.520 0.786 JA 0.624

PD 0.553 0.527 0.851 PD 0.634 0.627

RH 0.534 0.475 0.471 0.783 RH 0.633 0.595 0.560

WI 0.529 0.570 0.579 0.436 0.725 WI 0.622 0.696 0.683 0.533

WO 0.604 0.580 0.573 0.389 0.682 0.810 WO 0.683 0.688 0.655 0.450 0.805

Abbreviations: EH, Evasive Hiding; JA, Job Anxiety; PD, Playing Dumb; RH, Rationalized Hiding; WI, Workplace Incivility; WO, Workplace Ostracism.
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discriminant validity. Therefore, we also evaluated discriminant validity using the HTMT ratio. The values of HTMT for
the variables used in this study are seen in Table 3. According to the criteria, all variables’ HTMT values must be smaller
than 0.90.67 As seen in Table 2, the HTMT values for all measures are less than 0.90, indicating that all variables under
analysis have discriminant validity.

Structural Model Assessment
The second phase in PLS-SEM evaluation is structural model assessment. The assessment of the structural path model
involves assessing the multicollinearity, model’s predictive relevance and empirical significance of path coefficients, and
the confidence level.79 The present study employed general recommendations for evaluating the structural model and
interpreting findings from Ringle et al.80 However, specific recommendations from Preacher and Hayes81 were also
considered for mediation analysis.

The variance inflation factor (VIF) values were examined in this study to verify the model’s collinearity concerns.
Experts believe that if the inner VIF values are below 5, data has no collinearity problems.74 The current study’s findings
illustrate that the values of the inner VIF are lower than the cut-off criteria. It demonstrates no collinearity in the data
used in this analysis and confirms the model fitness. Furthermore, we have four endogenous constructs in our model (see
Figure 2). The R2 for Evasive Hiding 0.419 (Q2 = 0.288), Playing Dumb was 0.423 (Q2 = 0.300), Rationalized Hiding
was 0.267 (Q2 = 0.152) and Job Anxiety was 0.393 (Q2 = 0.234) which indicates that 41.9%, 42.3%,26.7% and 39.3% of
the variance in the respective constructs can be explained by their predictors. Q2 values greater than 0 indicate sufficient
predictive relevance (see Table 4). Furthermore, the effect size (f2) results are presented in Table 4. The finding reveals
that the values for f2 of the relationships are lower to higher levels, confirming model fitness.

Next, to analyze the developed hypothesis, we ran a bootstrapping of 5000 subsamples. First, we assessed the direct
relationships before looking at the mediation effects. The results of direct effects are presented in Table 4 and Figure 3. For H1
(a) to H1(c), findings reveal that Workplace Ostracism was significantly associated with Evasive Hiding (β=0.378; p< 0.001)
and Playing Dumb (β=0.254; p< 0.001) but was not significantly related to Rationalized Hiding (0.057; p> 0.05) which
supports H1a and H1(b) while H1(c) is not supported. Moreover, For H2(a) to H2(c), Study findings show that Workplace

Table 3 Effect Size, Coefficient of Determination and Predictive Relevance

VIF R Square Q Square

Evasive
Hiding

Job
Anxiety

Playing
Dumb

Rationalized
Hiding

Endogenous
Construct

Endogenous
Construct

Evasive Hiding 0.419 0.288
Playing Dumb 0.423 0.300

Rationalized Hiding 0.267 0.152

Job Anxiety 1.649 1.649 1.649 0.393 0.234
Workplace Incivility 2.043 1.869 2.043 2.043

Workplace Ostracism 2.081 1.869 2.081 2.081

Table 4 Direct Effects

Proposal Effect Beta St. Dev. T Values f2 Confirmed

Workplace Ostracism -> Evasive Hiding H1a 0.378*** 0.085 4.452 0.118 Yes

Workplace Ostracism -> Playing Dumb H1b 0.254*** 0.082 3.112 0.054 Yes
Workplace Ostracism -> Rationalized Hiding H1c 0.057NS 0.084 0.676 0.002 No

