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The knowledge hiding behavior (KHB) can obstruct the stream of information
to decrease the creativity in the organization. This study examines the effect of
interpersonal competition on KHB, moral disengagement (MD), and work overload (WO).
Moreover, this study also examines the impact of MD and WO on KHB. Also, the study
examines the mediating role of MD and WO between interpersonal competition and
KHB. The study was carried out by quantitative methodology, and 361 employees were
engaged to fill the questionnaires employed in manufacturing companies from China.
A convenient sampling technique had used for data collection. The findings of this study
indicate that interpersonal competition positively and significantly affects KHB, MD, and
WO. Moreover, this study established that MD and WO positively and significantly impact
KHB. According to the results, MD WO significantly mediates interpersonal competition
and KHB. This research is valuable for government, policymakers, and executives of
manufacturing companies to establish the appropriate strategies for employees and
provide a sustainable environment. This research also offers new visions to managers to
know the current events and predict the possible causes that lead to the KHB and what
is the possible strategies to eliminate this kind of behavior.

Keywords: interpersonal competition, knowledge hiding behavior, moral disengagement, work overload,
employee performance

INTRODUCTION

In today’s world of fierce competition, the progressing globalization and intense technological
advancement have made knowledge a vital tool, driving the firms’ operations. To the developing
significance of knowledge in numerous disciplines, various organizations have contributed to
knowledge creation to achieve business success. Knowledge, a valuable resource, fosters the
theoretical understanding of the subject, thereby upgrading an individual’s behavior and status
(Raza et al., 2018). Undoubtedly, knowledge being a worthwhile asset is an impulsion that makes
employees compete successfully in the business environment.

However, in the recent years, internal competition has spurred the employees in power, with
knowledge assets working as the incentive mechanism, accelerating the enterprise activities. In
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particular, competition is an activity that establishes supremacy
and rivalry (e.g., internal and external) over the others.
Accordingly, interpersonal competition alludes to the rivalry
between the two parties attempting to acquire superiority
at the workplace. It motivates individuals to compete for
resources, incentives, position, and power, thus accomplishing
organizational goals. Perhaps, it is a powerful driver that
leads individuals to see their co-workers as their immediate
competition (Sarfraz et al., 2019; Shah et al., 2019; Kalra et al.,
2021).

Indeed, contrary to knowledge sharing, today, the progressing
internal competitiveness has fostered the concept of knowledge
hiding, thus elevating the need for effective knowledge
management. Knowledge hiding is a counterproductive behavior
that encourages employees to limit knowledge sharing to gain
supremacy (Singh, 2019). Knowledge largely depends on the
individual intention to share the resource to gain organizational
reward and benefit (Lanke, 2018). Considerably, knowledge
hiding behavior (KHB) alludes to an act of intentionally
withholding the knowledge as requested by a fellow member.
Knowledge hiding is an accepted phenomenon that is widely
prevalent in the work setting (Jiang et al., 2019; Ajaz et al., 2020).
Given the articulation, the research states that employees face
difficulty sharing important information with their subordinates,
thus predicting increased interpersonal competitiveness
(Connelly et al., 2019). Perhaps, it is a subtle way of rationalizing
the individuals’ inability to share information among individuals,
groups, and organizations (Anand and Hassan, 2019).

For the organization to gain competitiveness, the management
expects employees to exchange knowledge with the other workers
(Khalid et al., 2018). Consistently, KHB enables individuals to
forgo their responsibility of helping others. This action leads
to the concept of moral disengagement (MD), which alludes
to the process that makes individuals bear the consequences
of their immoral violations. It is a phenomenon that enables
individuals to disengage from the process of morality, leading
them to act against moral standards (Bandura et al., 1996). It
makes individuals think that their actions are ethically justifiable
(Sahi and Ahmad, 2019; Abdullah et al., 2021). The study shows
that MD fosters immoral motives in individuals, thus making
them exhibit behavior (i.e., unethical) which is inhumane and
morally unacceptable.

Apart from growing MD, today, the developing
competitiveness has also increased the workload on employees.
Consistent with this statement, the research shows that inability
to cope with the increasing job demands encourages individual
to hide their knowledge from other employees (Jahanzeb
et al., 2020). Work overload (WO) refers to the employees’
inability to deal with the work burden (Spector and Jex, 1998).
It refers to long hours’ work, a waste of time, and a sense of
frustration, thus adversely affecting employee productivity and
cognition (Abdullah et al., 2018a; Hobfoll et al., 2018). Indeed,
it fundamentally influences the firms’ working environment,
thereby generating a need to adopt novel approaches to deal
with this issue.

Research on knowledge management has considerably
increased over the last few years. Numerous determinants had

predicted different approaches involving knowledge-sharing
behavior. Perhaps, despite the expanding literature on knowledge
sharing, there is still an extended scope to explore in the context
of KHB. The literature shows that limited literature has examined
the effect of knowledge hiding in the competitive work setting
(Han et al., 2020). Similarly, another study states that a small
mechanism had illustrated this concept that suggests bringing
the research into the limelight that speaks on the notion of
knowledge hiding (Bavik, 2020). Today, the increased focus on
knowledge in the competitive world requires to dig deep into the
literature of knowledge management behavior (Hernaus et al.,
2019). Indeed, our research reveals that very few studies have
investigated the effect of knowledge hiding in today’s business
environment (Boz Semerci, 2019). Accordingly, the previous
studies call empirical literature to demonstrate the numerous
aspects of KHB influencing various factors. Consequently, this
study emphasizes a need for deep research on employees’ KHB
(Shrivastava et al., 2021).

