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This study delved into the relationship between workplace ostracism and knowledge hoarding
among employees, a critical concern for corporations striving for innovation. Leveraging Affective
Events Theory (AET), we hypothesized that workplace ostracism fosters knowledge hoarding,
potentially mediated by negative emotions. In addition, we proposed that proactive personality and
core self-evaluations could moderate this connection. Utilizing a time-lagged research design,
survey data were gathered from 332 employees in Pakistan's hospitality service sector. Our findings
revealed that workplace ostracism indeed spurred knowledge hoarding, with negative emotions
acting as a mediator. Moreover, we observed that this link was stronger among individuals with
lower levels of proactive personality and core self-evaluation, in line with our hypotheses. From a
practical standpoint, our study provides management with valuable insights for mitigating
knowledge hoarding and workplace ostracism. Overall, our contribution lies in the development and
validation of a moderated mediation model that sheds light on the overlooked dynamics between
workplace ostracism and knowledge hoarding among hotel employees in the Asian context of

Pakistan.
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Introduction

Efficient knowledge transfer has been considered to be a key element in bringing about innovations

and advancements, particularly in service-oriented organizationsf—llm. Although knowledge sharing

appears to be a pre-requisite for the innovative performance of service-oriented organizations,
empirical evidence suggests that knowledge is not being shared sufficiently in such 01rganizations[3-1
[11 A survey poll conducted by a Canadian news agency, The Globe and Mail, showed that 76% of
employees in North America withheld relevant organizational knowledge from their co-workers[4l.
This finding supported more recent findings showing that knowledge hoarding exerts negative effects
on employees’ job satisfaction and psychological well—beingﬂlm.

Considering the importance of knowledge sharing, extensive research has been done to determine the
factors that could potentially determine what contributes to employees’ knowledge sharing behaviors

(e.g., Connelly and Kellowayml, Latilla et allZ1, Choi et al.[8]). Extant research indicates that despite
the presence of factors that encourage knowledge sharing within organizations, employees still tend
to hoard knowledge within organizationsm. In practical terms, knowledge hoarding means that an
individual withholds knowledge or information that may be requested by others. According to Evans et
alliol knowledge hoarding is a deliberate attempt by an employee to hide knowledge that is requested
by colleagues.! Although knowledge hoarding may enhance individual performance at workll it is
associated with many negative workplace behaviors, such as low employee performance in work units,

problematic interactions between colleagues, and bullying of employees by their co-workers or
supervisorsl21131 1n this study, we expected knowledge hoarding to stifle innovation, which would
eventually lead to reductions in organizational efficiency and productivity.

The primary antecedent variable of knowledge hoarding we examined in the current study pertained
to workplace ostracism. By definition, workplace ostracism is the degree to which an employee

observes or perceives that she/he is excluded at the workplace by othersl24ll15] Workplace ostracism

lowers social interaction for ostracized employees, as well as his/her levels of work engagement and
service performancefl—éluﬂﬂﬂ. More specifically, workplace ostracism leads to lower family
satisfactionm, lower organizational citizenship behavior[l—‘d, emotional exhaustion221[201 and

higher instances of deviant workplace behaviors[2l,
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Although scholars are focusing more on workplace ostracism, to our knowledge, only a few studies
have investigated workplace ostracism and its workplace outcomes in the hospitality service sector;
these outcomes concern counterproductive work behaviorsﬂﬂ, proactive customer service
performancel22l and employee service performancel’®l. Although many studies on workplace
ostracism have been conducted in the field of management, little is known about the impact of
workplace ostracism on a deviant workplace behavior like knowledge hoarding, especially within the
hospitality service sector22l. Due to the pervasiveness of workplace ostracism in the hotel service
sector and its negative impact on employee performancef—zﬂ, there is a call for more studies to focus
on workplace ostracism in the hotel service sector, as well as other service sectors like nursingm—l.
Responding to this call for further investigations, the first aim of this study examined whether or not

workplace ostracism could lead to knowledge hoarding among hotel employees in Pakistan.

Zhao and Xialltl showed that the relationship between workplace ostracism (predictor) and workplace
hoarding (outcome) could be a curvilinear one with individuals high in political skill exhibiting a U-
shaped curve representing relatively high knowledge hoarding when perceived workplace ostracism
was at their low- and high-ends. The authors explained this interesting trend through the
Conservation of Resources (COR) theory. When workplace ostracism initially proceeds from low to
moderate, an ostracized employee would engage less in knowledge hoarding and more in knowledge
sharing to improve his social status in the organization. However, when workplace ostracism starts to
increase from moderate to high, the perception of being ostracized would become more salient and
imminent, and an ostracized employee would engage more in knowledge hoarding upon the
realization that his/her pro-social behaviors failed to improve his/her social standing. Knowledge
hoarding under this scenario also serves as a way for an ostracized employee to conserve his/her
resources (both mental and physical) and increase his bargaining power or influence within the

organization.

