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ABSTRACT

The Bright and Dark Sides of Upward Social Comparison:
Knowledge Sharing and Knowledge Hiding Directed at High Performers
by
Soohyun (Ashley) Lee

Advisor: Dr. Kristin Sommer
The present research investigated when and why employees might share or hide their work
information from coworkers who perform better than themselves. Drawing from social
comparison theory (Festinger, 1954) and social exchange theory (Blau, 1964), I predicted that
upward social comparison would lead to both pleasant reactions (inspiration, perceived gain of
work resources) and unpleasant reactions (envy, perceived loss of work resources), which in turn
would differentially affect knowledge sharing/hiding behaviors targeting high-performing
coworkers. I further predicted that individual differences in directing behaviors toward goals
(goal orientation) and task structures requiring reliance on coworkers (task interdependence)
would moderate the relationships between upward social comparison and knowledge
sharing/hiding behaviors. Two studies were conducted to test these ideas. In Study 1, full-time
knowledge workers reflected on their coworkers who performed higher than or similar to
themselves at work and recalled their feelings, thoughts, and behaviors toward the coworkers. In
Study 2, undergraduate students were paired up with high- or average-performing students and
performed a business simulation that required high or low interdependence with the experiment
partners. Across two studies, I found a significant indirect effect of a coworker’s performance on
iv

knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding via envy. In other words, participants shared less and
withheld more knowledge from high-performing coworkers than from average-performing
coworkers due to feelings of envy. Goal orientation and task interdependence did not moderate
such links. The current research not only advances the existing social comparison literature but
also the knowledge management literature by integrating emotion into knowledge exchange
behaviors.
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Chapter 1. Introduction
As the world economy has moved from manufacturing-based to knowledge-based over
the past decades, the number of knowledge-based jobs (e.g., researchers, engineers) has
exponentially increased (Dvorkin & Shell, 2016). As such, knowledge has become the most
important intangible asset for organizations to build a competitive advantage (Dalkir, 2013). In a
knowledge-based economy, successful knowledge sharing among employees is fundamental for
team creativity, innovation, and organizational productivity (Wang & Noe, 2010). However,
many employees hesitate to share their knowledge with peers and even attempt to hide it out of
fear of compromising their own “territory” within the organization (Connelly et al., 2012). A
survey revealed that about 60% of U.S. employees had experienced inefficient knowledge
sharing from their coworkers (Panopto, 2018). This was estimated to result in a loss of 5.3 hours
per week per employee and an annual loss of $47 million for a large-sized company. These
observations have given rise to a growing number of studies on knowledge sharing (voluntarily
offering information to others) and knowledge hiding (concealing information in response to a
direct request) in organizations.
Knowledge sharing/hiding usually occurs in a calculated manner. Employees consciously
decide to share or hide their knowledge depending on who the knowledge recipients are,
weighing the costs and benefits of sharing knowledge with them (Xiao & Cooke, 2019).
However, very few empirical studies have examined knowledge recipients’ characteristics that
may affect employees’ knowledge sharing/hiding (Zhang & Jiang, 2015). The present paper
focuses on knowledge recipients’ relative performance as a predictor of knowledge
sharing/hiding. Specifically, I examine whether employees will be more or less likely to share
their knowledge with coworkers whose performance level is higher than their own (henceforth
1

referred to as “high performers”), as compared to those whose performance level is similar to
their own (henceforth referred to as “average performers”).
High performers produce a higher quantity and quality of work output than other
employees (Rotundo & Sackett, 2002). As high performers usually have superior work-related
skills and abilities, they hold central positions in teams and have a significant influence on
overall team performance (Aguinis & O’Boyle, 2014). Despite their ability to elevate the
performance of their teams, high performers are often deprived of important information by
peers who feel threatened by them. Here, threats can take the form of envy (Peng et al., 2020;
Weng et al., 2020) or perceived loss of desired resources, such as promotion opportunities or
social status in teams (Lim et al., 2018). Alternatively, peers may feel inspired by high
performers (Lockwood & Kunda, 1997). Peers may also perceive high performers as those from
whom they can learn and gain benefits (Campbell et al., 2017). In such cases, peers might be
especially willing to share information with high performers as a form of helping and
collaboration. Thus, reactions to upward social comparison—in the form of threat or perceived
benefits—may determine individuals’ knowledge sharing/hiding with high performers.
This leads to two critical questions: What determines whether peers will view high
performers as threatening or beneficial? What influences whether peers will subsequently hide or
share knowledge with high performers when perceiving threats and benefits? In the present
paper, I examine goal orientation and task interdependence as potential moderators of knowledge
sharing/hiding. Goal orientation is a motivational disposition that guides how individuals
appraise and react to achievement situations (Dweck, 1986). Individuals with a learning goal
orientation strive to acquire new skills and view poor performance feedback as beneficial
information for self-development. Conversely, individuals with a performance goal orientation
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strive to demonstrate their abilities to others and view poor performance feedback as a threat to
self-esteem (VandeWalle et al., 2019). Therefore, goal orientation may influence peers’
perceptions of high performers as relatively beneficial or threatening to the self, and in turn
determine the extent to which they are willing to share knowledge with high performers.
Furthermore, task interdependence, the degree to which team members are dependent on
each other to complete tasks, might influence knowledge sharing/hiding toward high performers.
In high task interdependence settings, team members must cooperate and coordinate with each
other for task completion (Bachrach et al., 2006). Sharing knowledge with high performers can
be desired because it can enhance one’s own performance. However, in low task
interdependence settings, knowledge sharing might not be so important to one’s performance
because performance is not contingent on cooperation with high performers. Thus, task
interdependence might create boundary conditions for knowledge sharing/hiding in response to
perceived threats and benefits.
To summarize, the primary goal of the current research is to examine the effects of
upward social comparison on knowledge sharing/hiding. I draw from social comparison theory
(Festinger, 1954) and social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) to build predictions regarding benefit
and threat processes that may explain the link between upward social comparison and knowledge
sharing/hiding. Finally, I examine whether goal orientation and task interdependence moderate
the relationship between upward social comparison and knowledge sharing/hiding.
The current research aims to contribute to the literature in four ways. First, I address gaps
in the knowledge management literature by identifying the relative performance level of
knowledge recipients as a potential antecedent of knowledge sharing/hiding. Previous studies on
the antecedents of knowledge sharing/hiding have focused on the personal characteristics of
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knowledge holders (e.g., Pan et al., 2018), interpersonal attributes (e.g., Connelly et al., 2012),
and organizational structure (e.g., Berger et al., 2019). However, very few studies have examined
knowledge recipients’ characteristics as antecedents of knowledge sharing/hiding. For example,
Zhang and Jiang (2015) investigated knowledge recipients’ competence, learning attitude, and
personal relationship with knowledge holders as factors influencing knowledge holders’
motivation for sharing. However, they did not investigate how knowledge recipients’
performance affects knowledge sharing and hiding. Thus, the current research can fill the void in
the literature by examining job performance as a predictor of knowledge sharing/hiding.
Second, this research will contribute to the social comparison literature by identifying
knowledge sharing/hiding as an underexplored consequence of upward social comparison at
work. Several previous studies have examined various forms of harming behaviors targeting high
performers, such as social undermining (Jensen et al., 2014), interpersonal deviant behavior
(Lam et al., 2011), and abusive supervision (Tariq et al., 2019). By examining knowledge hiding
as another harming behavior against high performers, I aim to expand the scope of consequences
of threatening upward social comparison. At the same time, high performers are crucial and
respected team members who significantly contribute to team success. However, most existing
social comparison studies have portrayed high performers as threatening to others. By examining
when high performers are viewed positively and receive prosocial behavior (knowledge sharing)
from peers, I aim to offer a more balanced view of the current understanding of upward social
comparison.
Third, this research will examine the psychological processes underlying knowledge
sharing/hiding. Several studies have drawn from social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) to argue
that knowledge sharing occurs when the expected benefit is higher than the cost, and vice versa
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for knowledge hiding (Wang & Noe, 2010). However, most of the studies have not empirically
tested such cost-benefit mechanisms (for exceptions, see Casimir et al., 2012; Gupta et al., 2020).
Indeed, several scholars (e.g., Connelly et al., 2012; Wang & Noe, 2010) have called for more
research exploring psychological underlying mediators of knowledge sharing/hiding. To answer
this call, I will test the mediating roles of two benefit processes (inspiration, perceived gain of
work resources) and two threat processes (envy, perceived loss of work resources). Inspiration
and envy are affective processes and perceived gain/loss of work resources are cognitive
processes. This is important such that very few studies in the knowledge management field
examined discrete emotions as a contributor to knowledge sharing/hiding (Hornung & Smolnik,
2018; van den Hooff et al., 2012). By examining two discrete emotions, in addition to cognitive
states, I aim to contribute to expanding the possible underlying mechanisms of knowledge
sharing/hiding.
Finally, by identifying goal orientation and task interdependence as potential moderators,
this research can provide a deeper understanding of who is likely to engage in knowledge
sharing/hiding and whether task structure can amplify or lessen such behavior. Identifying
moderators of knowledge sharing/hiding has practical implications as well. As mentioned above,
high performers generally occupy central network positions in teams and have disproportionately
large effects on team performance (Li et al., 2016; Wen et al., 2019). Thus, successful
knowledge sharing with high performers is crucial for team functioning and performance.
However, if certain factors are found to hinder knowledge sharing with high performers,
organizations should proactively modify such factors to ensure that high performers have
sufficient informational resources to keep them motivated and productive.
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In the subsequent chapters, I first review the literature on upward social comparison and
knowledge sharing/hiding. Next, I review the literature on the potential mediators (benefit and
threat processes) that can connect upward social comparison with knowledge sharing/hiding.
Then, I review two possible moderators (goal orientation and task interdependence) that might
influence the proposed mediated relationship between upward social comparison and knowledge
sharing/hiding., I describe two studies and discuss the findings, theoretical and practical
implications, and limitations of the research. Figure 1 depicts the full proposed model.
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Chapter 2. Upward Social Comparison and Knowledge Sharing and Hiding
I begin this chapter by summarizing prior research on the pleasant and unpleasant
affective and cognitive reactions to upward social comparison. I then introduce knowledge
sharing/hiding as additional possible consequences of upward social comparison and summarize
the benefits and costs of knowledge sharing/hiding in organizations. I end with a description of
social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) and how this framework can be leveraged to understand the
complex motivations behind knowledge sharing/hiding directed at high performers.
Bright and Dark Sides of Upward Social Comparison
Social comparison is an inevitable aspect of human life. Individuals have an innate desire
to understand and evaluate their abilities (Festinger, 1954). To do so, individuals compare
themselves with others to make a subjective judgment about their abilities and relative standing
(Buunk & Gibbons, 2007; Wood, 1996). Likewise, social comparison is pervasive in
organizational life. While spending considerable time interacting with coworkers, employees
learn about their own and their coworkers’ performance levels formally (e.g., through
performance appraisals, awards, promotions) or informally (e.g., by way of conversations;
Thoroughgood et al., 2016). Employees—either deliberately or automatically—compare their
performance levels with those of coworkers and gauge their abilities and status within
organizations (Greenberg et al., 2007).
Upward social comparison—comparing oneself with a high performer—is particularly
common in organizations for several reasons. First, social comparison theory posits that
individuals have a fundamental “drive upward” in the case of abilities, meaning that individuals
generally compare themselves with high performers (Festinger, 1954). High performance is
usually considered desirable and valued, and therefore individuals choose high performers as
7