However, in response to filling the research gap, this study
empirically aims to follow the instructions delivered to discover
the KHB in the internal competitive environment. The study
objective is to explore the different factors that lead to KHB
among employees. As opposed to prior studies, the study
objective was to examine the direct relationship of interpersonal
competition with MD and WO. However, previous literature
calls for a study that explores the mediating role of knowledge
hiding in the competitive work setting. Besides the claims made
in the literature, very few empirical studies have integrated
the mediating effect of MD. This study extends the association
between knowledge hiding and interpersonal competition
by substantially investigating the mediating influence of
MD. The theoretical framework fundamentally evaluates the
mediating effect of WO, arching the nexus between interpersonal
competition and KHB. Significantly, this study bridges the
research gaps by presenting a well-built establishment on the
construct of knowledge hiding, MD, and WO.

Subsequently, to the best of our knowledge, this study is a
novel contribution toward knowledge management. Its research
objective equipped with the enriched literature builds a strong
knowledge foundation, making this study a unique presentation
of the prior studies. This study presents a framework suggesting
the best approach to investigate the research hole. Its extended
scope broadens the knowledge on the proposed concept by
accumulating the dispersed literature from the management
domain. It fundamentally integrates the scattered data under
one research topic. Following the necessary debate and need for
theoretical contribution, this article is a well-written presentation
of a novel conceptual model for the practitioners across the
management discipline. It suggests that establishing a friendly
knowledge-sharing culture requires practitioners to integrate
high knowledge skills, thus ensuring the dynamic practice of
moral engagement in complex situations.

Significantly, this unique model is a valuable addition to
the existing literature that compels this knowledge to aid
the organizations, lessening the deliberate effect of knowledge
hiding. The study elements capture the attention of academicians
and future researchers, thus improving their understanding of
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the maturing field of knowledge hiding in the competitive
environment. Further, this article presents the impact of
interpersonal competition on executives in a structural form.
The research findings make them realize impeding factor that
causes interpersonal competition to increase. Consequently, this
study holds immense significance for individuals, groups, and
organizations by providing a broader understanding of the
knowledge culture in the workplace setting.

Hence, as a quick reminder, this study starts with introducing
the study concept. Along with this, the second section (i.e.,
literature review) illustrates the theoretical background by
explicitly developing a diverse set of hypotheses involving
interpersonal competition. In the same vein, the study
methodology (refer to section “Methodology”) describes
the relevant research instruments needed for study analysis.
Similarly, section “Results” demonstrates the research results,
with section “Discussion” discussing the study outcomes. Finally,
section “Conclusion and Implications” concludes the research
paper by presenting implications for future practice.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Knowledge is the core element that enables the firm to
achieve sustainability in the growing business environment.
Undoubtedly, the employees’ knowledge performance plays a
crucial role in fostering the firms’ growth (Pérez-Salazar et al.,
2019). Workers’ knowledge supports the corporations’ success.
But, still, some employees hide knowledge for their interests and
welfare. Consequently, section “Literature Review” formulates a
strong research background, thereby establishing a direct and
indirect relationship in the light of previous studies’ reviews. The
following section provides a detailed overview of the intended
terms: interpersonal competition (IC), KHB, MD, and WO.
Indeed, to capture the readers’ attention, all the details had
demonstrated in the same series in the below section.

Interpersonal Competition and
Knowledge Hiding Behavior
Over the years, the significance of knowledge sharing accelerating
the firms’ activities has considerably gained management
attention. Despite the various attempts to strengthen individual
ability, knowledge sharing has led KHB, a new concept, to
the limelight (Anand et al., 2020). Predominately, it refers to
the intentional hiding of knowledge requested by the fellow
member for achieving power, ownership, and success (Jahanzeb
et al., 2020). Consistently, the study shows that employees hide
knowledge due to insufficient rewards of sharing knowledge, the
increasing rivalry, and psychological entitlement (Abdullah et al.,
2018b; Wen and Ma, 2021).

Knowledge hiding is a novel construct influenced by the
interpersonal environment. Employees refrain from sharing
the knowledge to increase their work status, performance,
and position. The interpersonal competition motivates the
knowledge holder to hide the information to maintain ownership.
Potentially, this action enhanced by internal competition implies
that this negative attitude of hiding the knowledge reduces

individuals’ power. The favored hiding of the knowledge drives
the employees to feel obstructive and helpless. Given the
statement, the research states interpersonal competition to be
a positive stimulator of KHB (Hernaus et al., 2019). However,
various factors trigger KHB. Out of all, interpersonal competition
is the most significant factor driving the employees’ intention to
obscure knowledge (Jha et al., 2019). Indeed, this undesirable
action is a common phenomenon among the employees that
creates a barrier to knowledge sharing behavior.

Perhaps, to thrive in the competitive economy, where
interpersonal competition is at its peak, KHB presents a
disincentive to the organization, thus hampering its performance
and sustainability. In particular, the organization’s success is
highly dependent on employees’ knowledge-sharing behavior.
However, besides the numerous incentives of knowledge
sharing, the literature shows that employees are still reluctant
to share the information. In explaining this notion, the
study states that the increased internal competition leads
employees to hide the information, substantially making firms
experience the diminished result of knowledge hiding (e.g.,
reduced productivity; Kumar Jha and Varkkey, 2018). Hence,
a knowledge-based environment has become vital for the
institution’s progress.

The KHB enables the individuals to limit the crucial
information to themselves, thus gaining superiority over the
other employees. In the illustration, the study shows that the
increased workplace competition makes the individual hide the
knowledge, potentially thinking the other person to be his
competitor (Xiao and Cooke, 2019). Similarly, the research shows
that a highly competitive environment (e.g., internal) makes
the employees hide the knowledge at the workplace (Swab and
Johnson, 2019). Arguably, competitive work knowledge leads
individuals to achieve personal goals, thus pursuing competitive
advantage. Perhaps, staying ahead of others leads the employees
to engage in unacceptable behavior. KHB makes employees keep
information to themselves, substantially withholding an edge
over the other colleagues (Hernaus et al., 2019).