Workplace Incivility -> Evasive Hiding H2a 0.148NS 0.087 1.699 0.018 No

Workplace Incivility -> Playing Dumb H2b 0.280*** 0.082 3.402 0.067 Yes
Workplace Incivility -> Rationalized Hiding H2c 0.216** 0.080 2.684 0.031 Yes

Notes: ***p< 0.001; **p< 0.01.
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Incivility was insignificantly associated with Evasive Hiding (0.148; p>0.05) but significantly related to Playing Dumb
(β=0.280; p< 0.001) Rationalized Hiding (β=0.216; p< 0.001), which support H2(a) and H2 (c) while H1(a) is not supported.

We performed the mediation analysis in Smart-PLS using the Preacher & Hayes bias-corrected bootstrapping
approach at a 95% confidence interval to test the six mediating hypotheses. The rationale for employing the boot-
strapping technique of Hayes and Preacher is that it is a nonparametric test that assesses the indirect effects by sampling
the data set repeatedly (Table 5).

H3(a), H3(b), and H3(c) the mediating role of job anxiety in the relationship between Workplace Ostracism and three
dimensions of knowledge hiding (Evasive hiding, playing dumb, and Rationalized Hiding) was proposed. Results reveal
that sources of knowledge significantly mediate the relationship between Workplace Ostracism and Evasive hiding
(β=0.078; t< 2.198), playing dumb (β=0.079; t=2.682) and Rationalized Hiding (β=0.114; t=2.841) which supports H3
(a), H3(b), and H3(c). Additionally, it can be observed that job anxiety partially mediates the relationship between
Workplace Ostracism and evasive hiding, and playing dumb, while fully mediates Workplace Ostracism and its relation-
ship with Rationalized Hiding, As seen in Table 5, Moreover, For H4(a), H4(b), and H4(c) the mediating role of job
anxiety in the relationship between Workplace Incivility and three dimensions of knowledge hiding (Evasive hiding,
playing dumb and Rationalized Hiding) was proposed. Results reveal that sources of knowledge significantly mediate the
relationship between Workplace Incivility and Evasive hiding (β=0.070; t=2.478), playing dumb (β=0.071; t=2.588) and
Rationalized Hiding (β=0.104; t=3.162) which supports H4a, H4b, and H4c. Additionally, it can be observed that job
anxiety partly mediates the association between Workplace Incivility and playing dumb, and Rationalized Hiding while
fully mediates Workplace Incivility and its relationship with evasive hiding (see Table 5).

Discussion
Researchers have focused their attention on workplace ostracism and workplace incivility, affecting individuals’ refusal
to reveal information. An environment with coworkers encourages employee confidence and relaxes the mind to

Figure 3 Structural Model.
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maximize their effectiveness. As a basis for making theoretical predictions, the COR theory was employed in this study.
Compared to a cooperative workplace environment, people working in an uncooperative work environment have
a negative attitude toward their jobs and show little interest in their assigned work.50 The depletion of resources is
also associated with destructive behavior. In the context of working, it suggests a subsequent motivation to conserve
resources.51 Because of the conflict between work and family and dysfunctional politics in the workplace, employees are
not interested in improving their performance. In contrast, a work environment without coworkers and a work environ-
ment without welfare contribute to job anxiety. The primary cause of job anxiety for employees is when their
organization suffers from WO or WI. The model was tested on four hypotheses.

It is hypothesized that workplace ostracism positively influences evasive hiding, rationalized hiding and playing
dumb. Furthermore, WO appear to be positively influenced knowledge hiding, as shown by the results. In effect,
hypotheses 1(a), 1(b) are supported and 1(c) is not supported, where workplace ostracism results in more knowledge
being concealed. WO is not influenced on rationalized hiding because organization may use some advanced technology
to observe employee behavior or some employees ethically consider it as bad habit in different settings. COR theory also
supports this result and these results are also in line with the previous study.58 Organizations, employees, and key
stakeholder groups cooperate when trust and honesty are present; however, workplace ostracism can damage the
relationships. Therefore, workplace anxiety, insomnia, and depression contribute to the concealment of information by
workers.