comparison standards. Second, social comparison theory also argues that individuals have a
desire for self-improvement and upward social comparison can fulfill such desire (Collins,
1996). By comparing themselves with high performers, individuals can evaluate their current
state and improve their performance (Blanton et al., 1999; Seta, 1982). Third, the selective
accessibility model of social comparison asserts that individuals use a particular comparison
standard that is highly accessible and salient in a given situation (Mussweiler, 2003). High
performance is incentivized in most merit-based organizations such that high performers
generally receive more organizational resources than others, such as higher salaries, positive
recognition by leaders, and promotion opportunities (O’Boyle & Aguinis, 2012). Thus, high
performers have a more visible and higher social status than other employees, inviting upward
social comparison (Kim & Glomb, 2014).
As upward social comparison is a common phenomenon, an extensive literature has
investigated its positive and negative consequences (see reviews by Gerber et al., 2017; Johnson,
2012). Upward social comparison can provide benefits to one’s self-evaluation. Individuals often
feel optimistic and inspired after comparing themselves with a high performer because they
believe that they can attain such high performance in the future (Corcoran et al., 2011; Wheeler,
1966). Indeed, previous studies found increases in positive moods (Taylor & Lobel, 1989) and
positive self-evaluations after upward social comparison, especially when a superior other’s
advantages are seen as attainable (Lockwood & Kunda, 1997).
Upward social comparison can be also beneficial to team members. High performers can
elevate their team’s overall productivity due to their disproportionally high performance. They
can also bring additional resources to the team, such as important work assignments or more
clients (Campbell et al., 2017). Further, high performers can serve as role models for team
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members by demonstrating their superior abilities that lead to success (Li et al., 2016). For these
reasons, team members often benefit from having high performers in their teams and behave
prosocially towards them to maintain positive relationships with these individuals (Campbell et
al., 2017; Long et al., 2015).
However, upward social comparison can be threatening to the self, especially in a selfrelevant domain (Tesser, 1988). A performance level is indeed highly relevant to employees’
self-concepts. Performance level serves as an essential evaluative criterion for managerial
decisions (e.g., promotions) in organizations. Also, it reflects one’s competence, a fundamental
need of human beings (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Thus, when employees encounter coworkers whose
performance level is higher than theirs, they recognize their inferiority and disadvantages,
triggering feelings of envy, resentment, and hostility toward high performers (Cohen-Charash,
2009; Salovey & Rodin, 1986).
Further, upward social comparison can be a threat to team members from a resource
perspective. Most organizations have limited material resources (e.g., monetary rewards,
equipment, space) to allocate to employees. As high performers earn more material resources
than others, lower-performing employees often experience relative deprivation (Crosby, 1984),
feel unfair about the situation (Zheng et al., 2019), and believe that they lack access to material
resources afforded to high performers (Campbell et al., 2017).
The heightened levels of threat produced from upward social comparison can foster
harming behaviors against high performers. Several studies have linked envy to antisocial
behaviors against high performers (e.g., Cohen-Charash & Mueller, 2007; Duffy et al., 2012;
Kim & Glomb, 2014; Lam et al., 2011; Liu et al., 2019). More relevant to this paper, Jensen et
al. (2014) found that peers were more inclined to harm high performers covertly (e.g., knowledge
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hiding, ostracism) rather than overtly (e.g., yelling, name-calling). As high performers generally
have high social status in organizations, peers may choose to harm high performers in a subtle
way to disguise their harming intentions and avoid the negative ramifications of being hostile to
high performers.
To summarize, upward social comparison can be both beneficial and threatening to
individuals, motivating them to behave prosocially and/or antisocially towards high performers.
Knowledge sharing and hiding may serve as additional prosocial and antisocial outcomes of
upward social comparison. I now turn to a review of the literature on knowledge sharing/hiding
and describe the theorized mechanisms underlying knowledge sharing/hiding behaviors.
Knowledge Sharing and Knowledge Hiding
Knowledge sharing refers to voluntarily providing tacit (e.g., expertise, know-how, skill)
and explicit (e.g., documents, reports) knowledge to others (Wang & Noe, 2010). Knowledge
sharing is considered a knowledge-based organizational citizenship behavior in that individuals
spend their own time and effort proactively explaining what they know to others even though
they are not requested to do so (Yu & Chu, 2007). Knowledge sharing is beneficial in
organizations because it enables knowledge recipients to solve complex problems and create
innovative ideas, ultimately contributing to team functioning and firm-level performance (e.g.,
see Ahmad & Karim, 2019; Mesmer-Magnus & DeChurch, 2009).
Knowledge hiding refers to purposefully withholding work-related information that
another person has requested (Connelly et al., 2012). Knowledge hiding is considered a
counterproductive work behavior such that by intentionally concealing knowledge from others
who explicitly request it, individuals prevent others from effectively performing tasks (Serenko
& Bontis, 2016). Knowledge hiding can be also harmful to team functioning as it reduces
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interpersonal trust (Connelly et al., 2012) and impedes team creativity and innovation (Černe et
al., 2014; Fong et al., 2018). Knowledge hiding is often confused with similar behaviors such as
knowledge hoarding and knowledge sabotage. Knowledge hoarding refers to accumulating
knowledge that has not been requested by another person (Connelly et al., 2019). Thus,
knowledge hoarding does not necessarily involve intentions to harm others and thus is less
dysfunctional than knowledge hiding (Silva de Garcia et al., 2020). In contrast, knowledge
sabotage is an extreme form of counterproductive work behavior that involves distortion of
knowledge (providing inaccurate information to requesters; Serenko, 2019). However, as
knowledge sabotage only recently began to receive attention, there is little empirical research
regarding it. For this reason, I chose to focus on knowledge hiding in the current research.
Just as organizational citizenship behaviors and counterproductive work behaviors are not
opposite ends of the same continuum (Dalal, 2005), knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding
are not merely the opposite of one another (Connelly et al., 2019). Knowledge sharing is a
proactive helping behavior in which individuals voluntarily provide information to another
person without an explicit request. Individuals may fail to share knowledge if they are not aware
of its benefits or have a low intrinsic motivation to help others (Witherspoon et al., 2013). In
contrast, knowledge hiding is a covert harming behavior in that individuals have the requested
knowledge and know its importance to others but deliberately conceal it. This behavior can be
attributed to self-protective motivations (“this information belongs to me!”; Wang et al., 2019) or
competitive motivations (Peng et al., 2020). Thus, there are different motivations behind
knowledge sharing and hiding. For this reason, I treat knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding
as separate constructs.
Benefits and Costs of Knowledge Sharing/Hiding
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Knowledge sharing presents both benefits and costs, leading individuals to experience a
motivational conflict (Cabrera & Cabrera, 2002). Knowledge sharing in teams is positively
correlated with individual task performance (Kang et al., 2008), creativity (Radaelli et al., 2014),
and job satisfaction (Zhu, 2017). Knowledge sharing also has positive effects on teams. By
expanding the pool of available knowledge within teams, knowledge sharers contribute to the
teams’ overall performance and decision-making quality (Mesmer-Magnus & DeChurch, 2009).
Last, knowledge sharing can be beneficial to knowledge sharers themselves by way of enhancing
their positive reputation and satisfying an intrinsic satisfaction to help others (Wang & Noe,
2010).
However, knowledge sharing is costly in several ways. First, time and effort are needed
to organize one’s knowledge into oral or written descriptions and transfer it to others (Casimir et
al., 2012; Gupta et al., 2020). Second, shared knowledge becomes a public good, allowing
others, including competitors, to access and utilize knowledge freely (Rhee & Choi, 2017). Thus,
once the shared knowledge contributes to the competitors’ job performance, knowledge sharers
may lose their expert power, a capacity to influence others based on unique task-relevant
knowledge and skills (French & Raven, 1959). Third, knowledge sharers may experience a fear
of being exploited (Gupta et al., 2020). There is no guarantee that knowledge recipients will
reciprocate to share their knowledge with knowledge sharers. Thus, knowledge sharers may
worry about being taken advantage of by others (Matschke et al., 2014). Last, knowledge sharers
may fear being negatively evaluated or humiliated. When shared knowledge is inaccurate,
misinterpreted, or misused by knowledge recipients, knowledge sharers may encounter public
humiliation (Ardichvili et al., 2003). In summary, knowledge sharing entails both benefits and
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costs, leading individuals to experience a motivational conflict between sharing or not sharing
their knowledge with others.
Likewise, knowledge hiding involves a dilemma because it also brings both benefits and
costs (Gagné et al., 2019). There are several benefits of knowledge hiding. Employees tend to
feel ownership over their knowledge because they acquire and accumulate it over time through a
substantial investment of time and energy (Wang et al., 2019). Thus, it is natural for employees
to want to keep their own “territory” and maintain their expert power within teams. By
withholding knowledge from coworkers who request it, employees can make themselves
indispensable to the organization (Webster et al., 2008). Further, by depriving coworkers of
requested knowledge, employees can diminish their coworkers’ job performance and increase
their dependency on them (Peng, 2013). As a result, knowledge hiding can help employees hold
unique, irreplaceable roles in their teams and maintain their competitive advantages in
organizations.
Knowledge hiding carries organizational and interpersonal costs. Knowledge hiding
allows employees to duplicate efforts, repeat the same mistakes that have been made before, and
waste time seeking information that others already have (Serenko, 2019). Knowledge hiding can
also reduce team trust and psychological safety (Jiang et al., 2019; Xiao & Cooke, 2019) and
increase moral disengagement on the part of targets of knowledge hiding (Arain et al., 2020).
Last, knowledge hiding can hurt knowledge hiders themselves. Černe et al. (2014) found a
reciprocal loop of knowledge hiding such that when Person A hides knowledge from Person B,
Person B also hides knowledge from Person A, which eventually inhibits Person A’s creativity.
In summary, knowledge sharing/hiding involves both benefits and costs, creating a
motivational conflict for employees. How should individuals resolve this conflict? To answer
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this question, it is important to understand what factors influence the perceived gain and costs of
knowledge sharing/hiding. In the next section, I present social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) as a
theoretical framework for understanding how individuals gauge the benefits and costs of
knowledge sharing/hiding.
Social Exchange Theory
Social exchange theory (SET) explains how two individuals develop an interdependent
relationship and exchange valued resources with each other over time (Blau, 1964). Three main
principles underlie this theory. First, SET assumes that individuals evaluate costs and benefits—
either explicitly or implicitly—and choose behaviors that can maximize benefits and minimize
costs (Blau, 1964). Here, costs and benefits can be expressed in tangible (e.g., goods, economic
resources) or intangible forms (e.g., information, status, social support; Cropanzano & Mitchell,
2005). For example, individuals are more likely to offer help when they expect to gain benefits,
such as positive affect or reciprocated help by the benefactor. However, individuals are less
likely to offer help when they expect to incur costs, such as negative affect or loss of time and
energy (Batson, 2012).
Second, SET posits that this cost-benefit analysis shapes the relationship quality between
two individuals and influences their future behaviors (Cook et al., 2013). Relationship quality is
a global evaluation of how individuals perceive and feel about their exchange partner and their
relationship with him/her. The greater the perceived value of tangible or intangible resources can
be exchanged between two individuals, the more positive relationship quality (e.g., trust,
fairness) is established (Colquitt et al., 2013; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Individuals are
subsequently motivated to behave prosocially towards their partner. In contrast, if individuals are
doubtful about whether they can gain benefits from their partner or if they perceive their partner

