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Abstract

In today’s dynamic world, knowledge economy has become a driving factor for national
socio-economic growth and overall development. The lynchpin of knowledge economy
and ultimately that of national economy is creativity which has to be seen and realized
through the prism of collaborative instead of standalone wisdom. This study focuses on
identifying such factors that lead to knowledge hiding, and interpersonal factors that hinder
knowledge hiding by facilitating knowledge sharing. The study analyses a mediated-
moderated model by taking the mediation effect of moral disengagement between abusive
supervision and knowledge hiding and analyzing knowledge self-efficacy as a moderator
between moral disengagement and knowledge hiding. This has been achieved by
grounding on social learning theory, social cognitive theory, and self-efficacy theory and
targeting full-time faculty members working in HEIs of the public and private sector of
Pakistan. By collecting data from 500 faculty members through proportionate random
sampling, the analysis of the study has been carried out through empirically testing the
hypothesis employing CFA and SEM, using AMOS software. The analysis revealed that
Abusive supervision enhances evasive knowledge hiding, such that abusive supervision
increases the moral disengagement of faculty in the HEIs and in turn increase the
knowledge hiding behavior carried out by faculty. The moderation results revealed that
knowledge self-efficacy is not able to reduce the impact of moral disengagement on
knowledge hiding among faculty members in the Pakistani HEIs.

Keywords: Abusive supervision, moral disengagement, knowledge self-efficacy, tacit
evasive knowledge hiding, higher education institutions (HEIS).
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1. Introduction
1.1 Background of the Study

In today’s challengingly dynamic world, the evolving notion of “knowledge-producing
society” has revamped the social role of universities globally, due to the growing
significance of knowledge and its management in organizations. In such a knowledge
society, universities have turned out to be, economically as well as politically, highly
significant as institutions, that are responsible for producing knowledge and transferring
knowledge, and giving birth to a knowledgeable society. In the socio-economic growth
and development of any country, the higher education sector is believed to play a pivotal
and proactive role. To increase the collective creativity of the society, higher education
institutes are believed to be the most dynamic and creative enterprises to improve and
enhance human conditions by creating and disseminating knowledge (Georgiou et al.,
2022). Being the heartbeat of such institutes, faculty is meant to ameliorate the condition
of others and society at large through their knowledge contributions. All over the world,
universities are striving hard and are uniquely positioning themselves to advance
knowledge creation and management along with social and economic advancement,
through their capabilities to generate creative responses to complex and ambiguous
scenarios and questions. The same stands equally true for Pakistan. With the onset of the
new millennium and in order to compete internationally, Pakistan needs to transform itself
into a knowledge-producing society, fortified with capabilities to reduce knowledge hiding
and seek avenues of growth for systematic and incremental progression (Sharma &
Sharma, 2021). This is crucial since the knowledge-producing economy necessitates
investment in creative research for which universities are needed to be radically redesigned
and upgraded (Marginson & Yang, 2022).

1.2 Rationale of the study

The theoretical framework of this study has been designed with the aim to facilitate Higher
Education Institutions of Pakistan to realize the challenges of knowledge hiding and
identifying factors that lead towards knowledge hiding rather than sharing. Focusing on
personal level factors which can play an important role in increasing knowledge hiding in
presence of such counter-productive work behaviors since it is particularly important from
the context of one of the underrepresented South Asian contexts, Pakistan (Ahmad,
Shafique, & Kalyar, 2022). In the given context, in order to compete globally, higher
education institutes of Pakistan need to emerge as hubs of collective, innovative, and
interdisciplinary creative research excellence (HEC Vision 2025). With the intention to
achieve this excellence, HEC of Pakistan has initiated an inspirational program “Vision
2025 to sustain as well as to initiate more quantitative and qualitative reforms in the higher
education sector. This plan is initiated to align human resource and economic development
platforms to generate a knowledge-producing economy (Humayon, Raza, Amir, Latif, &
Umer Khan, 2018). To progress towards the development of a knowledge-producing
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society, higher education institutes of Pakistan along with their partners in government and
society should focus more on what is going on to give knowledge sharing their full attention
in true spirits. In this regard, a lot needs to be highlighted and worked out to address the
contexts identified above. (Mugadas et al., 2017). Being at the heart of knowledge creation,
Pakistani higher education institutes need to supplement an environment that supports not
only the individual rather collective creativity of human potential, by ensuring knowledge
sharing (Naeem, Mirza, Ayyub, & Lodhi, 2017), which is towards a new and ambitious
journey to comprehensively reform higher education in Pakistan and this will further
facilitate and ensure that higher education institutes play their part in serving as an engine
of socio-economic growth of Pakistan.

1.3 Gap Analysis

Literature supports that besides many organizational efforts to promote knowledge sharing
employees often disengage from knowledge sharing (Zutshi et al. 2021). However, since
knowledge sharing is significantly affected by a number of probable sharing barriers
(Riege, 2005), at the organizational, technological, and individual levels so only a few of
the initiatives have been found to be successful (Kukko, 2013; Riege, 2005). In this regard
a remarkable, yet not fully explored, individual willingness factor is knowledge hiding
(Connelly et al. 2012), which involves knowledge being concealed from others. So, the
literature supports that this knowledge hiding factor needs to be further studied (Farooq &
Sultana, 2021; Connelly et al. 2019; Geofroy & Evans, 2017), and decreasing tacit
knowledge hiding is a problem which is needed to be further theoretically explored
(Muramba et al. 2020). Therefore, knowledge hiding has been identified to be a key factor
that needs to be addressed in the context of higher education institutes.

Conferring to the state-of-the-art literature contributed by different researchers and
scholars in their landmark work, this study has made an attempt to identify various factors
having a direct or indirect impact knowledge hiding as it is identified to be one of the most
critical factors for organizational success (Connelly et al. 2019; Cerne et al. 2014; Connelly
et al. 2012). Similarly in their work Ali and Sagsan (2021) proposed that future research
could concentrate on focusing knowledge hiding from the perspective of tacit knowledge.
Hence, keeping the above-mentioned gap in mind this study has focused on knowledge
hiding from the angle of tacit knowledge and evasive form of knowledge hiding (Duan et
al., 2022). Similarly, studies suggest that it is important to identify and address factors
leading to the tacit form of knowledge hiding (Duan et al., 2022) and factors motivating
the tacit form of knowledge sharing among university teachers (Yu & Zhou, 2015) and this
study is designed to answer these gaps in the literature.