Although we acknowledge the logicality of these explanations, it must be mentioned that the
psychological mechanisms underlying the workplace ostracism-knowledge hoarding relationship,
encompassing cognitive and emotional well-being, have not been well-examined in the extant
literature thus far, and hence this study aimed to explore the mediating and moderating psychological
mechanisms that can better explain the causal link between workplace ostracism and knowledge
hoarding. Specifically, we examined whether the relationship between workplace ostracism and

knowledge hoarding was mediated by the emotions of hotel employees. We chose the factor of
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negative emotions as a mediator because workplace ostracism has been shown to exert negative
effects on the mental health of employeesi24l More specifically, we drew upon Weiss and

Cropanzano's23 Affective Events Theory to explain how the experience of negative emotions by

ostracized employees at their workplaces could lead to knowledge hoarding behaviors.

Heeding the call for more studies on the moderators that affect the impact of workplace ostracism on
knowledge hoarding behaviors26l171 we examined the conditions under which the relationship
between workplace ostracism and knowledge hoarding behaviors was strengthened or weakened. As

individuals with high levels of proactive personality actively seek out changes that are favorable to
self-development (Harvey et ali27]), and spontaneously adapt to changes in their working
environments28] we expected that proactive employees would be less likely to engage in knowledge
hoarding after encountering workplace ostracism.

In addition to proactive personality, we chose core self-evaluation (CSE) as another moderator. As
employees with high levels of CSE tend to exhibit high levels of psychological Well—beingQQl,
optimism and resiliencel32l, and self—esteemBll, we expected that employees with high levels of CSE,

like proactive employees, would be less likely to engage in knowledge hoarding after encountering

workplace ostracism.

In the following paragraphs, we provide a detailed conceptual background of the variables included in

this study and the hypotheses regarding their inter-relationships.
Literature Review and Hypotheses

Linking Workplace Ostracism to Knowledge Hoarding

Ostracism is the degree to which an individual observes that he/she is being excluded by others32],

Ostracism persists across various social settings, which include business corporations and

organizations[é]‘. Isolating certain colleagues during social interaction at the workplace, moving an

employee to an isolated location, leaving a place when an employee enters, not responding to

greetings of co-workers, and avoiding eye contact are all some examples of ostracism(331(34],

Workplace ostracism includes three important features. First, it does not necessarily involve the
motivation to cause damage to the target(33). This is because people sometimes ignore other

colleagues when they are pre-occupied with their tasks at work(Z). Second, workplace ostracism
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occurs when individuals of a group are unwilling to welcome another person into their group due to
the pre-existence of a strong group identity[3—41; therefore, ostracism perceived by one individual may
not be perceived by others who were already part of an in—group[33l. Third, workplace ostracism
relates to “the omission of positive attention from others rather than the commission of negative
attention”[331. Since the element of attention is missing, workplace ostracism could pose a serious risk
to an individual’s sense of belonging to an organizationl32l. Previous research showed that workplace
ostracism affected the victims more negatively than other types of mistreatment such as workplace
aggressionﬂgﬂ. Workplace ostracism has also been shown to damage the psychological and physical
well-being of employees, their organizational commitment, service performance, and job

satisfaction{10l,

In the extant literature, Ferris et al.,&‘d, through the Workplace Ostracism Scale, showed a positive
correlation between workplace ostracism and workplace withdrawal behaviors while Zhao et al.

071 showed positive links between workplace ostracism and counterproductive workplace behaviors

(organizational and interpersonal), moderated by one’s levels of proactive personality and political
skill. Kouchaki and Wareham!3¢l further showed that workplace ostracism led to unethical pecuniary
behaviors mediated by galvanic skin responses. All these aforementioned deviant workplace behaviors
can share links with knowledge hoarding, which we perceive as an egocentric/self-centered behavior

that seeks to increase an employee’s control over important organizational or work-related

information, which may increase his/her power and influence in the organizationliﬂ. In line with

previous studies showing that knowledge hoarding occurred in settings where workplace ostracism

created a work culture low on interpersonal trust and ethical standards[31[121[381111] ' we hypothesized

that:

= Hi1: Workplace ostracism would be positively related to knowledge hoarding behaviors of employees.