The research found that WI and the three-component strategies (playing dumb, evasive hiding, rationalized hiding)
were positively correlated. Employees with high WI at work will probably hide knowledge. As a result, we associate WI
with higher concealment of expertise, as Hypothesis 2(b), 2(c) suggests but surprisingly results of this study not
supported 2(a). In some settings an employee may show incivility in the reaction of someone’s rude behavior but he
does not want to hide its knowledge as a senior member of the team, finding is consistent with previous study of Khoreva
and Wechtler.21 Rasool et al82 also examined 180 Chinese bank employees and discovered we positively related
workplace incivility tension to knowledge hiding. This is consistent through the COR perspective and with the
Resource-Based View theory (RBV). We have shown the correlation between WI and information concealment in
previous studies.

Table 5 Direct, Indirect and Total Effects

Β T Statistics Β T Statistics β T Statistics Conclusion

H3a WO-> JA-> EH 0.378*** 4.433 0.078* 2.198 0.455*** 5.968 Partial Mediation

LLCI 0.200 0.021 0.294

ULCI 0.534 0.161 0.591

H3b WO-> JA-> PD 0.254*** 3.134 0.079** 2.682 0.333*** 4.557 Partial Mediation

LLCI 0.087 0.030 0.182

ULCI 0.402 0.142 0.470

H3c WO-> JA-> RH 0.057NS 0.669 0.114** 2.841 0.171* 2.185 Full Mediation

LLCI −0.120 0.049 0.013

ULCI 0.213 0.207 0.320

H4a WI-> JA-> EH 0.148NS 1.701 0.070* 2.478 0.218* 2.591 Full Mediation

LLCI −0.016 0.020 0.058

ULCI 0.327 0.132 0.393

H4b WI-> JA-> PD 0.280*** 3.376 0.071** 2.588 0.352*** 4.178 Partial Mediation

LLCI 0.113 0.026 0.182

ULCI 0.437 0.133 0.515

H4c WI-> JA-> RH 0.216** 2.640 0.104*** 3.162 0.319*** 3.945 Partial Mediation

LLCI 0.057 0.047 0.163

ULCI 0.381 0.175 0.481

Notes: ***p< 0.001; **p< 0.01; *p< 0.05.
Abbreviations: LLCI, lower limit confidence interval; ULCI, upper limit confidence interval.
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These findings corroborate hypotheses 3(a), 3(b), and 3(c) and 4(a), 4(b), 4(c), showing that job anxiety arises from
workplace incivility, ostracism, and knowledge hiding. The current study corroborates previous studies and is supported
by COR theory. In a study of Pakistani public and private sector telecom organizations, Prem et al83 found that
employees hide their expertise from their colleagues out of job anxiety. Our findings show that job anxiety plays
a significant role in the phenomenon that workplace incivility and workplace ostracism cause those in the immediate
workplace to separate from their colleagues to become dehumanized.

Theoretical Implications
The study findings advance our understanding in the area of psychology and organization behavior. The individual’s
willingness is the primary obligation because knowledge is “intellectual property,” meaning that organizations cannot
force employees to transfer knowledge. To understand why knowledge hiding occurs, it is essential to understand
individual antecedents. Researchers in the field of knowledge hiding and traditional research in the area explained the
well-known phenomenon by predicting many other factors, including interpersonal (peer relationships, supervisor
relationships), cultural factors (culture and justice), and individual abilities (eg, political intelligence, interpersonal
relations). Therefore, this study aims to add to the literature by examining the possibility that workplace ostracism can
conceal information. This hostile work environment may cause individuals to alter their involvement in the social
environment. As a result, we provide further insight into how workplace ostracism plays a significant role in stress
management. According to our hypothesis, people conceal their knowledge in response to resources that are at risk.