14

as exploitative, a negative relationship quality (e.g., distrust, unfairness) is established in that
relationship. Then, individuals no longer care about their partner’s welfare, are reluctant to
provide help, and may act in ways to harm the person (Blau, 1964; Poortvliet et al., 2007).
Last, SET argues that emotions play essential roles in social exchange processes (Lawler,
2001; Lawler & Thye, 1999). One of the original tenets of Blau’s (1964) SET was that people
decide to exchange behaviors after a rational calculation of costs and benefits. Later, Lawler and
colleagues (Lawler, 2001; Lawler & Thye, 1999) expanded SET by incorporating the role of
emotions in social exchange behaviors. The extended SET emphasizes that emotions can
influence exchange partners’ perceptions and determine the likelihood of future exchange
behaviors. Specifically, emotions can signal whether the quality of the relationship with
exchange partners is positive or negative and whether one can expect benefits or costs from that
relationship (Lawler & Thye, 1999). Thus, if individuals feel a pleasant emotion (e.g., gratitude)
from the relationship, they are more likely to engage in positive behaviors towards the partner. In
contrast, when individuals feel an unpleasant emotion (e.g., anger) from the relationship, they are
more likely to engage in negative behaviors towards the partner (Lawler & Thye, 1999).
Social Exchange Theory and Knowledge Sharing/Hiding
A large volume of literature on knowledge management has adopted SET as a theoretical
basis to explain when and why knowledge sharing/hiding occurs in organizations (Wang & Noe,
2010). Drawing on SET, several empirical studies have proposed and found that knowledge
holders’ cost-benefit analyses determine knowledge sharing/hiding. Specifically, knowledge
sharing is more likely to occur when knowledge holders perceive higher benefits from
knowledge sharing (Lin, 2007; Wang & Noe, 2010). However, knowledge sharing is less likely
to occur when knowledge holders perceive higher costs, such as a loss of time and effort in
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sharing information (Gupta et al., 2020; Kankanhalli et al., 2005). Likewise, knowledge hiding is
more likely to occur when knowledge holders perceive higher benefits of knowledge hiding,
such as maintaining expert power in organizations (Webster et al., 2008). However, knowledge
hiding is less likely to occur when knowledge holders perceive higher costs, such as a fear of
potential retaliation from knowledge requesters (Zhang et al., 2017).
Further, several empirical studies have attempted to identify antecedents that influence
knowledge holders’ cost-benefit analyses regarding knowledge sharing/hiding. For example,
previous studies have examined dispositional traits of knowledge holders (e.g., agreeableness,
dark triad traits), organizational factors (e.g., organizational justice, exploitative leadership
style), and interpersonal factors (e.g., interpersonal trust) as antecedents of knowledge
sharing/hiding via cost-benefit analyses (e.g., Connelly et al., 2012; Guo et al., 2020; Gupta et
al., 2020; Mooradian et al., 2006; Pan et al., 2018). However, very little attention has been paid
to the knowledge recipients’ characteristics. As knowledge sharing/hiding requires at least two
individuals, it is important to examine how knowledge recipients’ characteristics may have an
impact on knowledge holders’ cost-benefit analyses, resulting in different levels of knowledge
sharing/hiding (Zhang & Jiang, 2015). In the next chapter, I explain how knowledge recipients’
performance level can affect knowledge sharing/hiding via two major underlying mechanisms,
benefit and threat (cost) processes.
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Chapter 3. Mechanisms Linking Upward Social Comparison to Knowledge Sharing/Hiding
In this chapter, I propose two overarching mechanisms that can explain why individuals
might share or hide their knowledge from high performers. One is called “benefit processes” that
include two specific constructs: inspiration (affective state) and perceived gain of work resources
(cognitive state). The other is called “threat processes” which involve two distinct constructs:
envy (affective state) and perceived loss of work resources (cognitive state). Drawing from social
comparison theory and SET, I argue that both benefit and threat processes can mediate the
relationship of upward social comparison with knowledge sharing/hiding.
It is worth noting that the benefit and threat processes are not merely the opposite of one
another. Prior research demonstrated that envy and inspiration were only weakly correlated with
each other (r = -.12, Krizan & Johar, 2012; r = -.05, van de Ven, 2017). Another study revealed
that perceived gain of work resources was only weakly correlated with perceived loss of work
resources, and in a positive direction (r = .25, Campbell et al., 2017). Accordingly, I propose that
the benefit and threat processes can be related but are distinct constructs. In other words, one can
experience both benefit and threat processes simultaneously following upward social
comparison.
Benefit Processes
As stated before, upward social comparison can be beneficial such that individuals may
feel inspiration from a superior other (Lockwood & Kunda, 1997) and perceive that they can
gain resources from him/her (Campbell et al., 2017). Below, I propose how the two benefit
processes (inspiration and perceived gain of work resources) might mediate the relationship
between upward social comparison and knowledge sharing/hiding.
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Note that the two benefit processes—inspiration and perceived gain of work resources—
conceptually overlap with each other yet are distinct. High performers are perceived as beneficial
because they can inspire and energize peers towards success (Call et al., 2015) as well as provide
peers with work resources (Campbell et al., 2017). Nevertheless, individuals may feel inspired
by high performers without expecting to acquire any work resources from them. Likewise,
individuals may expect to obtain some work resources from high performers without feeling
inspired. Furthermore, inspiration is an affective state (Thrash & Elliot, 2003), whereas
perceived gain of work resources is based on a cognitive appraisal (Campbell et al., 2017), which
are separate constructs. Thus, I refer to both inspiration and perceived gain of work resources as
independent constructs under a broader umbrella of “benefit processes.”
Inspiration
Inspiration is a pleasant emotion that emerges from upward social comparison (Smith,
2000). Individuals feel inspired when they consider the superior person’s advantages as
admirable and hopeful. Specifically, individuals feel inspiration when (1) they can identify
themselves with the superior other and (2) they believe they can attain the person’s advantage
(Lockwood & Kunda, 1997; Thrash & Elliot, 2003).
Indeed, high performers can be a source of inspiration to their peers. Social identity
theory suggests individuals identify themselves with teams to which they belong (i.e., ingroup)
and strive to maintain positive evaluations of their teams (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). When
individuals work with superior ingroup members, their self-evaluation can be enhanced by the
outstanding performance of superior members (e.g., Brewer & Weber, 1994; Cialdini et al.,
1976; Gardner et al., 2002). Further, when individuals compare themselves with superior ingroup
members, the perceived discrepancies can serve as proxies for estimating their future
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performance (Mussweiler, 2003). Thus, individuals often feel inspired and hopeful after being
exposed to superior members of their teams (Lockwood & Kunda, 1997).
Inspiration sparks affiliative and prosocial motivations. Inspiration involves feelings of
connection, thereby enhancing a desire for proximity with a source of inspiration (Watkins,
2020). Also, individuals want to help the source of inspiration so that they can learn from the
source and emulate success in the future (Watkins, 2020). Finally, SET suggests that pleasant
emotions, including inspiration, reflect high levels of perceived relationship quality and increase
the probability of prosocial behaviors in relationships (Lawler, 2001).
Empirical studies provide supporting evidence that inspiration stimulates volunteering (Ji
et al., 2021), interpersonal citizenship behavior (Watkins, 2020), and a monetary donation
towards a source of inspiration (Liang et al., 2016). More relevant to the current study, previous
studies demonstrated that inspiration stimulated knowledge sharing in leader-follower
relationships (Al Dari et al., 2018; Rawung et al., 2015). When individuals felt inspired by their
leaders, they were more likely to trust the leaders and worried less about being exploited by
them, leading to higher knowledge sharing. These theoretical reasons and empirical results
suggest that inspiration can emerge from upward social comparison and can increase knowledge
sharing and decrease knowledge hiding.
Perceived Gain of Work Resources
In addition to inspiration, individuals may view high performers positively because they
can gain work sources from high performers. Work resources are any aspect of a job that can
help increase one’s job performance, such as work-related skills, expertise, performance
feedback, reputations, or equipment (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). High performers generally
possess greater resources in organizations, such as having better work skills or higher social
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status (Djurdjevic et al., 2017; Jensen et al., 2014). Because of their superior ability and position,
high performers can bring various resources to their coworkers. For example, high performers
can benefit their teams by helping them attain positive reputations and competitive advantages
within organizations (Aguinis & O’Boyle, 2014). High performers can also attract more
customers or clients to their teams, allowing peers to increase their performance (Campbell et al.,
2017). Further, high performers can share their expertise, provide advice, and serve as role
models (Bandura, 1971; Chan et al., 2014; Tan & Netessine, 2019).
Perceived gain of work resources can spark affiliative and prosocial motivations.
According to SET, individuals choose behaviors that can maximize benefits and minimize costs
(Blau, 1964). Thus, when individuals expect to gain resources from another person, they are
more likely to act prosocially towards the person to maximize benefits. Previous studies provide
supporting evidence that individuals are inclined to identify with others who are beneficial to
their reputation (Cialdini et al., 1976). Also, individuals are likely to offer social support to
employees from whom they can gain work resources (Campbell et al., 2017). These theoretical
reasons and empirical results lead to a conclusion that perceived gain of work resources can
emerge from upward social comparison and can increase knowledge sharing and decrease
knowledge hiding. Thus, I propose:
Hypothesis 1: As a coworker’s relative performance increases, individuals will report a
higher level of inspiration (H1a) and perceive greater work resources that they can gain from
the coworker (H1b).
Hypothesis 2: As individuals report a higher level of inspiration (H2a) and perceive
greater work resources from the coworker (H2b), they will be more likely to share knowledge
with the coworker.
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Hypothesis 3: As individuals report a higher level of inspiration (H3a) and perceive
greater work resources from the coworker (H3b), they will be less likely to hide knowledge from
the coworker.
Hypothesis 4: Inspiration (H4a) and perceived gain of work resources (H4b) will mediate
the positive relationship between coworker’s relative performance and knowledge sharing.
Hypothesis 5: Inspiration (H5a) and perceived gain of work resources (H5b) will mediate
the negative relationship between coworker’s relative performance and knowledge hiding.
Threat Processes
Although upward social comparison can be beneficial to the self and work resources, it
can also be threatening. Upward social comparison emphasizes one’s inferiority, threatening
self-esteem and activating feelings of envy (Salovey & Rodin, 1984; Smith & Kim, 2007). Also,
upward social comparison can trigger peers’ concerns about resource threats (Campbell et al.,
2017). Below, I propose how the two threat processes (envy and perceived loss of work
resources) can emerge from upward social comparison and may influence knowledge
sharing/hiding.
Note that the two threat processes—envy and perceived loss of work resources—are
conceptually related yet distinct. Perceived loss of work resources can co-occur with envy or can
be an antecedent of envy (Fiske et al., 2002). However, envy and perceived loss of work
resources are only weakly to moderately correlated (Campbell et al., 2017), supporting the two
constructs’ independence. Also, envy is an affective process that occurs when individuals lack
the desired advantage that another person possesses, threatening their self-esteem (CohenCharash & Larson, 2017). However, perceived loss of work resources is a cognitive process in
which individuals interpret that their resources are depleted in a zero-sum game (Murayama &
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Elliot, 2012). Therefore, I refer to both envy and the perceived loss of work resources as
independent constructs under the larger umbrella of “threat processes”.
Envy
Envy is “an unpleasant, often painful emotion characterized by feelings of inferiority,
hostility, and resentment produced by an awareness of another person who enjoys the desired
possession” (Smith & Kim, 2007, p. 47). As high performers enjoy advantages that other
employees desire, employees often feel envy toward high performers (Cohen-Charash, 2009). To
alleviate the painful feeling of envy, individuals can elevate their performance by working
harder, but also harm the envied others to diminish the envied others’ performance and social
relationships (Cohen-Charash & Larson, 2017; Tai et al., 2012).
Several studies have found that envy is positively associated with knowledge hiding (e.g.,
Cohen-Charash & Larson, 2015; Fischer et al., 2009; Lim et al., 2018; Nandedkar & Midha,
2014; Peng et al., 2020; Weng et al., 2020). Weng et al. (2020) found that employees felt envy
towards coworkers with high leader-member exchange (LMX), which led them to hide