Considerably, the escalating interpersonal pressure
encourages individuals to exhibit destructive behavior (Hernaus
et al., 2019). Personal competitiveness makes individuals respond
selfishly to the increasing requirement of the workplace. This
act shows that the individual is too busy to exchange knowledge
with colleagues. In the illustration, the study demonstrates that
a competitive climate leads individuals to exhibit KHB (Xiong
et al., 2021). Hence, the literature presents a strong background
on KHB among the employees due to the accelerating internal
competition. Indeed, based on the prior research, we had
formulated the following hypothesis.

H1: Interpersonal competition has a positive and significant
impact on knowledge hiding behavior.

Interpersonal Competition and Moral
Disengagement
Remarkably, in the past few years, considerable research has
accumulated on the increasing significance of interpersonal
competition for understanding the role of MD. At Present, ethics
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scholars have drawn attention to the growing prominence of
interpersonal competition leading to MD behaviors. MD refers
to the individual behavior violating ethical standards. In the
firms’ competitive environment, ethics makes the individuals
sustain a superior position. The unethical tactics lead the
individuals to provide false information, thus giving rise to
ethical business dilemmas. IC drives unethical distortions to
motivate employees to exhibit unethical behavior (Li et al.,
2018). Given the statement, the study states that employees’
competitive orientation significantly amplifies the MD act
(Liu and Kim, 2020).

Furthermore, within the organization, moral cognition
significantly influences employees’ behavior. Consistently, a rapid
increase in morality awareness ensures the implementation of
ethical conduct at the workplace. The employee perception
of increased competition influences their ethical consideration.
Employees facing intense personal rivalry foster unethical
choices, thus deviating from the ethical standards. Given the
statement, the research states that antisocial behavior elevates
the negative attitude, thus evoking MD in individuals (Shehzad
et al., 2020; van de pol et al., 2020). Likewise, interpersonal
rivalry makes the individual secure their interest while prompting
unethical behavior at the workplace. Given the explanation, the
study shows that individual self-interest makes the employees
activate MD, thus engaging in immoral practices (Khan et al.,
2021). In a competitive environment, the employees’ unethical
behavior motivates them to act immorally, thus ensuring personal
motives. This detrimental behavior restricts the individual from
performing the activities as per the standardized rules, thus
leading individuals to be inconsistent with moral standards
(Scheiner et al., 2018).

In particular, MD, being widespread, has a considerable
impact on organizations and stakeholders (i.e., employees). At
the individual level, engaging in illegal activities is the function
of interpersonal competition. Competition elevates the feeling
of frustration in individuals. Employees feeling competitive
pressure reciprocate their behaviors against moral principles.
Indeed, the competitive orientation demonstrates employees’
desire to maximize personal interest, thus ignoring the ethical
standards. Therefore, the hypothesis developed based on the
prior studies reviews concludes.

H2: Interpersonal competition has a positive and significant
impact on moral disengagement.

Interpersonal Competition and Work
Overload
Interpersonal competition is the most studied topic across
the various management discipline. Accordingly, many
scholars have developed considerable literature on the firms’
competitive environment. As per the prior literature, the
consequences of interpersonal competition are appraised
as a challenge to downsize the effects of organizational
rewards. WO increases the interpersonal tension among
individuals. Given the explanation, the study shows that
interpersonal competition makes the individuals exhibit hostile
behavior (e.g., disagreements, conflicts) toward co-workers

(Wallace and Buchanan, 2019). Hence, it is a controversial force
creating rivalry among the workers.

However, WO has become employees’ prime concern in
the recent years that demands management attention. Heavy
workloads require individuals to exert extra time and effort, thus
providing them fewer opportunities to excel in their job roles.
The progressing interpersonal competition has overburdened
the employees, thus making it difficult for them to cope with
the high workplace competitiveness. WO makes individuals feel
unsatisfied with the work. Perhaps, in the review of the current
literature, the study indicates that a competitive environment
makes employees experience excessive workload and job stress
(Qasim et al., 2020), thus making it hard for employees to meet
the organizations’ standards.

The accelerating workplace subjects the individual to deal
with the increasing work pressure such as intense competition.
Competitive pressure amplifies the work strain, thus bringing
adverse outcomes. Altogether, workload and competition initiate
feelings of stress among the individuals. Given the statement, the
research shows that internal competitiveness leads the individual
to work under a competitive climate, subsequently fostering the
feeling of anxiety and stress among the workforce (Babalola
et al., 2022). In the changing business dynamics, the increasing
workloads and long working hours have posed considerable
pressure on employees, thus making them bear the work-related
strain (Converso et al., 2018). Hence, to explain this notion, the
study shows that individual job demand increases in the internal
competitive climate, thus making it difficult for the employees
to bear the excessive workload (Bunjak et al., 2021). Therefore,
based on this, the research findings suggest.

H3: Interpersonal competition has a positive and significant
impact on work overload.

Moral Disengagement and Knowledge
Hiding Behavior
Moral disengagement is a phenomenon that elevates the harmful
effect of unethical attitudes. The MD model enables the
employees to violate the ethical standards, thus leading it as an
efficient predictor of deviant behavior (e.g., unethical, aggressive).
Extant literature demonstrates the relation of MD with employee
KHB. It states that the MD mechanism potentially records
an increase in unethical doings (i.e., knowledge hiding). It
makes employees free from feeling the guilt of unaccountability
(Harris and He, 2019). Given the illustration, the study shows
that unethically disengagement makes the individuals exhibit
unethical behavior (e.g., KHB) without the feeling of sorrow
(Qin et al., 2020).