In the given context of research, the role of abusive supervision has been employed in order
to empirically explore its effect on knowledge hiding of faculty members and to contribute
significantly towards the literature of knowledge hiding as highlighted by Connelly et al.
(2019). Faroog and Sultana (2021) also stressed empirically testing the relationship
between abusive supervision and knowledge hiding. Furthermore, as suggested by Fehr,
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Fulmer, and Keng-Highberger (2020), this study has quantitatively explored moral
disengagement by focusing on certain targeted moral disengagement strategies, like
attribution of blame and displacement of responsibility.

1.4 Theoretical Link of Main Concepts

Standing on the assumption of Coleman of analyzing individual as a part of a social system
along with those proposed by Bandura regarding triadic, dynamic, and reciprocal nature of
the relationship with environment and behaviors of an individual, this study aims to put
forward a theoretically sound framework which integrates individual cognitive and
organizational level behaviors. Social learning theory (SLT) which was later extended as
social cognitive theory (SCT), has been comprehensively applied in the context of
education, aggression, and psychology, predominantly in the context of modification in
behavior (Bandura, 1989). It has been used as the theoretical groundwork in order to
understand the practice of behavior modelling which is extensively employed in training
programs for employees. In contemporary years, Bandura has redirected the focus of his
work on the notion of self-efficacy in a wide range of contexts as well (Bandura, 1997).
Thus, self-efficacy talks about belief of an individual in his/her capability to accomplish
such behaviors which are indispensable to give rise to performance level (Bandura, 1977,
1986, 1997) and mirrors the self-assurance and self-confidence in the ability to have control
over his/her own motivation, performance, manners, and social environment as well.

1.5 Significance and usefulness a of the Study

This study will hold great theoretical, applied and contextual significance. Theoretically
this study will of great significance by enriching the nomological network of knowledge
management and precisely knowledge hiding research and literature (Cerne, Nerstad,
Dysvik, & gkerlavaj, 2014; Connelly & Zweig, 2015; Connelly et al., 2012; Peng, 2013;
Zhao et al., 2016) from the perspective of leadership and faculty at higher education
institutes. Most importantly, this study is proposed to play an important and significant role
by highlighting the useful impact of Social Learning, Social Cognition, and Self-efficacy
Theory in the knowledge hiding literature. This study intends to integrate the individual as
well as organizational level behaviors by theorizing upon these three theories at macro and
meso level in a single framework and is expected to theoretically contribute and extend the
work done on prospective mediators and moderators of the knowledge hiding and
collective creativity relationship.

In this study, section 2 will discuss the literature available on the subject and link the
variables to generate testable hypotheses. Section 3 will further present the results and
analysis of the empirically tested data followed by section 4 reflecting the discussion and
implications of the study.
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2. Literature Review and Hypothesis Development

Organizations today are confronted with challenges in terms of knowledge management
which are critical to enhance knowledge sharing for organizational competitiveness
(Thuan, 2020; Cerne et al., 2014). However, despite multiple positive effects of knowledge
sharing many employees do hide their knowledge from their colleagues (Zakaria & Bashir,
2020; Connelly et al., 2019; Samdani et al., 2019; Connelly et al., 2012) which poses a
rampant challenge to analyze knowledge hiding (Zakaria & Bashir, 2020).Thus, this study
is focused on integrating a range of factors, behaviors, and outcomes in a theoretical
framework by theorizing upon social learning and cognitive and self-efficacy theory to
analyze from a perspective that is more integrated and complete .

2.1 Knowledge Hiding

Knowledge hiding has been acknowledged as an increasingly emerging area of research
among practitioners and scholars (Zutshi et al 2021; Cerne et al., 2014; Connelly & Zweig,
2015; Peng, 2013). It is an organizational phenomenon, that may be common in the
workplace, but has been successful in attracting the attention of the researchers just a
decade ago (Xiao & Cooke, 2019). Knowledge largely incorporates all sorts of information
as well as know-how relevant and pertinent to various activities performed by the
organizational members (Bartol & Srivastava, 2002). The research carried out in the area
of creativity in recent times, profoundly talks about the ways in which knowledge sharing
plays its role in endorsing an impact on the creative behaviors of the individuals (Connelly
etal., 2012). This highlights the need to boost and encourage organizations and to motivate
individuals to ensure knowledge sharing (Perry-Smith, 2006). This is important as
knowledge sharing is the fundamental tool to give rise to such processes that are creative
in nature.

Furthermore, sometimes the knowledge they share is of such nature that it may turn out to
be the basis of their evaluation or at times the co-workers are not trusted by them with
whom they are expected to ensure sharing of knowledge. Adding more to it, a number of
situational aspects also lead towards knowledge hiding as compared to knowledge sharing
(Wang & Noe, 2010). For instance, in cases where knowledge is complex in nature or the
requested knowledge is not task-related or the organization is lacking a culture of
knowledge sharing which is necessary to encourage and inspire sharing of knowledge
among employees (Cerne et al., 2014).

Through critically analyzing and synthesizing the available literature on knowledge hiding
it has been inferred that the major factors which induce hiding of knowledge encompass
organizational factors and relationships, individual behaviors along with the type of or
content of knowledge (Bogilovic Cerne & Skerlavaj, 2017; Connelly et al., 2012; Peng,
2013; Zhao et al., 2016). Furthermore, when individuals invest time and effort in order to
understand something complex then in such a scenario, they will be reluctant to share their
knowledge (Zhao, Liu, Li, & Yu, 2019). Despite many researches, the literature on the link
of abusive supervision impacting the knowledge hiding behavior is scarce specifically in
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the academic sector that needs to be further explored (Anand et al., 2023). It is also mainly

dependent upon the supervisors’ destructive behavior that the employees engage in
knowledge hiding (Offergelt &Venz, 2023).