knowledge from their envied coworkers. Similarly, in Lim et al.’s (2018) study, envious
supervisors were more likely to deprive the envied subordinates of important work-related
information to cope with a status loss threat. More relevant to the current paper, Fischer et al.
(2009) found that participants experienced envy toward high-performing coworkers and were
unwilling to share high-quality information with them. Although the mediating effect of envy in
the relationship between coworkers’ performance level and knowledge sharing was not
significant in this study, the evidence suggests that envy can emerge from upward social
comparison and can often decrease knowledge sharing and increase knowledge hiding.
Perceived Loss of Work Resources
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In organizations, high performers obtain more work resources (e.g., higher pay, social
status) than others, provoking perceived inequity, deprivation, and perceived loss of resources
(Campbell et al., 2017; Jensen et al., 2014). Thus, individuals often perceive high performers as
competitors who deplete their access to work resources. Previous studies suggest that perceived
loss of work resources is positively associated with harming behaviors and negatively associated
with prosocial behaviors (e.g., Enns & Rotundo, 2012; Milkman & Schweitzer, 2012; Poortvliet,
2013). Connelly et al. (2014) found that perceived competition over resources lowered
knowledge sharing due to perceived time pressure. This finding can be explained as follows:
when knowledge holders perceive their colleagues as competitors who can deplete work
resources, they are motivated to maximize their own benefits rather than collective benefits,
resulting in withholding knowledge from their colleagues. This leads to the conclusion that
perceived loss of work resources can emerge from upward social comparison and can decrease
knowledge sharing and increase knowledge hiding. Thus, I propose:
Hypothesis 6: As a coworker’s relative performance increases, individuals will report a
higher level of envy (H6a) and perceive a greater loss of work resources (H6b).
Hypothesis 7: As individuals report a higher level of envy (H7a) and perceive a greater
loss of work resources(H7b), they will be less likely to share knowledge with the coworker.
Hypothesis 8: As individuals report a higher level of envy (H8a) and perceive a greater
loss of work resources (H8b), they will be more likely to hide knowledge from the coworker.
Hypothesis 9: Envy (H9a) and perceived loss of work resources (H9b) will mediate the
negative relationship between coworker’s relative performance and knowledge sharing.
Hypothesis 10: Envy (H10a) and perceived loss of work resources (H10b) will mediate
the positive relationship between coworker’s relative performance and knowledge hiding.
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Chapter 4. Goal Orientation and Task Interdependence as Moderators
In this chapter, I explain how goal orientation and task interdependence can moderate the
proposed relationship between upward social comparison and knowledge sharing/hiding via the
benefit and threat processes. Specifically, I propose goal orientation as a first-stage moderator
that might influence the relationships between upward social comparison and benefit and threat
processes. I propose task interdependence as a second-stage moderator that might strengthen the
relationship between the benefit processes and knowledge sharing.
Goal Orientation
Goal orientation refers to a motivational disposition that guides one’s goal preferences
and behavioral choices in achievement situations (Dweck, 1986). Goal orientation theory
originated in the 1980s in the field of educational psychology. Initial research on goal orientation
examined how children differed in developing and demonstrating their abilities in academic
domains (Dweck & Leggett, 1988). Since the late 1990s, goal orientation has been widely used
in the field of organizational psychology to predict various employee behaviors such as
feedback-seeking, performance, and interpersonal behaviors (Payne et al., 2007; VandeWalle,
1997; VandeWalle et al., 2019).
Several scholars have proposed different factor structures of goal orientation. In 1986,
Carol Dweck proposed a two-factor model, which remains the fundamental theoretical
framework in the goal orientation literature. The two-factor model consists of two broad goal
orientations. One is called learning goal orientation (LGO), a motivation tendency in which
individuals strive to learn and master new skills and develop their competence. The other is
called performance goal orientation (PGO), a motivation tendency in which individuals strive to
demonstrate their competence to others (Dweck, 1986; Dweck & Leggett, 1988).
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Later, in 1997, Don VandeWalle proposed a three-factor model by dividing PGO into
performance-prove goal orientation (PPGO) and performance-avoidance goal orientation
(PAGO). While VandeWalle was developing a new goal orientation measure in work contexts,
he found that the items that he created following Dweck’s conceptualization of PGO fell into two
subgroups within factor analyses. One set of items captured efforts to prove one’s ability to
others (PPGO) and the other reflected efforts to avoid demonstrating a lack of ability (PAGO).
Several empirical studies supported the three-factor model by showing that PPGO and PAGO
predicted distinct outcomes and that the three-factor model had a better fit with the data than the
two-factor model (see meta-analyses of Huang, 2011; Payne et al., 2007; Rawsthorne & Elliot,
1999).
Elliot (1999) proposed a 2*2 achievement framework of goal orientation by splitting
LGO into mastery-approach goal orientation and mastery-avoidance goal orientation. Individuals
with high mastery-approach goal orientation strive to learn and master their skills, whereas those
with high mastery-avoidance goal orientation strive to avoid losing their skills and failing to
master a task (Elliot & McGregor, 2001). However, the construct of mastery-avoidance goal
orientation is relatively new and has received little empirical attention in the organizational
psychology literature (Payne et al., 2007). For this reason, I adopt VandeWalle’s (1997) threefactor model as my main theoretical framework.
It is important to note that learning (mastery) and performance goal orientations are not
opposite ends of the same continuum but rather largely orthogonal to one another. A metaanalysis by Payne et al. (2007) found a small positive correlation between LGO and PPGO (r
= .12) and a small negative correlation between LGO and PAGO (r = -.19), whereas PPGO and
PAGO were positively and moderately correlated with one another (r = .31). This suggests that
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at the intra-individual level, one can endorse multiple goal orientations (Barron & Harackiewicz,
2001; Darnon et al., 2010; Yeo et al., 2009). The present investigation, however, focuses on the
inter-individual level, comparing how individuals higher on one goal orientation dimension may
differ from those lower on the same goal orientation, irrespective of their position on other goal
orientations.
Moderating Role of Goal Orientation
Goal orientation can influence how individuals interpret and react to upward social
comparison (Butler, 1993, 1995). Individuals with higher LGO tend to prioritize goals of
learning new skills and mastering tasks (Dweck, 1986). Because they have high selfimprovement motivation, they tend to put a high value on performance feedback, seek feedback
frequently, and use it to improve their future performance (VandeWalle & Cummings, 1997).
Previous studies have found a positive correlation between LGO and upward social comparison,
such that individuals with higher LGO individuals are more likely to engage in upward social
comparison than those with lower LGO (Bounoua et al., 2012; Park & Park, 2017; Tian et al.,
2017). This is because upward social comparison can provide useful feedback about one’s
current performance and motivate one to improve future performance (Collins, 1996).
Thus, for individuals with higher LGO, upward social comparison serves a beneficial
function of learning from high performers and improving themselves (Dahling & Ruppel, 2016).
Based on this, I argue that individuals higher compared to lower on LGO will be more likely to
feel inspired by high performers. They will also perceive that they can gain work resources (e.g.,
new information, skills) from high performers. I propose:
Hypothesis 11: LGO will moderate the effect of coworker’s relative performance on
benefit processes, such that for individuals with higher LGO, the effect of coworker’s relative
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performance on inspiration (H11a) and perceived gain of work resources (H11b) will be
stronger than those with lower LGO.
Individuals with higher PPGO tend to have high competitiveness and want to outperform
others and prove themselves as capable performers (VandeWalle, 1997). They view poor
performance feedback as a threat to self-evaluation because it makes them look incompetent
(Tuckey et al., 2002; VandeWalle & Cummings, 1997; VandeWalle et al., 2019). Likewise, they
tend to view high performers as threatening. A recent study by Downes et al. (2020) found that
upward social comparison decreased self-efficacy for individuals with higher PPGO, but not for
those with lower PPGO. This demonstrates that individuals with higher PPGO might view high
performers as threats to self-evaluation. Thus, I argue that individuals with higher compared to
lower PPGO will be more likely to feel envy and perceive a loss of work resources after
comparison to high performers. I propose:
Hypothesis 12: PPGO will moderate the effect of coworker’s relative performance on the
threat processes, such that for individuals with higher PPGO, the effect of coworker’s relative
performance on envy (H12a) and perceived loss of work resources (H12b) will be stronger than
those with lower PPGO.
The relationship between PAGO and reactions to upward social comparison is elusive
because of their “helpless patterns of responses in achievement setting” (Elliot & Church, 1997,
p. 218). Individuals with higher PAGO strive to avoid negative evaluations from others and are
constantly worried about revealing incompetence to others (Huang, 2011; Hulleman et al., 2010).
Studies have found that compared to those with lower PAGO, individuals with higher PAGO
shift away from upward social comparison; instead, they engage in downward social comparison
so that they can avoid appearing or feeling incompetent (Bounoua et al., 2012; Tian et al., 2017).
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Given that individuals with higher PAGO are not likely to compare themselves with high
performers due to high self-protective motivation, it is not well understood how individuals with
higher PAGO might react to upward social comparison (Downes et al., 2020). For this reason,
the possible moderating effect of PPGO on the relationship between a coworker’s relative
performance and benefit/threat processes is left as an open research question.
Research Question 1: Will the relationship between coworker’s relative performance and
benefit/threat processes vary with respect to the degree of PAGO?
Moderating Role of Task Interdependence
Task interdependence refers to the degree to which the behaviors of one team member
influence those of other team members (Thompson, 1967). In teams with highly interdependent
task structures where team members rely on one another to complete tasks, teams require
coordinated actions, resource exchanges, and joint decision-making for task completion
(Bachrach et al., 2006). Task interdependence influences how team members behave towards
each other. As task interdependence increases, team members perceive higher team cohesion and
responsibility for team tasks and put greater value on team cooperation (e.g., Bachrach et al.,
2006; Chen et al., 2009; Pearce & Gregersen, 1991). However, task interdependence also forces
team members to frequently interact with each other. Thus, it can increase job demands (task
complexity, role unclarity, role conflict) and decrease job resources (task autonomy; Gagné et
al., 2019). The heightened job demands and lowered job resources due to task interdependence
can deplete individuals’ mental resources (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007) and diminish their selfcontrol (Baumeister et al., 2007), thereby aggravating interpersonal conflict and aggression.
Thus, task interdependence can foster helping behaviors, but also can promote harming
behaviors.
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I argue that task interdependence can influence the relationship between benefit processes
and knowledge sharing with high performers. As mentioned above, under high task
interdependence, individuals are expected to coordinate and share information with coworkers
(Courtright et al., 2015). In such “strong” situations, individuals may be likely to share
knowledge with high performers regardless of the extent to which they feel inspired and perceive
gains from high performers. In contrast, under low task interdependence (“weak” situations),
individuals perform tasks that are not dependent on the behaviors of their coworkers, and thus,
the expectations of knowledge sharing are low (Staples & Webster, 2008). In other words,
knowledge sharing is not driven by task demands. Thus, low task interdependence may lead to
benefit processes playing a stronger role in determining knowledge sharing with high
performers. Consequently, I expect the relationship between the benefit processes and
knowledge sharing to be weaker under high (vs. low) task interdependence. Based on this, I
hypothesize:
Hypothesis 13: Task interdependence will moderate the effect of the benefit processes on
knowledge sharing, such that the positive relationship of inspiration (H13a) and perceived gain
of work resources (H13b) with knowledge sharing will be stronger under lower task
interdependence compared to higher task interdependence.
The moderating effect of task interdependence on the relationship between threat
processes and knowledge hiding is more complex and difficult to predict. On one hand, task
interdependence may attenuate the link between threat processes and knowledge hiding. Under
high task interdependence, individuals are motivated to maintain positive relationships with high
performers regardless of the extent to which they feel envy and perceive threats from high
performers. On the other hand, task interdependence may amplify the link between threat