Undoubtedly, knowledge hiding is the consequence of
negative behavior. Knowledge is a profound consideration that
influences individual behavior and activities (Raza et al., 2018).
Given the articulation, the study indicates the wide range of
unethical behavior predicated by MD elevates the KHB (Arain
et al., 2020). Moreover, employee knowledge capability generates
benefits for the organizations. In particular, the emerging benefits
require the employees to ensure the proper implementation
of ethical standards. Significantly, moral actions enable the
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organization to excel in today’s competitive environment.
Violation of the norms in the competitive market affects the
corporation’s position and employees’ goals (Khan et al., 2018).
Indeed, the literature makes it vital for the management to
understand the counterproductive behavior (i.e., knowledge
hiding), leading an individual to exhibit an unethical code of
conduct. However, an effective strategy needs to develop in
supporting and handling unethical behavior in organizations. An
ethical code of conduct curbs the employees’ unethical behavior,
thus enhancing the firm market position. Therefore, managing
moral practices have become critical for organizations’ success.

Furthermore, MD vigorously affects the employee’s capability
of knowledge generation. Given the statement, the researchers
suggest that reducing the positive ethical attitude manifests
the employees’ KHB (Burmeister et al., 2018). Accordingly, the
study suggests that the increased MD requires a self-regulatory
mechanism for monitoring the employees’ moral actions (Moore
et al., 2019). In particular, ethically disengaged employees avoid
following ethical business practices, thus exhibiting unacceptable
behavior. In the illustration, prior studies reveal a positive impact
of MD with KHB (Jabeen and Anwar-ul-Haq, 2021). Therefore,
from the above literature, we draw our conclusion as follows.

H4: Moral disengagement has a positive and significant impact
on knowledge hiding behavior.

The Mediating Role of Moral Disengagement
In the era of fierce competition, the organization’s success
considerably depends on the firm’s knowledge resources.
Efficient knowledge ensures the organization’s growth and
competitiveness. However, in an internally competitive
environment, the knowledge holders refrain from sharing
work-related information with their co-workers. The act of
personal incompatibility raises the phenomenon of MD. The
study shows that when employees indulge in competition,
they tend to exhibit MD, thus making them hide knowledge
(Li et al., 2018). In particular, MD leads to KHB. The study
indicates that MD promotes unethical behavior (i.e., knowledge
hiding) without making an individual feel guilty about his act
(Zhao and Xia, 2019).

Considerably, immoral action makes the individual indulge
in unethical activities, thus bringing detrimental outcomes. The
moral agreement makes the individual act according to moral
principles. However, people do not always act as to moral
standards. In an unethical competitive environment, employees
exhibit counterproductive behavior without morally following
the ethical principles. Following this argument, the study
reveals that the internal competitive environment elevates MD,
fostering unethical behavior among the workers, thereby bringing
adverse outcomes (Arain et al., 2020). Therefore, interpersonal
competition leads the individual to be detached from ethical
conduct, thereby facilitating the KHB.

In the competitive business setting, employees hiding
knowledge poses an intense threat to personal and social
welfare. Such action of hiding the information hinders the firms’
performance, thus impeding its competitiveness (Connelly et al.,
2019). Individuals who undervalue the organizational reward

express MD. Employees may unethically hide the knowledge if
they do not perceive the firms’ returns as beneficial. Given the
articulation, the study shows that this organizational injustice
makes the employees hide the information (Rani et al., 2018),
thus leading this notion to increase MD. In particular, MD
encourages negative behavior and ethical misconduct, thus
decreasing knowledge sharing in the work setting. Hence, based
on the previous literature, the hypothesis suggests.

H4a: Moral disengagement mediates the relationship between
interpersonal competition and knowledge hiding behavior.

Work Overload and Knowledge Hiding
Behavior
The developing technological advancement has made individuals
bear the burden of workplace duties. The lack of work recognition
makes the individual invest less effort in work, thus hampering
their work performance. Today, the increasing job demands have
compelled individuals to avoid performing extra-role duties such
as helping others. In explaining this notion, the study shows that
excessive WO contributes to KHB, thus limiting the individual to
exert extra effort (Kumar Jha and Varkkey, 2018).

The excessive workload leads an individual to hide the
workplace knowledge, thus depleting organizations’ productivity.
Management expects workers to share the knowledge for
accelerating the organization’s growth. Employees holding the
organization’s information negatively influences the performance
targets. The most crucial factor for gaining productivity is
time resources. The WO puts the individual’s resources at risk.
Knowledge sharing reduces the individual’s time for performing
the task. Contrastingly, the excessive workload alludes to
the belief that performing a task demands time and energy
(Engelbrecht et al., 2020). This belief convinces the employees to
experience increasing time constraints and energy loss. This work
burden makes employees invest extra time (i.e., long working
hours), thus fulfilling the work-related duties. In particular,
employees’ unwillingness to put in extra hard work encourages
them to hide organizational knowledge.

Furthermore, stress is a psychological factor relating to
the workload. It directs the individual behavior for dealing
with work-related burdens. The workload pressure elevates the
workplace stressors, thus encouraging KHB. The employee’s
reaction to excessive workload arises psychological challenges for
employees. Given the statement, the study shows that employee
job demands elevate the stress in individuals, thus leading
them to limit sharing the knowledge from their co-workers
(Feng and Wang, 2019). Hence, the WO leads individuals to
experience excessive exhaustion, thus withdrawing from sharing
information. Perhaps, the hypothesis concludes.