According to this study finding, an exchange system based on the non-escalating tit-for-tat propositions was made.
When employees are treated unprofessional or disrespectful, they will probably show no signs of retaliation. When
workplace incivility lacks a rational purpose, it is not harmful. Retaliation will most likely be subtle and would not be
seen by the perpetrators. It is prevalent for managers to reprimand employees for overt retaliation in team-oriented
organizations. It is not unusual for perpetrators to ask their victims whether they are aware of workplace incivility in an
attempt at revenge. A study examining workplace incivility and knowledge concealment has not been conducted to our
knowledge. The first study to show conceptually and empirically that workplace incivility affects knowledge hiding was
reported here. Future researchers can use it to explore whether it will link workplace incivility to information
concealment.

This study contributes to understanding cognitive processes in non-participatory behaviors, such as knowledge hiding
following the COR theory perspective. Increased job anxiety raises emotional disturbances and exacerbates behavioral
responses, such as hiding knowledge. These studies contribute to the literature on knowledge hiding by challenging the
notion of ignorance to explore how the practice is integrated with complaints of workplace incivility.35 Thus, these
studies contribute to knowledge hiding literature. A study further pointed out that although financial rewards can increase
commitment to a company, its environment is fundamental in enabling employees to achieve peak performance.

Managerial Implications
Even though prior research had deemed the risks associated with knowledge hiding higher, empirical research was
relatively limited, making this study relevant. Workplace ostracism is a crucial factor influencing knowledge hiding
behaviors in the workplace. Individuals who are ostracized experience more job strain and deplete their resources, which
induces the knowledge-hiding mechanism and results in resource retention. Work ostracism at work is expensive for
a company, and preventing it by cultivating a culture that encourages interpersonal relationships among coworkers is an
excellent way to minimize the effects of stress. The encouragement of interdependent cooperative goals and a team-based
reward system can prevent workplace ostracism.8 The use of decentralized reward systems helps to foster cooperation
and to avoid ostracism.

Employers should consider these findings to reduce knowledge hiding behaviors at work. Focusing efforts on the
people who already work there and those who will soon join them can effectively manage workplace incivility. To get
existing employees to be civil at work, managers first need to create awareness among staff. Posters can be displayed in
inaccessible areas, and communications can be made in meetings encouraging employees to practice civility and training
sessions can be conducted. Leadership behaviors, including supervisors, need to be modelled by leaders.
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Similarly, complaints should be taken seriously against any employees who display uncivilized behavior. Employees
will feel comfortable with incivility in an organization if it tolerates small-scale incivility. These measures motivate
employees to cooperate, build strong bonds, and create a positive work environment. By eliminating knowledge
concealment, we are preventing knowledge leakage. A communication system that works effectively and coaching
that reduces employed stress is an excellent strategy to detect such issues. A manager must also figure out what causes
employed stress, aid as professional psychological counselling, and promote employee involvement.

Study Limitations and Future Research
There is much to be gained from the present study, but its interpretation also has limitations. We based these results on
a single industry, making it harder to generalize because labor demands, cultural differences, and mobility vary across the
sectors. Industry type and culture are two main elements which are most affected on behaviors of employees, so future
researchers should test model in different industry type and in different cultural context. It may be helpful to test the
model in organizations with various cultures and environments. Two reasons may contribute to the lack of a complete
explanation for the perceived workplace ostracism and knowledge concealment, even though the time-lag analysis has
established a causal link. A person’s strengths and weaknesses, including their psychological makeup and family
dynamics, may also contribute to stress. Those with fewer years of experience likely feel more ostracized, while those
with more tenure conceal knowledge more often. We, therefore, recommend that future research use longitudinal
methods with specific demographic data.

Conclusion
Workplace ostracism and workplace incivility at work deplete employees’ resources, which leads to job anxiety,
causing them to become exhausted. A vertically integrated business organization must pay more benefits than other
companies if workers suffer from job anxiety. Job anxiety was predicted to mediate the relationship between workplace
incivility, workplace ostracism, and information concealment. Having identified such associations, the present study
aims to identify the factors that influence behavior towards knowledge hiding based on previous research. Workplace
incivility plays a significant role in knowledge hiding by employees when they perceive uncivil behavior from their
teammates.
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