29

processes and knowledge hiding because one can effectively sabotage threatening coworkers’
performance through knowledge hiding in high task interdependence settings.
Indeed, empirical studies have demonstrated mixed evidence regarding the moderating
effect of task interdependence on knowledge hiding. Hershcovis and colleagues (2012) showed
the mitigating effect of task interdependence on harming behaviors such that employees who
experienced workplace aggression from coworkers were less likely to engage in harming
behaviors under higher (vs. lower) task interdependence. Studies on envy also found that the
effect of envy on knowledge hiding was weak under higher (vs. lower) team interdependence
(Lim et al., 2018; Weng et al., 2020).
However, other empirical studies found that task interdependence exacerbated knowledge
hiding. Welbourne and Sariol (2017) found that individuals who experienced incivility were
more likely to harm coworkers when task interdependence was higher than lower. This is
because high interdependent task settings allowed individuals to retaliate against experienced
incivility. More relevant to the current paper, Dadaboyev and colleagues (2019) found that task
interdependence exacerbated coworkers’ harming behaviors against highly self-efficacious
employees. Like high performers, highly self-efficacious employees are often victimized by their
coworkers because they send threatening signals to coworkers. Under high task interdependence
situations where team members were forced to frequently interact with each other, highly selfefficacious employees were more likely to experience harming behaviors from their coworkers.
Thus, it remains unclear whether task interdependence will amplify or mitigate
knowledge hiding in response to threats. Due to the inability to generate clear hypotheses for the
role of task interdependence in knowledge hiding, I leave this as an open research question.
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Research Question 2: Will the relationship between threat processes and knowledge
hiding vary according to task interdependence?
Overview of Studies
Two studies were conducted to test the abovementioned hypotheses and research
questions. Study 1 was an online experiment using a sample of full-time knowledge workers.
Participants reflected on their coworkers who performed higher than or similar to themselves at
work and recalled feelings, thoughts, and behaviors toward the coworkers. To address issues
with the use of retrospective, cross-sectional self-reports, Study 2 was conducted by
experimentally manipulating both coworker relative performance and task interdependence and
using behavioral measures of knowledge sharing and hiding. Undergraduate students were paired
up with another participant who was depicted as a high- or average-performing student and
performed a business simulation that required high or low interdependence with the experiment
partner. While performing the simulation, participants had opportunities to share and hide their
knowledge from the experiment partner. In the following chapters, I describe the methods,
results, and limitations of each of the two studies.
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Chapter 5. Study 1
The purpose of Study 1 was to provide an ecologically valid test of my hypotheses by
sampling employees whose job involves knowledge creation and management (i.e., knowledge
workers). Participants were randomly assigned to either a high-performing or averageperforming coworker condition and asked to report their feelings, thoughts, and knowledge
sharing/hiding that they had engaged in towards the coworker. Then, they completed
questionnaires measuring goal orientation, task interdependence, control variables, and
demographics.
Method
Participants and Design
Participants were recruited through Prolific, an online crowdsourcing platform known for
providing a more diverse participant pool with better data quality than alternative platforms such
as MTurk (Peer et al., 2017; 2021). A total of 241 participants took Study 1 in exchange for
$4.25. Eligible participants were individuals who were 18~65 years of age, worked full-time in a
knowledge-intensive industry, resided in the United States, and had both high-performing and
average-performing coworkers in their current team1. A sample of knowledge workers was
suitable for Study 1 because the nature of their work provided ample opportunities to share or
hide knowledge with coworkers. Also, several previous knowledge management studies have
used samples of knowledge workers (e.g., Gagné et al, 2019; Tsay et al., 2014). Based on Hill’s
(2014) research, knowledge-intensive industries were defined as business, finance, information,
education, and healthcare service.