H5: Work overload has a positive and significant impact on
knowledge hiding behavior.

The Mediating Role of Work Overload
In today’s business world, knowledge sharing is critical for
surviving in today’s competitive environment. IC accelerates
the workload, eventually making the employees incapable of
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fulfilling the job requirement. The focus of this investigation
makes the role of workload a notable factor driving knowledge-
sharing behavior. Knowledge sharing presents positive affectivity
for dealing with workplace hardships (e.g., WO; Deng et al.,
2018). In contrast, the internal competitive pressure lengthens
the completion of the task, thereby limiting the exchange of
knowledge. Given the articulation, the study shows that the
competitive pressure to outperform others makes individuals
exhibit KHB (Hernaus et al., 2019). Similarly, the research states
that the internal competitive environment drives the employees
to bear the workload, thus hiding the individual’s knowledge
(Sofyan et al., 2021).

Predominately, with the increased competitiveness, WO has
become a significant area that needs investigation. Job overload
alludes to the situation in which employees lose work control,
substantially requiring extra time and energy. This inability to
cope with the increasing competitiveness (i.e., job requirement)
leads the individual to experience job strain and pressure (Roja
et al., 2019). Undoubtedly, WO makes individuals experience
work pressure and job exhaustion. In support, the study explains
that increased workplace competition leads the employees to
exhibit counterproductive behavior (e.g., KHB; Shen and Kuang,
2021).

Along with this, the excessive employment workload triggers
stress among the employees. In response to the increasing
workload, the employees tend to act negatively toward the task,
thus lowering their willingness to share the knowledge with
their co-workers (Khalid et al., 2020). The psychological contract

associated with heavy workload improves the degree of failure. In
particular, this frustrated feeling prompts the individual to hide
the information from the other fellow members. In explaining
this notion, the study reveals that the escalating workload elevates
the psychological factor (e.g., stress) among the individuals,
subsequently bringing adverse performance outcomes (i.e., KHB;
De Clercq et al., 2019). Consequently, based on the prior
literature, we developed the following hypothesis.

H5a: Work overloads mediate the relationship between
interpersonal competition and knowledge hiding behavior.

Figure 1 shows study-dependent, -independent, mediating,
and moderating variables.

METHODOLOGY

This study’s aims to investigate the interpersonal competition
effect on KHB, MD, and WO. Additionally, the study examines
the mediating role of MD and WO between interpersonal
competition and KHB. Therefore, this research carried out
explanatory through a quantitative method to empirically
investigate the variables and test hypotheses. The population of
China was chosen as the target population of study and data
collected by employees employed in manufacturing companies
with convenient sampling techniques. The questionnaire survey
was used to collect data by electronically and with a cross-
sectional approach. A total of 450 questionnaires were distributed

FIGURE 1 | Conceptual framework.
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to employees, and 393 were returned. After subtracting the wrong
filled questionnaires, 361 questionnaires were used for analysis
with an 80% response rate.

The measurement items of interpersonal competition were
adopted from the study of Lee (2020), measurement items of
KHB adopted from the studies of Nguyen et al. (2022). Further,
the measurement items of MD and WO were adopted from the
studies Moore et al. (2012) and Karatepe (2013), respectively.

RESULTS

Table 1 provides the complete detail of the demographic
characteristics of respondents who participated in this study.

Over 361 collected questionnaires, 191 useful responses were
received from the women (52.9%) and 170 from the men (47.1%).
The respondents were asked for their age. As a result, 111 (30.7%)
had 31 to 40 years, 90 (24.9%) of them had 19 to 30 years, 89
(24.7%) of them had 41 to 50 years, 37 (10.2%) of them had
more than 60 years, and 34 (9.4%) of the respondents had 51 to
60 years. The respondents were also to specify their educational
level. As a result, 129 (35.7%) of them had bachelor, 109 (30.2%)
had master, 69 (19.1%) had MPhil or other degrees, and 54 (15%)
of the respondents had intermediate education. In specifying
the marital status, 258 (71.5%) of the respondents were single,
whereas 103 (28.5%) were married.

Common Method Bias
This research also applied the common method bias using
Harman’s single-factor approach. The variance extracted by one
single factor is 13.767%, which is less than 50%, indicating no
common method bias in this study (Podsakoff et al., 2003).

Assessment of Measurement Model
Table 2 shows that the average variance extracted (AVE), which
reflects the overall variance in the indicators accounted for by

TABLE 1 | Demographic characteristics.

Items Frequency (N = 361) (%)

Male 170 47.1

Female 191 52.9

Age

19–30 90 24.9

31–40 111 30.7

41–50 89 24.7

51–60 34 9.4

>60 37 10.2

Edu

Intermediate 54 15

Bachelor 129 35.7

Master 109 30.2

MPhil/Others 69 19.1

MS

Single 258 71.5

Married 103 28.5

TABLE 2 | Reliability and validity analysis (zero-order).

Construct Items Loading α CR AVE

Competitive anxiety CA_1 0.818 0.920 0.920 0.698

CA_2 0.803

CA_3 0.860

CA_4 0.837

CA_5 0.857

Sense of rivalry SR_1 0.841 0.905 0.905 0.706

SR_2 0.884

SR_3 0.841

SR_4 0.792

Moral disengagement MD_1 0.840 0.938 0.938 0.654

MD_2 0.863

MD_3 0.768

MD_4 0.806

MD_5 0.772

MD_6 0.778

MD_7 0.814

MD_8 0.822

Work overload WO_1 0.890 0.876 0.875 0.639

WO_2 0.733

WO_3 0.764

WO_4 0.801

Knowledge hiding behavior KHB_1 0.812 0.967 0.967 0.711

KHB_10 0.831

KHB_11 0.876

KHB_12 0.871

KHB_2 0.826

KHB_3 0.861

KHB_4 0.864

KHB_5 0.841

KHB_6 0.857

KHB_7 0.798

KHB_8 0.869

KHB_9 0.810

the latent construct, was 0.698, 0.706, 0.654, 0.639, and 0.711
for competitive anxiety (CA), sense of rivalry (SR), MD, WO,
and KHB, respectively. All values were above the cutoff 0.5 as
suggested by Nunnally (1994).