Negative Emotions as Mediator

Experiencing negative treatment at the workplace in the form of ostracism can engender negative
outcomes at both the individual and organizational levels. At the individual level, such consequences
are expressed in the form of cardiovascular diseases and negative emotions(32], Watson and

Pennebaker!42) described these negative emotions as the feelings of depression, anxiety, sadness,

anger, and anxiety that the individuals experience in a specific situation or state. As such, we invoked
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the Affective Effects Theory (AET) to examine how negative emotions can play a mediating role in the
relationship between workplace ostracism and knowledge hoarding. A central idea of AET is that an
individual’s emotional response serves as an intermediary link between work-related events and
behavioral outcomes. According to Weiss and Cropanzanol23], each member of an organization will
inevitably experience emotional reactions to various work-related events, which will in turn affect
their daily work attitudes and behaviors. Some scholars have validated the important intermediary
role of negative emotions in transforming work management features (e.g., supervisory support) into
work-related attitudes and behaviors (e.g., organizational commitment, job satisfaction) in a causal
chainl4tll42l For instance, the negative emotion of hostility has been shown to mediate the
relationship between leader mistreatment and deviant workplace behaviorsl42l. In this paper, based
on AET, we proposed that workplace ostracism could act as a proximal cause of negative emotions
because employees are perfectly capable of reacting emotionally to the workplace ostracism they
experienced23l. A key objective of AET is to encourage scholars to examine the affective state changes
of any person and the subsequent behaviors affected by such emotional states, followed by inferring
how such states could have arisen initially from certain workplace events experienced by
employees[2il. Given these facts, we predicted that when an employee is ostracized at his/her
workplace, he/she would experience a negative social event that sets the foundation for the emergence
of negative emotions (i.e., feelings of disappointment and sadness arising from exclusion from social
activities of colleagues), which would eventually culminate in the form of knowledge hoarding

behaviors.
In other words, we hypothesized that:

= H2: Negative emotions would mediate the relationship between workplace ostracism and knowledge

hoarding behaviors.

Moderating Role of Proactive Personality

According to Bateman and Crant[43], 3 person with a proactive personality is unaffected by situational
forces and can bring about change in the working environment. Having a proactive personality
enables an individual to identify different opportunities and make organizational changes
effectively[-‘h‘*-]-. Research on proactive personality showed that individuals vary in terms of proactivity

and the ability to initiate change in their working environment (e.g., Allen et al.l43]) Brown et al.[49)),
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Importantly, Bateman and Crantl43] differentiated between proactive and non-proactive employees.
Proactive employees find opportunities easily, demonstrate initiative, and bring about positive
change, whereas non-proactive employees show little or no initiative and are less likely to identify

new opportunities for initiating change in their working environments[431,

Given these facts, we expected that proactive employees would actively accommodate or adapt to
changes in their working environments despite situational constraints that can be brought about by
workplace ostracism[28l. These employees will not respond by hoarding knowledge but will actively
seek out opportunities to generate new ideas for improving their work performancel4Zl. On the other
hand, non-proactive employees face difficulty in changing their environment to deal with work-
related stress and tend to accept the current situation as it isl43l Under events of workplace ostracism,
if the employee cannot cope with his/her feelings of exclusion, it is possible that he/she may engage in
knowledge hoarding as a form of coping mechanism for alleviating the effects of such negative
emotions and to conserve their emotional resources (see also Zhu et al.@, for a similar view).
Knowledge hoarding is more likely to apply to non-proactive employees than to proactive employees
as the latter tend to create social ties with friendly colleagues through their prosocial behaviors when
confronted with workplace ostracism{3l, Specifically, proactive employees will strive to improve their
inclusionary status in their organizations and share their knowledge with others by voicing their
recommendations for improvements to organizational procedures and taking charge of initiating
functional changes in their organizations48l15l In simple terms, this means that proactive
employees would be less affected by situational factors and demonstrate a lower tendency to hoard
knowledge than non-proactive employees between situations of low and high workplace ostracism. In

view of these facts, we hypothesized that:

= H3: Proactive personality would moderate the relationship between workplace ostracism and knowledge
hoarding of employees such that this relationship would be stronger for employees with lower levels of

proactive personality than for employees with higher levels of proactive personality.

Moderating Role of Core Self-evaluation

To understand why an employee would feel ostracized at work and hoard knowledge, knowledge about
his/her personality is crucial for explaining such deviant employee behaviors. One of the significant

examples in predicting employee behavior is the construct of CSE!42] that is, how individuals assess

geios.com doi.org/10.32388/HUJUK7


https://www.qeios.com/
https://doi.org/10.32388/HUJUK7

themselves regarding their capability, competence, and capabilities. According to Judge et all39l csg
is a composite personality construct that includes four component traits: (i) self-esteem [general
feeling and perception of one’s worth, Carson et al. (1997)], (ii) generalized self-efficacy [general belief
in one’s ability to succeed!3], (iii) locus of control [belief in one’s ability to control life events
(Strauser et al., 2002)], and (iv) non-neuroticism [ability to maintain emotional stability in the

presence of disappointments, anxiety, and stress (Eysenck and Eysenck, 1968)].