2.1.1 Evasive Hiding

The evasive hiding dimension highlights that the hider does not provide other party with
the required information and end up in deceiving others. Here the knowledge hider makes
a promise that he/she will supplement the required knowledge or will make available the
comprehensive prospective answers to the questions asked. However, in reality, the hider
does not have any intention to provide the information or to answer the questions under
consideration (Connelly et al., 2012).

2.1.2 Evasive Tacit Knowledge Hiding

As discussed earlier evasive knowledge hiding refers to deception as it signifies a situation
where the knowledge hider is the one who provides incomplete, partial, or incorrect
information to the target (Connelly et al., 2012). This form of knowledge hiding has been
adopted in the context of this study because by nature academia is quite specific as well as
complex due to the continuous advancements in the knowledge and the dire need to find
the solutions to such newly arising problems (Zutshi et al., 2021; Antes and Mumford,
2011). However, the studies done so far did not examine the impact of the tacit or explicit
form of knowledge in the given context of knowledge hiding (Hernaus et al., 2019).

2.2 Abusive Supervision, Moral Disengagement and Knowledge Hiding

In any organization, supervisors, heads and their leaders are the key personnel who take
decisions and are classified as agents, whose actions and the manners in which they behave
is a significant factor in determining and influencing the number of resources an individual
invests in sharing of knowledge in their organization, for the advancement of collective
creativity (Deichmann, Moser, & van den Ende, 2021; Liu, Keller, & Bartlett, 2021,
Rudawska, 2020; Wang & Hu, 2020; Men et al., 2020). A lot of literature talks about the
behavior of the leaders and the knowledge sharing of the employees and in most cases,
literature advocated a positive association between the behavior of the leader as well as
knowledge sharing (Lei, Gui, & Le, 2021; Muhammed & Zaim, 2020; Kim & Park, 2020;
Kremer, Villamor, & Aguinis, 2019; Park & Kim, 2018; Matic, Cabrilo, Grubic-Nesic, &
Milic, 2017). Therefore, this study is focused towards understating the role abusive
supervision plays in leading towards knowledge hiding in order to address research gaps
about examining abusive supervision as an interpersonal antecedent of knowledge hiding
(Faroogq & Sulatana, 2021; Ayub et al., 2021; Connelly et al., 2019; Khalid et al., 2018;
Zhao & Xia, 2017; Ladan & Nordin, 2017).

Tepper (2000), in his landmark study, defined abusive supervision as perceptions of
employees regarding the degree to which they perceive their supervisor to be engaged in
the persistent display of not only verbal but also non-verbal conduct of hostile nature. Such
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abusive actions may comprise verbal bouts, public ridicule, coercion, sabotage, non-
contingent punishment, and coercion displayed by the supervisor toward their employees
(Tepper, 2007; Tepper, Duffy, Hoobler, & Ensley, 2004). Fundamental facets of Tepper’s
(2000) explanation of abusive supervision take account of the subjective nature of the
behavior of abusive supervisors since each employee will have a different view about their
supervisor's abusive nature. Secondly, abusive supervision is also displayed by the
perpetuated display of aggression from those having power and the intentional and
persistent nature of the ill-treatment and exploitation (Tepper, 2007). Mitchell and
Ambrose (2007) suggest that an abusive form of supervision will result in increasing the
negative behavior of the employees more precisely workplace deviance, and will result in
relocating their anger towards their organization. However, other researchers have also
suggested that males and females both respond differently in order to cope with abusive
supervision at the workplace (Koay & Lim, 2023).

Work behaviors that are counterproductive in nature are not bound to take place
automatically (He, Peng, Zhao & Estay, 2019). The knowledge hiding behaviors of the
employees are also a consequence of the abusive behaviors of the supervisors (Offergelt
&Venz, 2023). The notion of moral disengagement is grounded in Bandura’s (1986)
landmark work “Social Cognitive Theory”. This theory theorizes that individuals are found
to be agents of their own conduct as well as behavior. Individuals envision their own
actions and base on their personal standings regarding moral standards they evaluate their
behaviors. By rationalizing upon a number of explanations rather than just one. It has been
proposed that an individual with high moral disengagement will employ a number of
cognitive mechanisms in order to justify their unethical way of behaving even before
actually indulging in such an unethical manner and are expected to indulge in knowledge
hiding behavior (Ayub et al., 2021; He et al., 2019).

Critical analysis of the past studies has played an important role in establishing that moral
disengagement acts as a significant mediator in explaining the relationship between
leadership aspects as well as unethical work behaviors (Koay, & Lim, 2021; Hsieh et al.,
2020; Moore et al., 2012). In the same way, many studies proved that moral disengagement
has a significant positive relationship with workplace harassment as well as unethical
behaviors (Koay & Lim, 2021; Newman et al., 2020; Valle et al., 2019; Zhang et al., 2018;
Beaudoin et al., 2015). Furthermore, there are a number of studies that proved that moral
disengagement has a significant positive relationship with workplace harassment as well
as unethical behaviors. Since knowledge hiding can be categorized as unethical behavior
and consequently individuals involved in such a behavior may experience some sense of
guilt due to violation of their internal moral standards and values. As identified by Zhao
and Xia (2019) that nurses found to be morally disengaged were more inclined to hide
knowledge from their coworkers.

Hi: Abusive supervision has a significant positive relationship with tacit evasive
hiding in HEIs of Pakistan.
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H2: Moral disengagement mediates the relationship between abusive supervision
and tacit evasive hiding in HEIs of Pakistan.

2.3 Knowledge Self Efficacy, Moral Disengagement and Knowledge Hiding

Self-efficacy or competence is referred to as the judgment of an individual in terms of
his/her capability regarding organizing and executing a plan of action vital for
accomplishing a given level of performance and attaining the objectives (Ormrod, 2006;
Bandura, 1986). In other words, it is the belief of an individual in his/her competence
(Singh et al., 2019; Chen, Gully & Eden, 2001) and these beliefs are the contributing factor
behind how individuals think, feel and behave (Bandura, 1995).