The composite reliability (CR), which depicts the degree to
which the construct indicators indicate the latent construct, was
0.920, 0.905, 0.938, 0.875, and 0.967 for CA, SR, MD, WO, and
KHB, respectively. All values exceeded the recommended value
of 0.6 as recommended by Bagozzi and Yi (1988).

The Cronbach’s alpha, which describes the degree to which a
measure is error-free, was 0.920, 0.905, 0.938, 0.876, and 0.967 for
CA, SR, MD, WO, and KHB, respectively. All values were above
the threshold of 0.7, as suggested by Nunnally (1994).

As shown in Table 3, the inter-correlations between the zero-
order constructs ranged between 0.295 (correlation between MD
and SR) and 0.569 (correlation between KHB and WO), which
were below the threshold of 0.85 (Kline, 2005).

Further, as shown in Table 3, the analysis indicated that
the value of the off-diagonal elements was smaller than the
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TABLE 3 | Discriminant validity analysis (Fornell–Larcker and HTMT, zero-order).

Constructs 1 2 3 4 5

Competitive anxiety 0.835 0.434 0.391 0.426 0.341

Knowledge hiding behavior 0.434 0.843 0.555 0.365 0.567

Moral disengagement 0.390 0.557 0.809 0.294 0.301

Sense of rivalry 0.428 0.366 0.295 0.84 0.302

Work overload 0.343 0.569 0.305 0.302 0.799

Values on the diagonal (italicized) represent the square root of the average variance
extracted while down-off diagonals are correlations and top-off diagonals are
heterotrait–monotrait (HTMT) values.

value of the square root of AVE on the diagonal. Therefore, it
confirms that each zero-order latent construct measurement was
totally discriminating to each other based on the Fornell–Larcker
approach (Fornell and Larcker, 1981).

Table 3 also represents the HTMT values of zero-
order constructs, which all were below the threshold
of 0.90, ranging between 0.301 (HTMT between MD
and WO) and 0.567 (HTMT between KHB and WO).
Therefore, it confirms that each zero-order latent construct

measurement was totally discriminating to each other
(Henseler et al., 2009).

Figure 2 represents the assessment of the measurement model
in the graph. The latent constructs were shown in circle shapes,
whereas the items were shown in rectangle shapes. The values
on the paths between constructs and items represent the factor
loadings of those items on the construct. Also, the values on the
two paths from interpersonal competition (IPC) to CA and sense
of rivalry (SR) refer to the factor loading of the two zero-order
constructs (i.e., CA and SR) on the second-order construct (i.e.,
IPC). The values inside the latent construct represent the value of
Cronbach’s alpha.

Table 4 represents the reliability and convergent validity of
interpersonal competition as the only second-order construct in
this study with its two zero-order sub-constructs (i.e., CA and
SR). The results indicated that the factor loading of CA and SR
on interpersonal competition was 0.973 and 0.864, respectively,
above the cutoff 0.6. The AVE was 0.847, above the cutoff 0.5.
The CR was 0.917, above the cutoff 0.6 and Cronbach’s alpha was
0.833, above the cutoff 0.7 (Bagozzi and Yi, 1988; Nunnally, 1994).

As shown in Table 5, the inter-correlations between the
hypothesized constructs ranged between 0.305 (correlation

FIGURE 2 | Graphical representation of assessment of measurement model (zero-order).
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between MD and WO) and 0.608 (correlation between
interpersonal competition and KHB), which were below the
threshold of 0.85 as suggested by Kline (2005).

Further, as shown in Table 5, the analysis indicated that
the value of the off-diagonal elements was smaller than the
value of the square root of AVE on the diagonal. Therefore, it
confirms that each hypothesized latent construct measurement
was totally discriminating to each other based on the Fornell–
Larcker approach (Fornell and Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 2014).

Table 5 also represents the HTMT values of hypothesized
constructs which all were below the threshold of 0.90, ranging
between 0.301 (HTMT between MD and WO) and 0.567
(HTMT between KHB and WO). Therefore, it confirms that
each hypothesized latent construct measurement was totally
discriminating to each other (Henseler et al., 2015).

As shown in Table 6, the variance influence factor (VIF)
of interpersonal competition, MD, and WO in predicting KHB
were 1.65, 1.384, and 1.320, respectively. Further, the VIF of
interpersonal competition in predicting MD and WO was 1. All
values were below the threshold of 3.3. Therefore, the model can
be considered free of collinearity (Kock, 2015).

Structural Model
Hypotheses Testing
As shown in Table 7, all hypothesized direct effect paths were
statistically significant because of a p-value less than the standard
level of 0.05. Therefore, hypotheses H1 to H5 were all supported.
The following sub-sections discuss the results of path analysis
concerning the above direct effect hypotheses:

TABLE 4 | Reliability and validity analysis (second-order).

Construct Items Loading α CR AVE

Interpersonal competition Competitive anxiety 0.973 0.833 0.917 0.847

Sense of rivalry 0.864

TABLE 5 | Discriminant validity analysis (Fornell—Larcker and
HTMT, second-order).