At the workplace, CSE affects how an individual fosters social exchange relationships within the
workplacel32l. Specifically, it has been found that employees with low self-efficacy and external locus
of control tend not to challenge the status quo and destructive/toxic behaviors of their leaders or
supervisorsliﬂ. Such employees also tend to endure and accept misdemeanors committed by their
supervisors and leaders, and are afraid of changing the contextual or situational factors that promoted
such destructive leadershipl34l. By contrast, employees with high levels of CSE widely view themselves
as competent individuals having control over their life events and self-worth[33l, and tend to endorse

more optimistic outlooks on life than individuals with low levels of CSE[39],

According to AETQﬂ, an employee’s personality plays an important role in appraising different work-
related events and can influence changes in employee behaviors. Linking this fact to CSE, employees
with low levels of CSE may feel insecure or threatened after experiencing workplace ostracism and
subsequently compel themselves to hoard knowledge as a coping strategy for protecting their
psychological well-being. On the other hand, individuals with high levels of CSE have been found to
apply more proactive coping strategies that alleviate the strain of daily stressors and problems£5§1.
Specifically, when encountering workplace ostracism, individuals with high levels of CSE will confront
the situation and explore possibilities for changes or improvement rather than dwell on negative
emotions and engage in knowledge hoarding. In view of these arguments and reasonings, we thereby

hypothesized that:

= Hj: CSE would moderate the relationship between workplace ostracism and knowledge hoarding such
that this relationship would be stronger for employees with lower levels of CSE than for employees with

higher levels of CSE.
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Research Model

Time-1 Time-2 Time-3
Core Self-
evaluation
A 4
Workplace .
. Negative Emotions »| Knowledge Hoarding
Ostracism
{l
Proactive
Personality

Figure 1. A moderated mediation model showing Negative Emotions (NE) as a mediator between
Workplace Ostracism (WO) and Knowledge Hoarding (KH), and Proactive Personality (PP) and Core Self-

evaluation (CSE) as moderators of the effect of Workplace Ostracism on Knowledge Hoarding

Methods

Participants and Data Collection

Data were collected by conducting a temporally segregated field survey of employees at different
hotels in Pakistan at three different time points. We gained access to these companies through our
personal contacts. Any employee who expressed willingness to participate in the study were provided
with a cover letter, a consent form, and questionnaires. The cover letter described the purpose of the
study and provided participants the assurances that their survey data would be kept private and

confidential. Informed consent was obtained from all participants before their official participation,
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and all data were collected anonymously and treated with strict confidentiality. Data were collected
over three time lags to alleviate common method biases[371, All stages of the survey study were
reviewed and approved by the ethics review board of Capital University of Science and Technology,
Pakistan. All procedures conducted were non-invasive and in perfect alignment with established

ethical guidelines.

At time-1, we measured workplace ostracism, core self-evaluation, and proactive personality. We
circulated 600 sets of questionnaires and received 510 completed and usable questionnaires, which
amounted to a response rate of 85%. After 15 days, at time-2, we measured negative emotions from all
employees who completed the time-1 questionnaires. We received 405 completed questionnaires at
time-2, which pertained to a response rate of 67% (computed based on the initial distribution of the
questionnaires to 600 employees). After another time lag of 15 days, at time-3, we measured
knowledge hoarding. We received 332 completed questionnaires, which pertained to a final response
rate of 55%. Close to two-thirds of these respondents were male (65%). We recorded their age and
years of working experience (tenure) in ranked categories. Their age ranged from 21 to 25 years (61.1
%), 26 to 30 years (33.5 %), and 31 to 35 years (5.4 %). 81.1 % and 18.9 % of them had working

experience ranging from 1 to 5 years, and from 6 to 10 years, respectively.

Time-lagged Survey Measures

Excluding the questionnaire on negative emotions, all questionnaires were measured on a 7-point
Likert scale of agreement ranging from “1” (strongly disagree) to “7” (strongly agree), with the
median value of “4” representing a neutral stance (neither agree nor disagree), and values “2”
(somewhat disagree), “3” (slightly disagree), “5” (slightly agree), “6” (somewhat agree)
representing intermediate levels of agreement/disagreement. Negative emotions were measured
based on a 7-point Likert scale of frequency ranging from “1” (never) to “7” (always), with values “2”
(rarely), “3” (occasionally), “4” (sometimes), “5” (frequently), “6” (usually) representing
incremental levels of frequency between the two extremes. Scale scores were computed for each

questionnaire by summing and averaging the self-report ratings from each respondent.

At time-1, workplace ostracism was measured using a 10-item scale developed by Ferris et al.l14],
Sample items include “Others left the area when you entered” and “Others ignored you at work.” The

scale’s reliability in this study was found to have a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.71.
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Core self-evaluation was measured using a 12-item scale developed by Judge et al.[42l. Sample items
include “When I fail, I feel worthless” and “When I try, I generally succeed.” The scale’s reliability in this

study was found to have a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.75.

Proactive personality was measured using a 17-item scale developed by Bateman and Crantl43l
Sample items include “If I see something I don't like, I fix it” and “I enjoy facing and overcoming obstacles

to my ideas.” The scale’s reliability in this study was found to have a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.89.