It is supported in literature that employees high in knowledge self-efficacy will be
confident to find solutions to job-related issues (Constant, Sproull, & Kiesler, 1996) along
with the improvement in work-related efficiency. This is further supported by research
done in the domain of knowledge self-efficacy and reflects that it is generally manifested
in individuals who have a belief that the knowledge they possess can lead towards solving
problems at the job and can enhance the work efficacy (Stajkovic & Luthans, 2003).
Employees who have a belief regarding their ability to contribute towards enhancing the
performance and creativity of their organization by sharing of knowledge will end up in
developing positive approaches and intentions in terms of knowledge sharing (Tan & Noor,
2013) and will be reluctant to engage in knowledge hiding behavior. However, conversely,
if an individual develops a feeling that he/she lacks the required knowledge to contribute
resultantly, he/she will be less inclined to share knowledge with others since they assume
that their contribution will not leave a positive effect (Chen, Chuang, & Chen, 2012).
Furthermore, Ngoc-Hoi (2021) in his study highlighted the role knowledge self-efficacy
can play in buttressing knowledge sharing by helping students in building up their
confidence in knowledge self-efficacy. This can be done by strengthening the belief that
the knowledge they possess and share with others is useful and credible as well as well
related particularly when the ideas are well received through discussions.

In the scenario of knowledge sharing with others, self-efficacious employees have an
ability to inspire as well as influence their given context in an active manner, satisfactorily
(Judge & Bono, 2001; Bandura, 1997). Furthermore, grounded on self-efficacy theory, it
has been identified that the judgments regarding the capabilities of an individual to
contribute towards the overall performance of his/her organization positively affects
his/her knowledge sharing attitudes (Bock & Kim, 2002).Adding more, Cai, Yang, and Shi
(2021), Nguyen et al. (2019), and Zhao et al. (2016) focused on knowledge self-efficacy as
an intrinsic motivator that has been employed to interpret knowledge sharing behaviors of
individuals. Similarly, many other studies examined and proposed that knowledge self-
efficacy is one of the fundamental determinants of knowledge sharing that play an
important role in impacting organizational innovation (Nguyen, 2020b; Nguyen et al.,
2019c). Nevertheless, besides the greater emphasis that has been laid on motivational

769



Knowledge Hiding Through the Lens of Abusive Supervision

factors leading to knowledge sharing rather than knowledge hiding, there are a number of
limitations in the existing literature with regard to exploring knowledge self-efficacy
(Nguyen & Malik, 2020) particularly in academia (Yasir & Majid, 2017).

H3: There is a significant positive relationship between the moral disengagement
of employees and tacit evasive hiding in HEIs of Pakistan.

H4: Knowledge self-efficacy moderates the relationship between moral
disengagement and tacit evasive hiding.

The framework of the study is shown in Figure 1.

’
Y Moral Evasive
7| Disengagement Knowledge Hiding

\

Abusive
Supervision

Knowledge
Self-Efficacy

Figure 1: Study Framework
3. Research Methodology

Aligned with the Positivists philosophy, this study believes that a reliable instrument to
gather data is needed to produce absolute truth for the given inquiry which will further lead
to the discovery of universal laws governing the social world. Since this study falls under
the positivist paradigm, so it employs a deductive approach. This study uses a survey
strategy, which would consist of collecting data using a questionnaire and then
reconfirming the results in the given sector. It incorporates collecting data by using an
adapted questionnaire incorporating structured questions and then analyzing and
interpreting the outcomes of this work by employing empirical hypotheses testing.

3.1 Population and Data Collection

With regard to the population, this study focused on faculty members in public and private
universities of Pakistan. The data is presented based on different regions of Pakistan which
include AJK, Balochistan, Federal, Gilgit Baltistan, Khyber Pakhtunkuwa (KPK), Punjab,
and Sindh. In the context of this study, out of various probability sampling techniques
which are used in research to collect data, random sampling technique has been employed
in order to gather data from the given population of faculty members since the total
population is finite. In order to increase the generalizability as well as reliability of the
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result of the study total sample size obtained for this study is 500. The samples have been
drawn randomly corresponding to the proportion or weightage of faculty in total population
inline to the region wise representation. The data has been gathered through a self-
administered structured questionnaire based on the instruments mentioned below.

3.2 Instrument

In the given study, the instrument employed for the data collection has been established on
a multi-item questionnaire. In order to measure the role of abusive supervision, Mitchell
and Ambrose (2007) active and passive scale of abusive supervision has been adapted
which is operationalized from Tepper’s (2000) abusive supervision scale (Tepper, 2000).
In this regard, five items of active abusive supervision and seven items of passive abusive
supervision scales, as operationalized from the study of Mitchell and Ambrose (2007), have
been adapted to measure the given variable. Moral disengagement has been assessed by
employing an instrument proposed by Moore et al. (2012) based on the work of Detert et
al. (2008). Tacit form of evasive knowledge hiding has been measured by adapting scales
of tacit knowledge sharing as proposed by Bock et al. (2005) and knowledge hiding scale
proposed by Connelly et al. (2012). For operationalizing knowledge self-efficacy, a
knowledge self-efficacy scale developed by Lin et al. (2009), Lin (2007), Compeau and
Higgins (1995) has been used.