Constructs 1 2 3 4

1.Interpersonal competition 0.632 0.611 0.524 0.492

2.Knowledge hiding behavior 0.608 0.843 0.555 0.567

3.Moral disengagement 0.524 0.557 0.809 0.301

5.Work overload 0.489 0.569 0.305 0.799

Values on the diagonal (italicized) represent the square root of the average
variance extracted while down-off diagonals are correlations and top-off diagonals
are HTMT values.

TABLE 6 | Variance influence factor (second-order).

Constructs 1 2 3 4

1. Interpersonal competition 1.65 1 1

2. Knowledge hiding behavior

3. Moral disengagement 1.384

4. Work overload 1.32

As shown in Table 7, the t-value and p-value of interpersonal
competition in predicting the KHB were 2.297 and less than 0.01,
respectively. It means that the probability of getting an at-value as
large as 2.297 in absolute value is less than 1%. In other words, the
regression weight for interpersonal competition in the prediction
of KHB is significantly different from zero at the 0.01 level
(two-tailed). Thus, H1 was supported. The standardized path
coefficient was 0.282, indicating a positive relationship. When
interpersonal competition goes up by one standard deviation,
KHB increases by 0.282 standard deviations.

The results indicated that the probability of getting a t-value
as large as 7.887 in absolute value is less than 0.1%. In other
words, the effect of interpersonal competition on MD is positively
significant at 0.001 level with the standardized path coefficient of
0.524. Therefore, hypothesis H2 was supported.

The results indicated that the probability of getting a t-value as
large as 6.489 in absolute value is less than 0.1%. In other words,
the effect of IC on WO is positively significant at 0.001 level with
the standardized path coefficient of 0.489. Therefore, hypothesis
H3 was supported.

The results indicated that the probability of getting a t-value
as large as 3.380 in absolute value is less than 1%. In other words,
the effect of MD on KHB is positively significant at 0.01 level with
the standardized path coefficient of 0.306. Therefore, hypothesis
H4 was supported.

The results indicated that the probability of getting a t-value
as large as 3.727 in absolute value is less than 0.1%. In other
words, the effect of WO on KHB is positively significant at 0.001
level with the standardized path coefficient of 0.338. Therefore,
hypothesis H5 was supported.

As shown in Table 8, both hypothesized mediation effect paths
were statistically significant because of a p-value less than the
standard level of 0.05. Therefore, hypotheses H4a and H5a were
both supported. The following sub-sections discuss the results of
path analysis in relation to the above mediation effect hypotheses:

As shown in Table 8, the result of bootstrapping indicated
that the indirect effect of interpersonal competition on KHB
through MD was positive and statistically significant at 0.01
level; β = 0.160, t-value = 3.377, p < 0.01. This result, along
with the significant effect of interpersonal competition on
KHB (from Table 7), indicated that MD partially mediates
the relationship between interpersonal competition and KHB.
Therefore, hypothesis H4a was supported.

TABLE 7 | Hypotheses testing direct effect.

Hypothesis Direct Std. Std. t p

Relationships Beta Error Values Values

H1 IPC→KHB 0.282 0.123 2.297 **

H2 IPC→MD 0.524 0.066 7.887 ***

H3 IPC→WO 0.489 0.075 6.489 ***

H4 MD→KHB 0.306 0.091 3.38 **

H5 WO→KHB 0.338 0.091 3.727 ***

Indicates significant paths: **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001, and NS = not significant.
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TABLE 8 | Hypotheses testing mediation effect.

Hypothesis Mediation/Indirect Std. Std. t p

Relationships Beta Error Values Values

H4a IPC→MD→KHB 0.160 0.047 3.377 **

H5a IPC→WO→KHB 0.165 0.043 3.866 ***

Indicates significant paths: **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001, and NS = not significant.

As shown in Table 8, the result of bootstrapping indicated
that the indirect effect of interpersonal competition on KHB
through WO was positive and statistically significant at 0.001
level; β = 0.165, t-value = 3.866, p < 0.001. This result
along with the significant effect of interpersonal competition
on KHB (from Table 7) indicated that WO partially mediates
the relationship between interpersonal competition and KHB.
Therefore, hypothesis H5a was supported.

Figure 3 represents the results of path analysis in the structural
model in the graph. The values on the paths between constructs
represent the standardized coefficient of the direct effects. The
values on the parentheses represent t-values of such effect.
The values inside the dependent latent construct represent not-
adjusted R-square (R2) values.

TABLE 9 | Quality criteria values.

Latent variables R2 R2Adj Q2 F2

KHB 0.534 0.530 0.339

MD 0.274 0.272 0.103

WO 0.239 0.237 0.087

IPC→KHB (H1 – small) 0.104

IPC→MD (H2 – large) 0.378

IPC→WO (H3 – medium) 0.314

MD→KHB (H4 – small) 0.145

WO→KHB (H5 – medium) 0.185

As shown in Table 9, the adjusted value of R2, which represents
the portion of the variance in the dependent variable explained
by its predictors, for KHB, MD, and WO as three dependent
variables in this study was 0.530, 0.272, and 0.237, respectively.
This indicates, for example, that 53% of variations in KHB are
explained by its three predictors (i.e., interpersonal competition,
MD, and WO). Overall findings showed that the R2 values satisfy
the requirement for the 0.30 cutoff value.

The value of Q2, which represents cross-validated redundancy,
for KHB, MD, and WO was 0.339, 0.103, and 0.087, respectively,
far greater than zero, which refers to predictive relevance of the

FIGURE 3 | Graphical representation of the structural model.
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FIGURE 4 | Graphical representation of R2 and F2.

model as suggested by Chin (2010). In sum, the model exhibits
acceptable fit and high predictive relevance.