At time-2, employees’ negative emotions were measured using a five-item scale used previously by

Watson and Clarkl8l. A sample item is “You felt worthless" and “You felt as though you might have a

breakdown.” The scale’s reliability in this study was found to have a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.81.

At time-3, knowledge hoarding was measured using a four-item scale developed by Evans et al.[10l.
Sample items include “I avoid releasing information to others in order to maintain control” and “I control
the release of information in an effort to present the profile I want to show.” The scale’s reliability in this

study was found to have a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.85.

Results

Model Fit, Convergent and Discriminant Validity Analysis

Considering the self-report nature of the data, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to
assess the discriminant validity of variables. We followed the suggestions of Anderson and
Gerbing(5%) and compared a five-factor model (with each survey measure representing a separate
factor) with a one-factor model (with all survey measures loaded on one factor). CFA results indicated
that the unconstrained multiple-factor model showed better fit indices than the single-factor model.
As shown in Table 1, the five-factor model yielded better fit indices than the one-factor model. The
model fit indices for the hypothesized five-factor model fell within an acceptable range with.93 for

CFI,.92 for TLI, and.04 for RMSEA, values which indicated adequate fitl60l,
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Model Type No. of Factors 1 df RMR RMSEA IFI | TLI | CFI

*

Hypothesized 5 1227.32™F 757 .06 04 93 | 92 | .93

All-in-one 1 £4233.54"** 874 13 10 57 | 54 | 56

Table 1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) Indices

Note. N = 332. x2 = chi-square, df = degrees of freedom, CFI = Comparative Fit Index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis
index, IFI = Incremental Fit Index, RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, RMR = Root Mean
Residual

kk ok
p <.o001

Table 2 shows the composite reliability (CR), average variance extracted (AVE), and maximum shared
variance (MSV) values of the survey measures. The MSV values of all five variables (.16 -.37) were less
than their AVE values (.50 -.57), showing the presence of discriminant validity. The AVE values of all
five variables were.50 and above, and lower than their corresponding CR values (.87 -.93), showing the

presence of convergent validity based on the criteria set by Hair et alleil,

Variable CR|[AVE|MSV| M SD | Min. | Max 1 2 3 4 5

1. Workplace Ostracism | .91 | .53 | .23 | 4.72|.669 | 2.31 | 6.60 7

2. Negative Emotions |.93| .57 | .37 | 4.74|.968 | 1.40 | 6.80 | .64 .81
3. Knowledge Hoarding |.87 | .51 | 16 |4.86| 1o1 | 150 | 6.25 | 57" | .44 75
4. Proactive Personality (.89 | .50 | .33 | 4.45|.792 | 1.80 | 6.10 | - .55*** - .52*** - .64*** .89
5. Core self-evaluation |.91 | .54 | .29 [3.78 | .560 | 1.75 | 6.00 | - 23" | - 19™* | - 24" | 14**| .85

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics, Reliability and Validity Indices, and Correlational Matrix of Survey Variables
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Note. N = 332. CR = Composite Reliability, AVE = Average Variance Extracted, MSV = Maximum Shared
Variance, M = Mean, SD = Standard Deviation, Min. = Minimum, Max. = Maximum. Cronbach’s alpha values
belonging to each scale (reported in Methods section) are shown in bold on the diagonal of the correlational

matrix.

kok Kok ok
p<.o1, p<.001

Correlational Analysis

As shown in Table 2, workplace ostracism correlated significantly and positively with negative
emotions [r (332) = 0.64, p <.001] and knowledge hoarding [r (332) =.57, p <.001] to a moderately high
degree. Negative emotions correlated significantly and positively with knowledge hoarding [r (332) =
0.4/, p <.01] at a moderate level. These correlational findings supported our first two hypotheses. In
addition, proactive personality correlated negatively and significantly with knowledge hoarding [r
(332) = - 0.64, p <.001] to a moderately high degree, supporting our expectation that employees with

higher levels of proactive personality would exhibit lower levels of knowledge hoarding.

Mediation Analysis

Mediation analysis was done using the bootstrapping procedure proposed by Preacher and Hayes[Q].
We implemented a macro (PROCESS) model 4 developed by Preacher and Hayes[Q] in IBM SPSS 20.