3.3 Analysis Technique and Time Horizon

The analysis of the study has been carried out by empirically testing the outcomes of this
study. So, in the given research, for analyzing the collected data, two statistically different
software have been employed; Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) and Analysis
Moment of Structures (AMOS). With intention to address the research questions by
analyzing the hypotheses of this study, covariance-based SEM is preferred for this study
as; the assumptions of the given statistical analysis are quite clear and testable which makes
it easy to understand and comprehend. It provides model fit indices as well as individual
parameters of variables simultaneously, to estimate the tests. It allows comparing means,
variances, and regression coefficients simultaneously across multiple groups. It further
leads towards developing measurement and confirmatory factor analysis models to
eliminate errors in order to provide with such estimated relationships between latent
variables which encompass less level of measurement error. It also supplements with a
framework of unified nature which facilitates in fitting numerous linear models by
employing flexible, and powerful software

Since this research was restricted to a specific given time frame and with the intention of
answer research questions of the study, data was gathered at a given period, resulting in a
cross-sectional time horizon study.
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4. Data Analysis and Results
4.1 Demographic Analysis

The attributes of the respondents according to the data collected is given in Frequency
Table 1 below:

Table 1: Demographic Statistics (N = 500)

Gender / Age / Edu. Frequency Percentage (%)
Male 310 62
Female 190 38
Age Group
20-25 41 8.2
26-35 206 41.2
36-45 210 42.0
Over 46 43 8.6
Qualification
Bachelors 17 3.4
Masters 304 60.8
Doctorate 145 29.0
Post Doc 34 6.8
Years of Service
0-5 Years 178 35.6
6-10 Year 194 38.8
11-15 Years 78 15.6
15 and above Years 50 10.0
Position
Lecturer 184 36.8
Assistant Professor 201 40.2
Associate Professor 93 18.6
Professor 22 4.4
University Type
Public Sector 265 53.0
Private Sector 235 47.0
Region

Federal Capital 95 19.0
Punjab 180 36.0
Sindh 120 24.0
Gilgit Baltistan 2 0.4
Baluchistan 17 3.4
AJK 10 2.0
KPK 76 15.2
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4.2 Descriptive Statistics
Table 2: Descriptive Statistics (N = 500)

Variable | Min | Max | Mean | Std. | Skewness Kurtosis Std.

Dev. Err
EKH 1.00 | 5.00 | 4.43 | 1.10 .090 110 | -1.105 .220
AS 1.00 | 5.00 | 3.96 .88 -.028 110 | -.668 220
MD 1.00 | 5.00 | 3.81 | 1.04 -.103 110 | -.952 220
KSE 2.00 | 5.00 | 3.76 .95 -.313 110 | -1.129 .220

Table 2 above explains the descriptive statistics of the variables of this study against which
data has been collected. The minimum value for each variable of the study ranges from
1.00 to 1.10, while on the other hand maximum statistics of the variables range from 4.80
to 5.00. Similarly, the mean value of collective creativity is found to be 3.40, while for
evasive tacit knowledge hiding the value is 3.43. Adding more, the table reflects the mean
statistics of abusive supervision is 3.26, moral disengagement 3.21, workplace ostracism
3.62, and intra-competition is 3.39. Furthermore, affective commitment has a mean value
of 3.21, and last but not the least the mean values of knowledge sharing self-efficacy is
3.76. The standard deviation (SD) of the variables of the study is found to range from .61
to be the minimum and 1.10 to be the maximum value.

4.3 Scale Validity

Scale validity has been assessed through convergent as well as discriminant validity tests.
Table 3: Validity Test

Variable | CR AVE MSV ASV
EKH 0.913 0.637 0.331 0.047
MD 0.858 0.602 0.247 0.095
AS 0.847 0.581 0.225 0.059
KSE 0.814 0.567 0.247 0.072

Discriminant validity measures the degree to which two different measures of a construct
are required to be theoretically and in reality, unrelated to each other (Campbell & Fiske,
1959). In other words, it ensures that concept-wise each latent variable is quite different
with respect to other latent variables. The model of any study is proved to have a good
discriminant validity if the AVE exceeds the value of MSV and ASV. The results of
discriminant validity for this study are shown in Table 8 above, and are in line with Fornell
and Larcker (1981) criteria. The CR values as presented above were found to be higher
than the AVE values of all constructs.
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4.4 Reliability - Cronbach's Alpha

Cronbach Alpha is commonly known as a measure of internal consistency and is the most
widely and commonly used approach in social sciences.

Table 4: Cronbach’s Alpha

Variable Cronbach's No.of |Acceptable Range
Alpha Items

Evasive Tacit Knowledge Hiding 903 7 Excellent

Moral Disengagement .857 4 Very Good

Abusive Supervision .862 11 Very Good

Knowledge self-efficacy .830 4 Very Good

Cronbach Alpha is commonly known as a measure of degree of internal consistency and is
the most widely and commonly cited approach in social sciences. It facilitates in
identifying inter-item consistency and reliability and how closely items of a variable are
related to each other in a group in order to measure latent constructs. or this research as
reflected in Table 4 above, reliability of 7 items of evasive tacit knowledge hiding was
.903. Furthermore, 4 items of moral disengagement had a reliability value of about .857,
for 12 items of abusive supervision it was .813 and for 4 items of knowledge sharing self-
efficacy it was .830. This reflects that all the observed variables of this study provide a
good measurement of their corresponding constructs and further this high internal
consistency further supports the strong validity of the construct as well.

4.5 Correlation Analysis

Pearson correlation matrix of the variables of the given study is in Table 5 below:
Table 5: Pearson Correlation Matrix
| 1 1l v

I EKH | .798
Il | MD | .556™ | .775
I | AS 428™ | 4607 | .762
IV | KSE | -586™ | -.572" | -.460™ | .748

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
Note: Square roots of the AVE are in bold diagonal value.
The Pearson correlation method has been used to test the linearity of the given data of this
study and it forms the basis for many more advanced statistical analyses such as regression,
factor analysis, and structural equation modelling. The correlation reflects the strength of
the relationship that exists among various variables of the study or in other words, it
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presents the statistical relationship that exists between variables. The analysis of the values
of coefficient of correlation that exists among various variables of the study reflects a
moderate correlation among the majority of the variables of the study since the values are
found to fall in the range of +.4 to+.5, while for knowledge sharing self-efficacy its -.4.