1

This was to ensure that participants could complete the study regardless of the experimental conditions to which
they were assigned.
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Out of 241, 2 participants were excluded from the final analyses because they worked in
non-knowledge-intensive industries (arts and wholesale trade, respectively). Further, 20
participants were excluded from the final analyses due to careless/inattentive responses (see
Result section for details), yielding a final sample size of 221. This sample size was chosen
based on an a priori power analysis using G*Power (Faul et al., 2007) to detect a medium effect
size (f = .25) with an alpha of .05 and power of .80.
Females comprised 67% of the participants, whereas 32.1% were male and the
remaining .9% identified themselves as non-binary. The majority of participants identified as
Caucasian (84.2%) and non-Hispanic/Latino (93.2%). On average, participants were 31.64 years
old (SD = 8.58), with 4.97 years (SD = 4.94) of experience in their current company and 3.37
years (SD = 3.37) of experience in their current team. About 45.2% of the participants held
bachelor’s degrees and 39.8% held graduate degrees. Participants worked in a wide range of
knowledge-intensive industries, including healthcare or social assistance (27.1%), education
(26.2%), information (14%), finance or insurance (12.7%), professional, scientific, or technical
services (11.8%), management or enterprises (0.9%), and other (7.2%)2. Table 1 shows the
detailed breakdown of participants’ demographic characteristics.
Participants were randomly assigned to a 2 (Coworker relative performance: high- vs.
average-performing coworker) between-subjects design. Specifically, 108 participants were
assigned to the high-performing coworker condition, whereas 113 participants were assigned to
the average-performing coworker condition. Goal orientation and task interdependence were
measured as continuous variables. A sensitivity power analysis using G*Power (Faul et al.,

2

Note that although all participants were working in knowledge-intensive industries, the degree to which
participants created, utilized, managed, and/or exchanged knowledge with coworkers varied.
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2007) indicates that given the current study design and sample size with α = 0.05 and 80%
statistical power, statistical significance would be detected with a minimum effect size of f = .18.
Procedure
Eligibility criteria were set up on the Prolific website such that participants of 18~65
years of age who resided in the United States and were employed full-time in knowledgeintensive industries (i.e., education, finance, healthcare, information, technology, management,
science) were only able to find the study on Prolific website. Potential participants who met the
eligibility criteria signed up for the study and entered the Qualtrics survey. Before starting the
study, participants answered screening questions to ensure that they were eligible for the study.
Participants who indicated that they worked part-time, were self-employed or unemployed, or
did not work in a knowledge-intensive industry, or do not have either high-performing or
average-performing coworkers were redirected to the end page of the survey and were excluded
from the study. Participants who passed the screening questions advanced to an informed consent
page and were asked to confirm that they agreed to participate in the study.
Participants were then randomly assigned to either high-performing or averageperforming coworker conditions. They were first asked to write the first name of the coworker
whose performance level is higher than (vs. similar to) theirs depending on the conditions. The
coworker’s name was inserted into subsequent survey items to evoke a more vivid experience for
participants while responding to the items. Next, all participants completed manipulation check
items asking about perceived coworker’s job performance level on various dimensions as
compared to themselves. Then, participants were presented with two survey blocks measuring
benefit and threat processes and knowledge sharing and hiding behaviors, respectively. The order
of the two survey blocks was randomized and the measures within each block were also
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randomized. Following that, participants completed the goal orientation and task
interdependence measures, which were presented in a randomized order, and completed
measures of control variables and demographics. Finally, participants were debriefed, thanked,
and compensated for their participation.
Measures
All measures used in Study 1 can be found in Appendix A.
Manipulation Check for Coworker Relative Performance. Perceived coworker
relative performance was measured by five items adapted from Brown et al. (2007) and Reh et
al. (2018). Each item represented each social comparison dimension that relates to job
performance: task proficiency, career progression, quality of relationship to supervisor, prestige
in a team, and overall job performance. To emphasize the coworker’s job performance level
compared to that of participants, each item began with the phrase “Compared to myself…”.
Sample items are “Compared to myself, [Coworker name]’s task proficiency is…” and
“Compared to myself, [Coworker name]’s overall job performance is…” Each item was rated on
a 7-point scale from 1 (much worse) to 7 (much better) with the midpoint scale (4 = about the
same). Note that this manipulation check was designed to verify whether the manipulation had
the intended effect, but also can intensify social comparison processes by facilitating vivid recall
of one’s coworker. See Hauser et al. (2018) for further discussions about the impacts of
manipulation checks on participants’ psychological processes.
Benefit and Threat Processes. The following items of benefit and threat processes were
rated on a 7-point scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree).
Inspiration. Five items adapted from Watkins (2020) were used to assess inspiration. A
sample item is “I respect [Coworker name]”.
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Envy. Nine items of the Episodic Envy Scale (Cohen-Charash, 2009) were employed to
assess envy. A sample item is “I have a grudge (resentment, bitterness) against X”.
Perceived Gain & Loss of Work Resources. Two items of perceived gain of work
resources and three items of perceived loss of work resources were adapted from Campbell et al.
(2017). A definition of “work resources” was first presented to clarify participants’
understanding of the construct: “Work resources refer to any aspect of a job that can help
increase one’s job performance. Examples can be ideas, skills, expertise, time with a supervisor,
supplies, or equipment. You can freely interpret the word ‘work resources’ in your own work or
job contexts”. Following the definition, measures of perceived gain of work resources and
perceived loss of work resources were presented. Sample items of perceived gain of work
resources and perceived loss of work resources are “[Coworker name] is someone who brings
valuable work resources to the whole group” and “[Coworker name] is a source of competition
for me in terms of access to resources”, respectively.
Knowledge Sharing and Knowledge Hiding. Following previous studies on knowledge
sharing/hiding (e.g., Connelly et al., 2012; Rhee & Choi, 2017), a definition of knowledge was
presented first to clarify participants’ understanding of the construct: “Knowledge refers to a
certain fact, experience, information, advice, or skill that can be earned through education,
learning, mastery, and experience. You can freely interpret the word ‘knowledge’ in your own
work contexts.”
Four items of knowledge sharing were adapted from Swift and Virick (2013) and Gagné
et al. (2019). The original scale included five items, but one item “When asked, I share my
knowledge with my coworkers” was dropped because it did not capture the proactive nature of
knowledge sharing. Furthermore, the word “voluntarily” or “willingly” was added to each item
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based on Casimir et al.’s (2012) suggestion to ensure that responses reflected proactive, nonobligatory acts of sharing knowledge. Sample items are “I had voluntarily provided [coworker
name] with my knowledge”, and “I had proactively shared my knowledge with [coworker
name]”. Items were rated on a 7-point scale from 1 (not at all) to 7 (to a very great extent).
Twelve items of knowledge hiding from Connelly et al. (2012) were used to measure
knowledge hiding. Although the knowledge hiding scale included three subdimensions (playing
dumb, rationalizing hiding, evasive hiding), several studies operationalized knowledge hiding as
a holistic construct rather than examining each dimension separately (e.g., Weng et al., 2020;
Zhu et al., 2019). As the present research did not make predictions about each subdimension of
knowledge hiding, the scale of knowledge hiding was treated as unidimensional.
Sample items of knowledge hiding are “When [coworker name] requested knowledge
from me, I pretended I did not know what [coworker name] is talking about” and “When
[coworker name] requested knowledge from me, I told him/her that I would help [coworker
name] out later but stalled as much as possible”. Items were rated on a 7-point scale from 1 (not
at all) to 7 (to a very great extent). Participants also had the option of selecting “Not Applicable
(N/A)”3 if they had never been requested by a coworker to share knowledge.
Knowledge Sabotage. For exploratory reasons, knowledge sabotage—an extreme form
of harming behavior that involves both knowledge hiding and distortion—was measured using a
four-item scale developed by Serenko and Choo (2020). The knowledge sabotage scale always
appeared after the knowledge sharing and hiding scales. Sample items are “I sabotaged the
performance of [coworker name] by deliberately supplying him/her with the wrong knowledge
when he/she asked for help” and “I sabotaged the professional success of [coworker name] by

3

Only one participant chose N/A for all knowledge hiding items.