We set the bootstrap sample size at 5,000, following the recommendation of Preacher and Hayes!62],

Table 3 shows results supporting Hypothesis 2: workplace ostracism was found to have an indirect
effect on knowledge hoarding through negative emotions [Sobel test effect (two-tailed, normality-
assumed) = 0.15, SE = 0.035, Z = 4.29, p =.009]. Results were further confirmed by the 95%
bootstrapped confidence intervals (0.07, 0.19), which showed no zero terms within the lower and
upper limits of the Sobel test effect. This showed that there was indeed a significant reduction in the
overall variance (derived from the impact of workplace ostracism on knowledge hoarding) after
including negative emotions as a mediator. As for the three sets of direct effects, they were all highly

significant and positive (0.33 <B<0.45, 4.67 <t<11.03, ps <.001) [see Table 3].
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Direct Effect R? F B SE T p-value
0.31"% | 89.32"** <.001
1. Direct effect of WO on NE 0.45"* | o.04 11.03 <.001
036" | 74.64"** <.001
2. Direct effect of WO on KH 0.38*** 0.06 6.72 <.001
3. Direct effect of NE on KH 0.33*** 0.07 4.67 <.001

Tests of Indirect Effects based on Normal Distribution

Effect SE Z p-value
Bootstrap result for indirect effect 015" | 0.0352 429" .009
Effect SE LL 95% CI UL 95% CI
Indirect effect of WO on KH through NE 0.15"* 0.04 0.07 0.22

Table 3. Mediation Analysis with Negative Emotions as Mediator and Knowledge Hoarding as Dependent

Variable

Note. N= 332. WO = Workplace Ostracism, KH = Knowledge Hoarding, NE = Negative Emotions, LL = Lower

level, UL = Upper level, CI = Confidence Interval. ® SE shown to the accuracy of three decimal places to ensure
the precision of Z-score computation.

kok kok ok
p<.01, p<.001

Hierarchical Moderation Analysis

In the moderation analysis, centering was performed for all regressors to circumvent the issue of
multicollinearityl631, Significant interactions were plotted for simple slopes analysis of employees
falling into “low” (M - 1 SD) and “high” (M + 1 SD) groups/categories around the meanl®4! [see

Figures 2 and 3].

In the analysis, two steps were involved: first, the independent variable and moderator were entered

independently, and then the product variable representing the interaction between the independent
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variable and the moderator was added. Table 4 shows results supporting Hypothesis 3. Workplace
ostracism exerted a significant direct positive effect on knowledge hoarding (g = 0.25, t = 3.51, p <.001)
while proactive personality exerted a significant direct negative effect on knowledge hoarding (p = -
0.13, t = - 2.16, p =.031). Workplace ostracism x proactive personality interaction was also found to be
significant (B = - 0.19, t = -2.11, p =.036). Altogether, the predictors explained 29% of the variance in
the dependent variable of knowledge hoarding. The positive association between workplace ostracism
and knowledge hoarding was found to be significant for employees in the low proactive personality
category (simple slope B = 0.37, t = 5.28, p <.001), but not for employees in the high proactive
personality category (simple slope g = 0.12, t = 1.09, p =.281). A simple slopes test showed that the
strength of this workplace ostracism-knowledge hoarding relationship was stronger for employees
with low levels of proactive personality than for employees with high levels of proactive personality
(simple slope effect = 0.25, t = 3.33, p <.001). Figure 2 depicts this difference in association strength

between employees with low and high levels of proactive personality.

Variable R? AR? F Constant B SE T p-value
0.29™** | 0.06 | 44.66™* <.001
3.12
WO 0.25"* | 0.07 | 3.5 | <.o01
PP ~013* | 0.06 | —216* .031
WO x PP -019* | 0.09 | -211" 036
Direct Effect of WO on KH for Low and High PP levels B SE T p-value
PP Low (M — 1SD) 037"* | 0.07 | 5.28™** <.001
PP High (M +1SD) 0.12 0.1 1.09 281
Simple Slopes Difference between Low and High PP Levels Effect SE T p-value
257 | o752 | 333 | <.o01

Table 4. Moderation Analysis with Proactive Personality as Moderator and Knowledge Hoarding as Dependent

Variable
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Note. N = 332. For simple slopes test, 1 SD for PP variable = 0.79. WO = Workplace Ostracism, PP = Proactive
Personality, KH = Knowledge Hoarding. R? relates to the proportion of variance in KH explained by all
predictors while AR? relates to the increase in model variance explained by the addition of the product

variable WO x PP. @ SE shown to the accuracy of three decimal places to ensure the precision of T-score

computation for the Sobel test effect.

* Kk ok
p<.05  p<.o001

5
4.5
£ 4]
T ‘
-
835 [ — Moderator
f 5 -+ Low Proactive
%’ Personality
3 25 =& High Proactive
° -
c Personality
X 2|
1.5
1 ! .
Low Workplace High Workplace
Ostracism Ostracism

Figure 2. Interaction effects of Workplace Ostracism (WO) and Proactive Personality (PP)
on Knowledge Hoarding (KH). For ease of representation, the antecedent variable WO was
subdivided into low and high groups that scored, respectively, one standard deviation
below and above the centered mean value. Likewise, the moderator PP was divided into low

and high groups in the same fashion.