4.6 Measurement Model
4.6.1 Confirmatory Factor Analysis

CFA plays an important role in testing and identifying how well the data fits any given
hypothesized measurement model either based on landmark theory or analytical research
which have been done. Since CFA is used to confirm as well as to trim the constructs and
items in a measurement model and fundamentally it is an important first step before moving
towards developing of a structural equation model. In this regard the model fitness values
of the hypothesized model are presented in Table 6 below:

Table 6: Model Fit Summary

FItess | p | CMINDF | RMSEA | CFI | TLI | PGFI | PNFI
Values
Default |- 550 | 2331 026 | 965 | 963 | .819 | .904
Model

All these goodness of fit or SEM indices confirm and prove an adequate fit to the data of
this study. The indices selected include absolute fit indices such as CMIN/DF which is the
ratio of chi-square to the degree of freedom value of the hypothesized model and is
obtained from the maximum likelihood statistic of the model. The value is 2.331 which is
aligned with the acceptable value as advocated by Alavi et al. (2020). The absolute fit
indices RMSAE, which is the root mean square error of approximation with a value of .026
which indicates an excellent model fit value (Hu & Bentler, 1999). In case of incremental
fit indices, CFI, the confirmatory factor index, its value is .965, which indicates a good fit
as advocated by Byrne (2010). The other one is TLI and its value is .963 and is within
model acceptance index criteria as supported by Hu and Bentler (1999). The Parsimonious
fit indices PGFI and PNFI have values of .819 and .904 respectively. Last but not least all
these model fit indices are within the threshold level and within the acceptable range meet
the cut-off value criteria as suggested by Robert (2000) and Hair et al. (2006). All these
goodness of fit or SEM indices confirm and prove an adequate fit to the data of this study.

4.6.2 Structural Model

The given structural model basically represents the theory that depicts the way in terms of
how constructs are related to other constructs in a given model. Thus, the structural model
leads towards estimating the various relationships between latent variables, and besides
individual paths it is able to test the overall model in an appropriate manner.
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Figure 2: Structural Model
The model fitness values of the structural model are given in Table 7 below:

Table 7: Structural Model Fit Summary

Fitness p CMIN/DF RMSEA | CFI | TLI | PGFI | PNFI
Values
Default .000 2.270 .048 953 | .906 | .812 .829
Model

The model fit summary in Table 7 above, of the structural model presents various model
fit indices implied in this study. These indices include absolute fit indices such as
CMIN/DF which is the ratio of chi-square to the degree of freedom value of hypothesized
model. The value is 2.270 which is aligned with the acceptable value as advocated by Alavi
et al, (2020). The other absolute fit indices RMSAE, which is the root mean square error
of approximation with a value of .048 which indicates an excellent model fit value. With
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reference to incremental fit indices CFl, the confirmatory factor index, its value is .953
which indicates a good fit. The other incremental fit indices are TLI and its value is .906.
The Parsimonious fit indices PGFI and PNFI have values of .812 and .829 respectively.
All these model fit indices are within the threshold level and within the acceptable range,
all indices meet the cut-off value criteria as suggested by Robert (2000) and Hair et al.
(2006).

4.7 SEM Analysis
4.7.1 Results Hypothesis 1 and 2

The first hypothesis H1 is about understanding the direct relationship that is found to exist
among abusive supervision and tacit evasive knowledge hiding while H2 is about
understanding the mediating effect of moral disengagement and abusive supervision and
tacit evasive knowledge hiding. In this regard, the first standardized direct effect is
analyzed and then standardized indirect effect is given in order to identify the significance
of the mediator in the given causal relationship. The outcomes of the mediating effect of
the given causal correlation are shown in Table 8 below:

Table 8: Results (H1 and H2)

Particular Results
Relationship

Causal sequence Beta SE P
Path 1la: Direct | .079 .023 .003
AS > EKH

Path 1b: Indirect | .212 .020 .002
AS > MD - EKH

Mediating effect Partial mediation

*AS Abusive Supervision EKH Evasive Knowledge Hiding MD Moral Disengagement

Interpretation of Table 8 above reveals that path a has a significant beta coefficient value
of .079. Furthermore, the total mediating effect of moral disengagement between abusive
supervision and tacit evasive knowledge hiding is .212 at a significance level of .002. This
indirect effect resultant of abusive supervision on evasive knowledge hiding that passes
through moral disengagement reflects partial mediation of moral disengagement.
Hypotheses 1a and 1b have been tested and the analysis of the results of the given
hypotheses reflect that abusive supervision leads to tacit evasive hiding among faculty
members and this cause-and-effect relationship is further intervened by the presence of
moral disengagement. Primarily, when faculty members are exposed to abusive
supervision, they are subject to active or direct verbal targeting of their supervisor or head
and passive or indirect targeting by not getting the due credit for the task done. Such a
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manner is proved to end up in developing a hiding behavior, which results in tacit
knowledge hiding where faculty members start to hide their knowledge acquired through
experience and know-how over a period. The results of the hypothesis of this study are
found to be aligned with the study of Pradhan et al. (2019), Ghani et al. (2020) Ayub et al.
(2021) carried out in a different context. Furthermore, aligned with social learning and
social cognitive theory, analysis of the study reflects that abusive supervision results in
setting an immoral role model that leads the faculty members towards learning and
acquiring such beliefs that make them follow personal interests without giving any regard
to the well-being of other colleagues is appropriate and justified (Anand et al., 2023; Liu
et al., 2017) due to moral disengagement of individuals. Consequently, faculty members
get inclined towards devoting more focus to their personal interests rather than the
collective interest of others and as a result, they end up in hiding knowledge from their
colleagues. In the same perspective this study reveals that when heads at higher education
institutes are identified to be abusive, this gives rise to a normative context where
individuals learn a behavior of putting their interests first which gives rise to knowledge
hiding rather than knowledge sharing.

4.7.2 Hypothesis 3

The third hypothesis is about proving the significant positive association that exists
between moral disengagement of employees and tacit evasive hiding. In this context, the
beta coefficient value is found to be .501 and is shown in Table 10. These statistics reveal
that the given relationship is statistically significant at .000 significance level. The above
statistical values further reveal that if moral disengagement is increased by one unit, then
the tacit evasive knowledge hiding will increase by .501 units. In short, moral
disengagement is proved to have a significantly positive effect on tacit evasive knowledge
hiding behavior among faculty members.