37

deliberately withholding the critical knowledge when I realized that he/she needed it”. Items
were rated on a 7-point scale from 1 (not at all) to 7 (to a very great extent).
Goal Orientation. Goal orientation was measured by VandeWalle's (1997) 14-item Goal
Orientation Scale. Sample items of LGO, PPGO, and PAGO are “I often look for opportunities
to develop new skills and knowledge”, “I prefer to work on projects where I can prove my ability
to others”, and “I would avoid taking on a new task if there was a chance that I would appear
rather incompetent to others”, respectively. The items were rated on a 7-point scale (1 = strongly
disagree to 7 = strongly agree).
Task Interdependence. A five-item reciprocal task interdependence scale (Pearce &
Gregersen, 1991) was used to measure task interdependence. A sample item is “I frequently must
coordinate my efforts with [coworker name].” The items were rated on a 7-point scale (1 =
strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree).
Control Variables.
Positive-Negative Affectivity. Positive affectivity (PA) and negative affectivity (NA)
have been associated with some focal constructs of interest in the present study, including
inspiration and envy (Kaplan et al., 2009; Khan et al., 2014; Thrash & Elliot, 2003). To control
for potential influences of individual differences in affectivity, a 10-item International Positive
and Negative Affect Schedule Short Form (I-PANAS-SF; Thompson, 2007) was used. Each of
the five items of PA (e.g., active, attentive) and five items of NA (e.g., hostile, upset) subscale
were rated on a 5-point scale from 1 (never) to 5 (always).
Trait Self-esteem. Trait self-esteem is negatively associated with envy, hostility, and
aggressive behaviors (Baumeister et al., 1996; Rentzsch et al., 2015) and positively associated
with prosocial behaviors (Ariani, 2012; Fu et al., 2017). A Single-Item Self-Esteem measure (“I
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have high self-esteem”) was presented along with a 7-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7
(strongly agree). Robins et al. (2001) reported that the Single-Item Self-Esteem Scale was highly
correlated with the 10-item Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (r = .72 to 86), supporting its strong
construct validity.
Social Desirability. Social desirability tendency is negatively correlated with some focal
variables, such as envy and knowledge hiding (Cohen-Charash, 2009; Pekrun et al., 2009). To
control for potential influences of social desirability, a 5-item Short Form of the Social
Desirability Scale (Hays et al., 1989) was used. A sample item is “No matter who I’m talking to,
I’m always a good listener”, and each item was rated on a 5-point scale from 1 (definitely false)
to 5 (definitely true).
Proactive Personality. Proactive personality is positively associated with knowledge
sharing (Park & Chae, 2018). To control for potential influences of proactive personality, a 6item short form of the proactive personality scale (Claes et al., 2005) was used. This short
version of the scale is reported to be highly correlated with the original 16-item Bateman and
Crant’s (1993) Proactive Personality Scale (r = .92; Tims et al., 2012). A sample item is “I am
always looking for better ways to do things”. Each item was rated on a 7-point scale (1 =
strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree).
Tenure, Length of Work Experience with Coworker, and Team Size. Previous studies
found that tenure was positively correlated with knowledge sharing and negatively correlated
with knowledge hiding (e.g., Rhee & Choi, 2017). The length of work experience with
coworkers can also affect knowledge sharing/hiding, such that employees who spend less time at
work with their coworkers might have less time to develop a meaningful relationship, thus
having fewer chances to share or hide their knowledge from the coworker (Dirks & Ferrin,
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2002). Further, workgroup size has been positively associated with harming behaviors (Duffy et
al., 2000). Therefore, tenure, length of work experience with the coworker, and team size were
explored as potential control variables.
Demographics. Participants reported basic demographic information, including sex, age,
race and ethnicity, educational background, job position/level, and industry.
Attention Check. Based on recommendations for online research (Cheung et al., 2017;
Keith et al., 2017), two attention check questions were embedded into the survey for data quality
check purposes. Based on the suggestion by Hauser and Schwarz (2015), I explicitly asked
participants to select ‘Strongly Disagree’ for a specific item in the middle of the study. Further,
at the end of the study, I asked participants to report to what extent they had paid attention to the
study on a 5-point scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree).
Results
Data Cleaning
Following Huang et al.’s (2012) suggestions, careless/inattentive responses were
identified in various ways. First, I examined survey completion time to identify participants who
spent too short or long of time on the survey. Of the 241 participants, four participants had a 3SD
longer completion time than the median (Median = 12.75 minutes, SD = 8.24 minutes). Second, I
checked insufficient effort responding by examining whether participants submitted studyirrelevant responses to open-ended questions. None of the participants wrote the study-irrelevant
content.
Third, I checked whether participants clicked long strings of the same response option on
multiple-choice questions. According to Curran (2016), if the same response option is chosen
equal to or greater than half the length of the total scale consecutively, the data can be considered
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as careless/inattentive responding. None of the data were detected as careless/inattentive based
on this method. Lastly, I examined two attention check questions. Twelve participants failed to
click “Strongly Disagree” and two participants reported that they did not pay attention to the
study at all. Thus, 14 participants were dropped based on the attention check questions.
In total, 18 participants were identified as careless or inattentive participants, leaving a
total sample size of 221. I conducted data analyses by including and excluding the flagged 18
participants’ data and found that data results were not substantially changed. However, I chose to
present the data results excluding 18 participants given concerns about the validity of these data.
Descriptive and Correlation Analyses
Table 2 include descriptive statistics (i.e., mean, standard deviation, skewness, and
kurtosis) and reliability coefficients of the major study variables. Tables 3 and 4 include
correlation coefficients of the major study variables and control variables. As presented in Table
4, all potential control variables—NA, PA, trait self-esteem, social desirability, proactive
personality, tenure, length of the relationship with the coworker, and team size—were
significantly correlated with one or more focal variables. Data analyses were conducted, with
and without control variables that were significantly correlated with one or more focal variables
in each analysis. As the data results were not changed, I report the results without controlling for
any variables to maximize statistical power and offer the most interpretable results. I also report
the results with control variables in Supplementary Materials A.
Manipulation Check
I ran an independent t-test analysis on the coworker relative performance measure as a
manipulation check. Compared to participants in the average-performing coworker condition (M
= 4.44, SD = .93), participants in the high-performing coworker condition were more likely to
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report that their coworker’s performance was higher than theirs (M = 5.43, SD = .82), t(1,219) =
8.37, p < .001, Cohen’s d = 1.34. This indicates that the manipulation worked as intended.
Normality
Pituch and Stevens (2015) suggest that skewness and kurtosis (in absolute value) higher
than 2 are indicative of non-normality. Among the measured continuous variables, knowledge
hiding was identified as a non-normal distribution (skewness = 3.00, kurtosis = 9.99). A result of
Shapiro-Wilk’s normality test also confirmed that the distribution of knowledge hiding
significantly departed from normality (p < .001). To correct the distribution, I log-transformed
the knowledge hiding variable, however, the distribution was still significantly skewed to the
right.
Due to the strong skewness, I dichotomized the knowledge hiding variable into two
subgroups of participants who had never engaged in hiding behaviors (N = 82) and those who
had engaged in hiding behaviors at least once (N = 136, see Bateman & Crant, 1993, for the
same analytic approach). Then, I analyzed the data for knowledge hiding twice, as a binary
outcome measure and a raw (untransformed) continuous measure. The overall patterns of the
findings were consistent across both types of measures.
As continuous measures are favored over dichotomized measures in terms of the
increased variances, effect size, and statistical power (MacCallum et al., 2002) and to follow the
previous practices of operationalizing knowledge hiding (Connelly et al., 2012), I report data
analyses with the continuous measure of knowledge hiding below.
Order Effect
I checked whether the presentation order of the knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding
measures affected participants’ responses to the two measures. I ran two-way ANOVAs with
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coworker relative performance and the presentation order of the two scales (1 = received the
knowledge sharing scale first, 2 = received the knowledge hiding scale first) as independent
variables and knowledge sharing or knowledge hiding as dependent variables, separately. No
main or interaction effects involving the presentation order variable were significant.
Hypotheses Testing
Coworker relative performance was dummy-coded (0 = average-performing coworker
condition, 1 = high-performing coworker condition) and the four mediators and two moderators
were mean-centered. The hypothesized effects of coworker relative performance on benefit and
threat processes (Hypotheses 1 and 6) were tested using one-way ANOVAs. The hypothesized
relationships between benefit/threat processes and knowledge sharing/hiding behaviors
(Hypotheses 2, 3, 7, and 8) were tested using simple regression analyses.
The mediation hypotheses (Hypotheses 4, 5, 9, 10) and moderation hypotheses
(Hypotheses 11-13) were tested using Hayes’s (2013) PROCESS Models 4 and 1, respectively. I
generated bias-corrected confidence intervals (95%) for indirect effects using 5,000 iterations of
bootstrapping. Confidence intervals that did not include zero were considered statistically
significant at the 0.05 level. If any of the results from Model 1 were indicated as significant,
simple slope analyses were conducted to further probe the nature of the interaction effect.
Benefit Processes. Results of Hypotheses 1a and 1b revealed that participants felt more
inspired by their high-performing coworker (M = 5.26, SD = 1.28) than an average-performing
coworker (M = 4.91, SD = 1.23), F(1, 219) = 4.18, p = .04, partial η2 = .02. Participants also
perceived greater gain of work resources from the high-performing coworker (M = 6.22, SD =
0.90) than the average-performing coworker (M = 5.86, SD = 1.02), F(1, 219) = 7.97, p = .005,
partial η2 = .04.