Table 5 shows results supporting Hypothesis 4. Like the findings shown above, workplace ostracism
exerted a significant direct positive effect on knowledge hoarding (g = 0.25, t = 3.58, p <.001) while CSE
exerted a significant direct negative effect on knowledge hoarding (8 = - 0.21, t = - 3.75, p <.001).
Workplace ostracism x CSE interaction was also found to be significant (B = - 0.13, t = -2.16, p =.031).
Altogether, these predictors explained 25% of the variance in the dependent variable of knowledge

hoarding. The positive association between workplace ostracism and knowledge hoarding was found
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to be significant for employees in the low CSE category (simple slope g = 0.35, t =5.07, p <.001), but not
for employees in the high CSE category (simple slope p = 0.15, t = 1.36, p =.177). A simple slopes test
showed that the strength of this workplace ostracism-knowledge hoarding relationship was stronger
for employees with low levels of CSE than for employees with high levels of CSE (simple slope effect =
0.20, t = 2.85, p =.005). Figure 3 depicts this difference in association strength between employees

with low and high levels of CSE.

Variable R? AR? F Constant B SE T p-value
0.25"** | 0.06 | 36.44**" <.001
3.39
WO 025" | 0.07 | 358" | <.oo1
CSE 021" | 0.06 | 375" | <.o01
WO x CSE -013" |o0.06| -216" .031
Direct Effect of WO on KH for Low and High CSE levels B SE T p-value
CSE Low (M — 1SD) 0.35* | 0.07 | s5.07** <.001
CSE High (M +1SD) 0.15 0.11 1.36 177
Simple Slopes Difference between Low and High CSE Levels Effect SE T p-value
020" | o007 ]| 285 .005

Table 5. Moderation Analysis with Core Self-Evaluation (CSE) as Moderator and Knowledge Hoarding as

Dependent Variable

Note. N = 332. For simple slopes test, 1 SD for CSE variable = 0.56. WO = Workplace Ostracism, CSE = Core Self-
evaluation, KH = Knowledge Hoarding. R? relates to the proportion of variance in KH explained by all

predictors while AR? relates to the increase in model variance explained by the addition of the product

variable WO x CSE.

* k% k ok k
p<.05 'p<.o1, p<.001
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Figure 3. Interaction effects of Workplace Ostracism (WO) and Core Self-evaluation (CSE)
on Knowledge Hoarding (KH). For ease of representation, the antecedent variable WO was
subdivided into low and high groups that scored, respectively, one standard deviation
below and above the centered mean value. Likewise, the moderator CSE was divided into

low and high groups in the same fashion.

Discussion

The current study expanded the literature on workplace ostracism in the tourism and hospitality
industry, in which ostracism exists but still needs to be further explored(85]. To our knowledge, this is
the first study that highlighted workplace ostracism as an antecedent of knowledge hoarding
behaviors among hotel employees. Drawing upon AET, we proposed and empirically tested a
conceptual model to examine how workplace ostracism could lead to knowledge hoarding behaviors
through negative emotions and the impact of two moderators: proactive personality and CSE. Findings
showed that workplace ostracism was positively related to employees’ knowledge hoarding behaviors,
both directly and indirectly, through negative emotions. Employees who experienced more workplace
ostracism reported greater instances of knowledge hoarding behaviors through the intermediary

effect of negative emotions. Specifically, we regard workplace ostracism as an interpersonal
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antecedent variable since ostracism can only occur in a social context where one feels excluded from
social interactionsl24166] Social information or contextual cues derived from interpersonal

interactions (either positive or negative) could affect employees’ work attitude and behaviorl®7l and

we highlighted this predictive relationship through the mediating influence of negative emotions.

Our findings can be related conceptually to previous findings by Ayoko et all68l in which negative
workplace events (i.e., conflicts between supervisors and employees) were found to lead to negative
emotions and counterproductive work behaviors. Our findings also relate well to the theoretical notion
that employees’ emotions or affectivity (either positive or negative) could affect their attitudes and
commitment toward ensuring optimal organizations productivity (Organ and Ryan, 1995; Weiss and
Cropanzano, 1996). Specifically, concerning AET, the mediating and direct effects exerted by negative
emotions on knowledge hoarding demonstrated knowledge hoarding as an affect-driven behavior
that was underlain by fluctuating moods or emotions[23l. Most probably, knowledge hoarding was
driven by employees’ implicit or subconscious memories of the negative emotions they felt during

antecedent events of workplace ostracismlo,

Regarding moderating effects, our findings showed that employees with higher levels of proactive
personality exhibited a weaker association between workplace ostracism and knowledge hoarding
than their counterparts with lower levels of proactive personality. These findings replicated previous
findings by Sarwar, Khan, and Mujtabal®l and suggested that proactive employees are better at
managing ostracism-related stress and less likely to engage in withdrawal behaviors (i.e., a
withdrawal of useful information in this case) that would harm organizational operations or
productivity. Our findings also suggested that proactive employees are less likely to consider
knowledge hoarding as a means to improve their work performance since this behavior stifles the

generation of new ideas for work improvementﬂhﬂ.