Table 9: Results (H3)

Particular Results
Relationship
Causal sequence | Beta SE P
Path a Direct | .501 .047 .000
MD - EKH
Result Significant relationship

* MD Moral Disengagement EKH Evasive Knowledge Hiding

The outcome of the hypothesis 4 of this study reflect that as hypothesized moral
disengagement is proved to have a significant positive effect on the tacit evasive hiding, as
addressed earlier, and are found to be in accordance with the results of the work carried out
by Zhao et al. (2016) and Zhao and Xia (2019). Thus, this study confirms that moral
disengagement leads to knowledge hiding behavior of faculty members, specifically as in
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the given context of tacit evasive knowledge hiding. Since evasive hiding implies some
element of deception and therefore faculty members hiding knowledge generally develop
some feelings of guilt regarding their behavior. But in the presence of moral
disengagement, the scenario turns out to be different. With the intention to support the
analysis through an argument made by Bandura et al. (2001), the reason behind given
behavior is that moral disengagement plays its part by alleviating the sense of self-
accusation or guilt by invalidating an individual’s moral self-regulation function. Or in
other words, moral disengagement of such faculty members is identified to play an active
role as a secondary cognitive process that leads to momentarily obscuring their moral rules
at personal level. As a consequence, when required knowledge is asked from faculty
members, moral disengagement tends to rationalize their knowledge hiding behavior,
making it easy for them to justify and validate such a behavior without developing any
sense of guilt or burden for themselves as they justify their behavior by placing the blame
on the behavior of others.

4.7.3 Hypothesis 4

The fifth hypothesis has been tested to confirm that knowledge self-efficacy moderates the
relationship between moral disengagement and tacit evasive hiding. The outcome of the
moderating effect as presented in the Table 10 below:

Table 10: Results (H4)

Particular Relationship Results

Causal sequence Beta SE P

Path a: Direct MD - EKH | .501 .047 .000

Path b: Interaction MD? EKH | .054 .033 .095
KSE

Moderating effect Moderation disconfirmed

* MD Moral Disengagement EKH Evasive Knowledge Hiding KSE Knowledge Self-efficacy

In-line with the relationship that exists between moral disengagement and evasive tacit
knowledge hiding, analysis reveals a beta coefficient value of .501, and this value is
statistically significant at .000 significance level and is shown in Table 10 above.
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Figure 2: Moderation Graph of Knowledge Self-Efficacy between Moral
Disengagement and Evasive Tacit Knowledge Hiding

As per the analysis of the results and the moderation graph reflected above, the beta
coefficient value of the moderating relationship with the interaction term is reduced to .068
and is also found to be insignificant. According to these insignificant moderation results
the moderation of knowledge self-efficacy among the relationship between moral
disengagement and evasive tacit knowledge hiding is disconfirmed since it is not found to
attenuate the given relationship, in the given context of the study. The relationship that
exists between moral disengagement and evasive tacit knowledge hiding is not weakened
in presence of knowledge self-efficacy as proposed in the given context of this study.

5. Discussion and Implications
5.1 Hypothesis 1 & 2

In the given context of a developing economy and in lieu of various challenges being faced,
in Pakistan the need of the time is to make research a collective as well as a creative effort,
having the potential to identify all sorts of developmental needs in light of developmental
priorities which could lead higher education institutes towards identifying solutions to
problems faced by society at large. In this regard, knowledge hiding has been identified to
be one of the factors that hinder organizational success and is still prevalent in
organizations besides organizational investments in facilitating knowledge sharing and is
proved to negatively affect innovative abilities, creativity, and interpersonal relations
(Xiong et al., 2021; Khoreva, & Wechtler, 2020; Anand et al., 2020; Jiang et al., 2019;
Connelly etal., 2019; Wang et al., 2019; Zhu et al., 2019; Khalid et al., 2018; Rhee & Choi,
2017; Cerne et al., 2014). Hence, besides a lot of attention that has been paid in order to
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identify knowledge sharing among employees, still little is known about the knowledge
hiding behaviors of academicians in higher education institutes and a lot needs to be
explored (Hernaus et al., 2019). Therefore, with the aim of answering the questions and
objectives of this research setting regarding reduction of knowledge hiding in the higher
education sector in Pakistan, the given study first attempts to understand and empirically
examine the evasive dimension of knowledge hiding particularly from the viewpoint of the
tacit form of knowledge and the different driving factors channeling it. This is important
since knowledge hiding has been identified and advocated at various platforms as one of
those most critical factors which are hindering higher education institutes in developing
and nurturing the notion of collective organizational success among faculty.

5.2 Hypothesis 3

In continuation of the above analysis, the results of hypothesis 3 of the study reflect that as
hypothesized moral disengagement is proved to have a significantly positive effect on tacit
evasive hiding, as addressed earlier, and are further aligned with the results of the studies
carried out by Zhao et al. (2016) and Zhao and Xia (2019). Thus, this study confirms that
moral disengagement leads to knowledge hiding behavior of faculty members, specifically
as in the context of tacit evasive knowledge hiding as proposed in the study. Since evasive
hiding implies some element of deception and therefore faculty members hiding knowledge
generally develop some feelings of guilt regarding their behavior. But in the presence of
moral disengagement, the scenario turns out to be different. With the intention to support
the analysis through an argument made by Bandura et al. (2001), the reason behind given
behavior is that moral disengagement plays its part by alleviating the sense of self-
accusation or guilt by invalidating an individual’s moral self-regulation function. Or in
other words, moral disengagement of such faculty members is identified to play an active
role as a secondary cognitive process that leads to momentarily obscuring their moral rules.
As a consequence, when required knowledge is asked from faculty members, moral
disengagement tends to rationalize their knowledge hiding behavior, making it easy for
them to justify and validate such a behavior without developing any sense of guilt or burden
for themselves as they justify their behavior by placing the blame on the behavior of others.