The value of F-squared F2, which represents the size of an
effect by considering the changes in R2, was different for different
paths. According to Carte and Russell (2003), there is no effect
size for F2 below 0.02, small if the F2 ranges within 0.02 to 0.15,
medium if ranges within 0.15 to 0.35, and large for the F2 above
0.35. Therefore, the effect sizes of interpersonal competition and
MD on KHB were small (i.e., F2 = 0.104 and 0.145 for H1 and
H4, respectively). The effect sizes of interpersonal competition
on MD (i.e., F2 = 0.314 for H3) and the effect sizes of WO on
KHB (i.e., F2 = 0.185 for H5) were medium. The effect size of
interpersonal competition on MD was large; F2 = 0.378 for H5.

Figure 4 represents the results of path analysis in the structural
model in the graph. The values on the paths between constructs
represent the F2 or effect size of the path. The values inside the
dependent latent construct represent adjusted R2 values.

DISCUSSION

In today’s business environment, the growing interpersonal
competition has significantly recorded unfavorable results (e.g.,
KHB, MD, and WO). Section “Discussion” presents the study

outcomes in the light of previous empirical reviews. The
current research highlights the direct and indirect relationships
among KHB, MD, and WO. In particular, in this study, the
variables such as KHB and WO had treated as the mediators.
However, the research findings show that all the hypotheses were
accepted and approved.

Arguably, interpersonal competition widely observed in
today’s work setting has accelerated workplace KHB. The
highly competitive internal environment affects organizations’
functions, thus adversely affecting employee knowledge sharing
behavior. Given the illustration, the study shows that knowledge
hiding in the competitive business environment produces
undesirable organizational outcomes such as counterproductive
work behavior (Hernaus et al., 2019). Similarly, the studies reveal
firm’s internal competition influences unethical behavior (Li
et al., 2018) and WO (Qasim et al., 2020). Perhaps, our study
findings were found significantly consistent with prior research,
thus making us to accept H1, H2, and H3.

Furthermore, MD concerning KHB has gained considerable
management attention in the last few years. In particular,
this growing construct (i.e., MD) motivates the individual to
demonstrate unethical behavior. Accordingly, the previous
verifications indicate that MD leads to KHB (Arain et al.,
2020). Perhaps, our study results had recorded similar
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results, thus concluding a positive and significant relationship
between MD and KHB.

Knowledge serves as a strategic tool, enhancing the firm’s
competitiveness. The previous studies investigated the influence
of interpersonal competition concerning MD and WO.
Accordingly, the prior research reveals that MD promotes KHB at
the workplace (Peng et al., 2021), thus making employees achieve
internal competitiveness. Similarly, this article also explores the
mediating effect of the WO nexus on interpersonal relationships
and KHB. The findings were consistent with the prior literature
that indicates that excessive workload makes the individual hide
the company’s knowledge, thus winning the internal competition
(Arain et al., 2020). Hence, based on these findings, all the
hypotheses had significantly supported and accepted (e.g., H4,
H4a, H5, and H5a).

CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS

The importance of knowledge managing and sharing in an
organization leads to successful change and innovation. Despite
various efforts to promote knowledge sharing at the workplace,
workers are not ready to share the knowledge because of
some constraints that lead to KHB. In the current era of
technological advancement, organizations have become highly
dependent on knowledge assets for their survival. Knowledge is
the most fundamental organizational resource that influences the
employees’ behavior. This study highlights the role of KHB in
the internal competitive environment. The study objective was to
explore the different factors that lead to KHB among employees.
This study concluded that interpersonal competition positively
and significantly affects KHB, MD, and WO. Moreover, the study
established that MD and WO positively and significantly impact
KHB. According to the results of this study, MD WO significantly
mediates interpersonal competition and KHB.

This study offers a theoretical foundation for recognizing and
demonstrating the current and possible innumerable knowledge
hiding activities by workers in organizations. Therefore, many
studies have been done on knowledge sharing, but few research
found on KHB, and this unfavorable behavior requires more
investigation. This evidence from this study gives new context
and recommendations to managers that KHB is challenging as
present and future events have a negative impact on individuals
and organizations.

This study delivers an understanding of knowledge hiding
from the last 10 years. Moreover, managers are investing
and facilitating in the sharing of knowledge. Still, the KHB
found commonly in an organization affects the innovation and
change in the organization and harms interpersonal interactions.
This study provides new insights on how supervisors can

prevent knowledge hiding events and how to provide ease to
share effective information among individuals in organizations.
Knowledge sharing is the most significant element of human
resource management, and administrators play an effective role
in knowledge sharing among workers to increase individual,
organizational, and team performance. This research suggests
that human resource management should adopt and implement
effective strategies to facilitate the employees in knowledge
sharing to eliminate the KHB. Moreover, this research discovered
that managers need to focus on the negative transformation,
influential and perceived disengagement in proposed events.
This study has theoretical contributes to research objectives
and concludes that managers should understand and focus on
present and future events that causes to increase the KHB and
how managers adopt the strategies to reduce this behavior in
the organization.

Limitations and Future Directions
The study proposes that more research should focus on important
factors that lead to KHB and empirically test whether those
factors have negative or positive outcomes. At the same time, the
study is limited just to three factors: interpersonal competition,
MD, and WO. The study investigation is limited to KHB
among employees. Still, some more research should be conducted
with human resource management that they are implementing
effective strategies to reduce the knowledge hiding in the
organization. This study fails to provide broader knowledge on
the literature of KHB; more research should be focused on
the broader concept between the organization and members
with bibliometric analysis to accomplish the balanced and more
comprehensive undersetting of KHB.
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