Likewise, we showed that employees with higher levels of CSE exhibited a stronger association
between workplace ostracism and knowledge hoarding than their counterparts with lower levels of
CSE. These findings extended previous findings of CSE as a significant moderator in the family domain
(i.e., in linking uncivil domestic behaviors to psychological distress, see Lim and Tail”1l) to the work
domain. Importantly, our findings suggested that employees with higher levels of CSE are much better
than their counterparts with lower levels of CSE at coping with the stress and negative emotions that

accompany workplace ostracisml[38l,
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Practical Implications

Knowledge gleaned from management research like ours can be harnessed as a tool to help employers
and managers from different industries identify better solutions for managing human resources. As
our main findings showed that workplace ostracism gave rise to negative emotions and knowledge
hoarding behaviors, we recommend that employers and managers take active steps to reduce
workplace ostracism. As workplace ostracism can be reduced through cooperative goal
interdependence”l]‘, which requires individuals to work together to develop problem-solving
strategies, managers can set tasks with goals that require collective team effort and decision-making.
At the same time, a team-based reward system (see, e.g., Bamberger and Levil73l) can also be
established to assign awards and recognition to teams that demonstrate high degrees of mutual

respect, cooperation, and productivity.

At a higher organizational or corporate level, workplace ostracism can be reduced by encouraging a
collaborative work culture that promotes open discussion, equal treatment, and fair compensation for
all staff memberst74l., Ideally, such policies should be complemented by a non-stressful working
environment that promotes individual autonomy73), teamwork[72I74] and positive emotions (Jang

and Namkung, 2009).

Moreover, employers should take the initiative to hire individuals with high levels of proactivity and
CSE, as these individuals would be naturally inclined toward displaying knowledge sharing and
proactive behaviorsl78), Together with such hiring practices, the design and establishment of an
online knowledge management system (e.g., through Microsoft Teams) may offer a transparent and
cost-effective way for employees to share knowledge within a big corporation with lots of employees.
Legal rules and policies should also be set in place to ensure that employees can feely express

themselves through this digital medium without fear of persecution.

Limitations and Future Directions

Besides the contributions mentioned above, we acknowledge some limitations that future studies
should address. Because negative emotions can emanate from activities beyond the work domain,
such as social undermining in the family domainl”?), future studies can investigate antecedent
variables arising from family or other non-work domains. Likewise, as negative emotions have been

shown to contribute to deviant workplace behaviors that differed from knowledge hoarding among
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Pakistani nurses [e.g., customer service sabotagefjﬁl, absenteeism from worklZZl], future studies on
hotel employees can investigate other types of work-related outcome variables. It will also be
interesting to know if our conceptual model can be applied to explain the relationship between
workplace ostracism and knowledge hoarding of employees from other service-oriented industries or
sectors (e.g., hospital nursest781L7711791) 1 astly, as people living in collectivistic Asian societies tend to
be more sensitive to the negative emotions displayed by their communication partners than their
Western counterparts living in Europe and North Americal8l  future studies can consider
investigating the differential impact of negative emotions on mediating the relationship between

work-related antecedent and outcome variables across different national cultures.

Conclusion

This study showed that knowledge hoarding could arise as an outcome behavior emanating from
workplace ostracism and the negative emotions attached to such events of ostracism. The positive
impact of workplace ostracism on knowledge hoarding was mitigated by the presence of high levels of
proactive personality and CSE. Findings from mediation analysis supported AET by highlighting
knowledge hoarding as an affect-driven behavior that can harm organizational productivity and the
generation of innovative ideas. On the other hand, findings from moderation analysis suggested that
employees with higher levels of proactive personality and CSE are better than their co-workers with
lower levels of proactive personality and CSE at managing or coping with ostracism-related stress and
negative emotions. To reduce the negative effects of workplace ostracism on work performance, we
argued for organizational initiatives that focus on cooperative teamwork and goal setting, as well as
recruitment strategies that focus on hiring individuals with high levels of proactive personality and
CSE. The adoption of such procedures or policies can proceed in tandem with further investigations
into the variables that are antecedent to or consequent to negative emotions in all relevant service
sectors. Taken together, the findings and implications from this study provided new insights into the
under-studied relationship between workplace ostracism and knowledge hoarding among hotel

employees within the Asian context of Pakistan.

Notes

Running head: Impact of Workplace Ostracism on Knowledge Hoarding
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Footnotes

1 As such, knowledge hoarding has also been termed “knowledge hiding” in simpler terms31381 In

this paper, we chose to use “knowledge hoarding” in adherence to its use by Evans et all1%l who

developed the knowledge hoarding questionnaire we used in this study (see Methods). Conceptually,

however, we neither perceive nor regard “knowledge hoarding” and “knowledge hiding” as different,

and hereby advice readers to regard both sets of terms as referring to the same construct.
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