5.3 Hypothesis 4

Taking the discussion further, the results of hypothesis 4 is not aligned with what has been
hypothesized. In the context of the study, the relationship between moral disengagement
and tacit form of evasive hiding is not found to be moderated by the knowledge self-
efficacy of faculty members. Although it was proposed that those faculty members who
believe in their competency, as well as the usefulness of their knowledge, are found to be
more inclined towards sharing of knowledge with their colleagues even if they are found
to morally disengage. However, as in the framework of this study, the proposed moderation
of knowledge self-efficacy is disconfirmed. Knowledge self-efficacy has not been able to
play a significant part in buffering and channelizing the morally disengaged faculty
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members towards sharing of knowledge and thus reducing knowledge hiding among
colleagues in the Pakistani higher education setting. The probable reason for such a
behavior may be that when faculty members get morally disengaged their moral self-
regulation function gets invalidated. This cognitive reframing facilitates them in justifying
and protecting them from feelings of discomfort while hiding knowledge from other faculty
members. In the given scenario moral disengagement becomes a far more critical
individual trait or characteristic as compared to attenuating effect of knowledge self-
efficacy. As a consequence, the moderation of knowledge self-efficacy is not confirmed in
the given context of this study.

5.4 Implications & Future Research
5.4.1 Theoretical Implications

In terms of advancing knowledge management theory and practice, this study has
contributed towards enriching literature in the area of knowledge management by exploring
different negative intra-organizational knowledge-based behavior as extensive part of
existing research is focused on positive forms of knowledge-based behavior like
knowledge sharing and has neglected negative form of knowledge-based behavior, most
importantly knowledge hiding (Pan et al., 2018). This is important that various knowledge
management systems and networks are prevalent in organizational settings yet in order to
work well it is critical to understand and explore the reasons regarding knowledge hiding
behaviors of employees. Adding more to knowledge hiding literature, this study has
investigated different interpersonal antecedents related to knowledge hiding as this is the
area lacking in knowledge hiding research (Zhao et al., 2016). The rationale is that in daily
work life employees inevitably make contact with each other which gives rise to interaction
cues that ultimately lead towards providing social context information and this further
influences the way individuals adapt or deal with the information. By engaging the role
played by moderation of knowledge sharing self-efficacy between moral disengagement
and tacit form of evasive knowledge hiding, this study has explored how certain motivators
have a key influence on employee knowledge sharing as well as knowledge hiding attitudes
and intentions. The said study has confirmed that knowledge self-efficacy diminishes
knowledge hiding behavior by endorsing an individual’s self-confidence as well as
effectiveness in terms of tacit knowledge possessed by him/her.

5.4.2 Practical Implications

In short, faculty members when get morally disengaged then even if they are knowledge
self-efficacious i.e., they believe in their competence and ability to not only share
knowledge but also have the confidence in the unique knowledge they possess as well as
its worth and significance for others, will still refrain from sharing their knowledge
acquired through experience and know-how. Instead, will be indulged in hiding of their
knowledge from their colleagues when required.
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Aligned with the empirical findings of this research work, in order to minimize knowledge
hiding by reducing abusive supervision and workplace ostracism, organizational policies
should try to intrinsically motivate employees to share knowledge among colleagues and
develop trust, especially in jobs where knowledge takes birth, particularly in higher
education institutes. In this regard as proposed in the discussion, universities can promote
meaningful relationships at the workplace by establishing informal communities of
practice for formal and informal interactions among colleagues. This shall incorporate
faculty members from various departments of the university on the basis of their expertise,
like-mindedness, hobbies, etc. (Anand & Hassan, 2019). Then with the support of this
approach issues faced by faculty can be resolved by taking advantage of the expert area of
the faculty as per their knowledge mapping. In this regard, a number of faculty members
can be appointed even, in order to find solutions to explicitly work-related issues of the
faculty during specified working hours. This will lead employees towards knowing each
other and will help to minimize their personal differences as well and they will develop
trust among each other and will work collectively for the benefit of the institute, leaving
behind their personal preferences. Another important implication for institutes is to adopt
training as a tool to moderate and buffer the negative impacts of abusive supervision and
workplace ostracism as well. Findings of the said study further reflect that abusive
leadership and workplace ostracism lead towards knowledge hiding particularly for
knowledge that has been acquired due to experience and expertise. So, training shall be
designed in a way that contributes towards encouraging employees to develop leadership
skills, relational skills with colleagues along with controlling mechanisms like emotional
suppression and anger management as well. Furthermore, departmental heads and deans
need to identify why and when their employees hide knowledge. This necessitates

talking with employees not only on a formal platform rather on an informal one too as
reflected by results as well where employees start hiding knowledge from each other due
to silent treatment of their departmental heads. This can be done by organizing fortnightly
informal sessions where at least departmental faculty can get together over a cup of coffee
or tea, and this will provide them with an opportunity to express themselves. This will
ultimately move towards mitigating negative feelings about each other but may also lead
to develop a nurturing work environment where employees promote negotiation,
mediation, and clarity seeking among their colleagues and subordinates.

5.4.3 Future Research

The current study focuses only on a couple of intra-personal factors affecting knowledge
hiding. More future research needs to be done in order to extend the understanding of all
such positive and negative factors that can enhance or reduce knowledge hiding in
organizations particularly in academia like, understanding and exploring the role of micro-
aggression in terms of knowledge hiding will be interesting. In this regard, future research
needs to be directed not only towards antecedents but also towards exploring various other
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consequences of knowledge hiding at the level of the requestor, hider, and a work unit or
even for an organization at multi or cross-level, which may be positive or negative.
Furthermore, targeted research is needed to identify factors of personal, interpersonal, and
organizational level having an influence in an individual’s decision regarding hiding of
knowledge at longitudinal level with respect to the performance of an individual or team
or the organization in order to understand the causality and interrelationships to capture the
dynamic interactive process. In the given context, researchers may focus on exploring the
role of power differentials, interpersonal justice, etc. Finally, age is another important
variable which may be incorporated in future studies. This is important since there is a
probability that as the seniority and age increases this will lead to enhanced knowledge
hiding since senior employees possess more of tacit form of knowledge which they might
be not willing to share with others.
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