43

As predicted by Hypotheses 2a and 2b, both inspiration (b = .28, SE = .06, p < .001) and
perceived gain of work resources (b = .36, SE = .07, p < .001) were positively associated with
knowledge sharing, respectively. Contrary to Hypothesis 3a, inspiration was not associated with
knowledge hiding (b = .03, SE = .05, p = .53). However, in accordance with Hypothesis 3b,
perceived gain of resources was negatively associated with knowledge hiding (b = -.21, SE = .07,
p = .003).
Hypotheses 4a and 4b proposed that the positive relationship between coworker relative
performance and knowledge sharing would be mediated by inspiration and perceived gain of
work resources, respectively. As predicted, coworker relative performance was positively
associated with knowledge sharing through inspiration (b = .10, SE = .06, 95% CI =
[.0020, .2349]) and perceived gain of work resources (b = .14, SE = .06, 95% CI =
[.0368, .2668]), separately.
Because inspiration and perceived gain of work resources were positively and
significantly correlated (r = .63, p < .05), I further examined whether the effect of coworker
relative performance on knowledge sharing was mediated by both inspiration and perceived gain
of work resources simultaneously. A parallel mediation analysis was conducted using PROCESS
Model 4 by entering both mediators into the model. The indirect effects for both inspiration (b
= .06, SE = .05, 95% CI = [.0002, .1728]) and perceived gain of work resources (b = .09, SE
= .05, 95% CI = [.0130, .1916]) were significant.
Hypotheses 5a and 5b proposed that the negative relationship between coworker relative
performance and knowledge hiding would be mediated by inspiration and perceived gain of
work resources, respectively. Yzerbyt et al. (2018) recommended not analyzing an indirect effect
when either of the component paths (independent variable-> mediator; mediator -> dependent
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variable) is not significant. For this reason, I only examined perceived gain of resources as a
mediator. As predicted, coworker relative performance was negatively associated with
knowledge hiding via perceived gain of work resources (b = -.08, SE = .03, 95% CI = [-.1531,
-.0234]).
To summarize, participants felt more inspired by their high-performing coworker than the
average-performing coworker, and thus, they voluntarily shared more knowledge with the high
performer. Participants also perceived that they gained greater resources from the highperforming coworker than from the average-performing coworker, and thus, they voluntarily
shared more knowledge and hid less when the high performer requested knowledge to share.
Threat Processes. In accordance with Hypothesis 6a, participants felt stronger envy
towards their high-performing coworker (M = 2.81, SD =1.03) than the average-performing
coworker (M = 2.38, SD = 1.00), F(1, 219) = 10.05, p = .002, partial η2 = .04. However, contrary
to H6b, there was no statistically significant difference in perceived loss of work resources
between the high-performing coworker condition (M = 3.29, SD = 1.74) and the averageperforming coworker condition (M = 3.11, SD = 1.63), F(1, 219) = .57, p = .45, partial η2 = .00.
As hypothesized by Hypothesis 7a, envy was negatively related to knowledge sharing (b
= -.21, SE = .07, p = .003). However, contrary to Hypothesis 7b, perceived loss of work
resources was not significantly related to knowledge sharing (b = .03, SE = .05, p = .50). Both
hypotheses 8a and 8b were supported such that envy (b = .38, SE = .06, p < .001) and perceived
loss of work resources (b = .24, SE = .04, p < .001) were positively associated with knowledge
hiding, respectively.
Hypotheses 9a and 9b proposed that the negative relationship between coworker relative
performance and knowledge sharing would be mediated by envy and perceived loss of work
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resources, separately. Because perceived loss of work resources was not significantly associated
with knowledge sharing, only envy was examined as a mediator. As expected, coworker relative
performance was negatively associated with knowledge sharing via envy (b = -.09, SE = .04,
95% CI = [-.1769, -.0210]).
Hypotheses 10a and 10b proposed that the positive relationship between coworker
relative performance and knowledge hiding would be mediated by envy and perceived loss of
work resources, separately. Again, perceived loss of work resources was not associated with
coworker relative performance, thus I only examined envy as a mediator. As predicted, coworker
relative performance was significantly associated with knowledge hiding via envy (b = .17, SE
= .06, 95% CI = [.0571, .2987]).
To summarize, participants were more envious of high-performing compared to averageperforming coworkers. Envy, in turn, was associated with lower knowledge sharing and more
knowledge hiding. Contrary to hypotheses, participants did not report greater loss of work
resources from high-performing compared to average-performing coworkers, and perceived loss
of work resources was not associated with knowledge sharing or knowledge hiding.
Moderation by Goal Orientation. Hypotheses 11a and 11b proposed that the effects of
coworker relative performance on inspiration and perceived gain of work resources would be
stronger for individuals with higher compared to lower LGO, respectively. Following the
approach used by Dietz et al. (2015) and Downes et al. (2020), I controlled for PPGO and PAGO
in these analyses to rule out alternative explanations that stronger goal orientation, in general,
might account for the hypothesized relationships. Contrary to Hypotheses 11a and 11b, LGO did
not moderate the effects of coworker relative performance on either inspiration (b = -.27, SE
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= .18, 95% CI = [-.6219, .0864]) or perceived gain of work resources (b = -.24, SE = .14, 95% CI
= [-.5063, .0344]).
Hypotheses 12a and 12b proposed that the effects of coworker relative performance on
envy and perceived loss of work resources processes would be stronger for those higher
compared to lower in PPGO, respectively. Controlling for LGO and PAGO, PPGO did not
moderate the effect of coworker relative performance on either envy (b = -.08, SE = .13, 95% CI
= [-.3318, .1755]) or perceived loss of work resources (b = -.15, SE = .19, 95% CI =
[-.5325, .2310]).
Research Question 1 pertained to the possible moderating role of PAGO in the
relationship between coworker relative performance and benefit and threat processes.
Controlling for LGO and PPGO, results revealed no interactions between PAGO and coworker
relative performance on inspiration (b = -.08, SE = .11, 95% CI = [-.1412, .2931]), perceived
gain of work resources (b = .12, SE = .08, 95% CI = [-.0438, .2871]), envy (b = -.03, SE = .09,
95% CI = [-.2052, .1524]), or perceived loss of work resources (b = .04, SE = .14, 95% CI =
[-.2342, .3044]).
Moderation by Task Interdependence. Hypotheses 13a and 13b proposed that the
relationship between benefit processes (inspiration and perceived gain of work resources) and
knowledge sharing would be stronger under low task interdependence than high task
interdependence. Contrary to the hypotheses, task interdependence did not moderate the effects
of inspiration (b = .04, SE = .04, 95% CI = [-.0294, .1189]) and perceived gain of work resources
on knowledge sharing (b = -.01, SE = .04, 95% CI = [-.0888, .0787]), respectively.
Research Question 2 related to the roles of task interdependence in the relationships
between threat processes (envy and perceived loss of work resources) and knowledge hiding.
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Task interdependence did not moderate the effect of envy (b = .02, SE = .05, 95% CI =
[-.0879, .1181]) nor the effect of perceived loss of work resources (b = -.01, SE = .03, 95% CI =
[-.0665, .0546]) on knowledge hiding.
In summary, goal orientation did not moderate the hypothesized effects of coworker
relative performance on benefit and threat processes. Task interdependence also did not
moderate the hypothesized relationship of benefit and threat processes with knowledge sharing
and knowledge hiding.
Knowledge Sabotage. Knowledge sabotage, an extreme form of counterproductive
knowledge management behavior, was examined as an ancillary dependent variable. The
skewness (4.02) and kurtosis (15.58) of knowledge sabotage exceeded the value of 2, and the
result of the Shapiro-Wilk normality test also revealed that the distribution of knowledge
sabotage significantly departed from normality (p < .001). Even after log transformation, the
distribution was significantly positively skewed (skewness = 3.39, kurtosis = 10.57).
Thus, I dichotomized the knowledge sabotage variable into two subgroups of participants
who had never engaged in sabotage behaviors (N = 194) and those who had engaged in sabotage
behaviors at least once (N = 27). Then, I ran analyses twice with knowledge sabotage as a
dichotomized measure and a raw (untransformed) continuous measure. The two analyses yielded
the same patterns. Therefore, I report the analyses with the continuous measure of knowledge
sabotage.
Envy (b = .29, SE = .06, p < .001) and perceived loss of work resource (b = .25, SE = .03,
p < .001) were positively associated with knowledge sabotage, respectively. Coworker relative
performance was positively associated with knowledge sabotage via envy (b = .13, SE = .07,
95% CI = [0.006, .2622]), but not via perceived loss of work resources (b = .04, SE = .06, 95%
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CI = [-.0736, .1600]). In sum, participants were more likely to intentionally provide incorrect
information to their high-performing coworker than the average-performing coworker. Envy, but
not perceived loss of work resources, accounted for significant variance in this relationship.
These results paralleled the pattern of findings for knowledge hiding.
Discussion
The findings of Study 1 revealed support for several relationships reflected in Figure 1.
A coworker’s high performance positively predicted benefit processes (inspiration and perceived
gain of work resources), which predicted knowledge sharing. This finding is aligned with the
social comparison literature suggesting that upward social comparison can promote pleasant
reactions (Smith, 2000). Although the majority of studies have focused on unpleasant reactions
to upward social comparison (e.g., Jensen et al., 2014; Reh et al., 2018), the current findings
reveal that high performers can be inspiring and provide work resources to peers, and peers act
prosocially toward high performers.
This finding is also consistent with social exchange theory’s (Blau, 1964; Lawler, 2001)
proposition that individuals exchange resources with another person when they expect to gain
benefits or experience pleasant emotions. The perceptions of high-performing (compared to
average-performing) coworkers as inspiring and beneficial sources of work resources, in turn,
predicted higher levels of knowledge sharing. Note that although perceived gain of work
resources predicted lower levels of knowledge hiding, inspiration did not. This suggests that
inspiration promotes affiliative and prosocial behaviors (Watkins, 2020), but does not necessarily
reduce harming behaviors.
While a coworker’s high performance can be a benefit, it can also be a threat to others.
Participants reported that they felt stronger envy toward higher-performing coworkers, and thus,
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less shared information and more withheld it, and even provided inaccurate information to them.
These findings replicate previous studies regarding the mediating role of envy in knowledge
hiding (Fischer et al., 2009; Lim et al., 2018; Weng et al., 2020) and additionally demonstrate
that envy stemming from upward social comparison may lead to low knowledge sharing and
high knowledge sabotage.
Contrary to my hypotheses, a coworker’s high performance did not predict perceived loss
of work resources, nor was perceived loss of resources associated with knowledge sharing or
knowledge hiding. This finding contradicts the findings of Campbell et al. (2017) who found that
employees perceived that their work resources were threatened by high-performing coworkers
and consequently perpetrated more social undermining against them. I speculate that this
discrepancy might be attributed to different sample characteristics. Participants of Campbell et
al. (2017) were hair stylists whose work resources (e.g., hair care products, equipment) are
visible and limited within a work unit (salon). Such work environments can induce a scarcity
mindset in hair stylists, leading them to believe they are competing with coworkers over limited
work resources. However, participants of Study 1 were knowledge workers whose work
resources were more intangible/invisible (e.g., expertise, time with a supervisor) and not always
limited within a work unit. Thus, knowledge workers might not necessarily interpret their work
environment as a zero-sum game, and thus, may not perceive a high-performing coworker as a
person who depletes work resources within teams.
Also contrary to predictions, LGO did not moderate reactions to upward social
comparison. My initial prediction was that individuals with higher compared to lower LGO
would be more likely to perceive a high-performing coworker as inspiring and beneficial to
resources because they can learn new skills and improve themselves. However, results revealed
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no interactions between LGO and coworker relative performance; rather, they revealed only
significant main effects such that individuals higher compared to lower on LGO were more
likely to feel inspired by coworkers and perceive them as benefits to work resources, regardless
of the coworkers’ relative performance level.
I also predicted that individuals with higher compared to lower PPGO would perceive a
high-performing coworker as envious and threatening because of strong competitiveness and
motivation to outperform others. However, results revealed no interactions between PPGO and
coworker relative performance, but only revealed the main effects such that individuals with
higher compared to lower PPGO felt stronger threats to lose their work resources by coworkers,
regardless of the coworkers’ relative performance level.
Lastly, I hypothesized that the relationships between benefit processes and knowledge
sharing would be stronger under lower than higher task interdependence. This was because lower
task interdependence settings require less coordination among coworkers, which theoretically
should allow benefit processes to play a stronger role in determining knowledge sharing.
However, no moderation effects were found. Rather, the main effect of task interdependence on
knowledge sharing was significant in a positive direction, suggesting that the more individuals
relied on coworkers to complete tasks, the more they shared knowledge with coworkers,
regardless of how inspired they felt or how much work resources they gained from the
relationship.
The major limitation of Study 1 pertains to the use of retrospective, cross-sectional selfreports. Even though participants were randomly assigned to either high-performing or averageperforming coworker conditions, they were asked to recall their feelings, thoughts, and behaviors
that occurred in the past. Thus, the temporal precedence of the mediators and dependent
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variables is unclear, making it difficult to rule out the possibility of reversed causality (Spector,
2019). For example, it remains plausible that participants shared knowledge with high
performers who subsequently shared knowledge with participants in reciprocation. This may
have led participants to feel inspired by the high-performing coworkers.
To test possible reverse relationships between the mediators and dependent variables, I
examined the indirect effects of coworker relative performance on benefit/threat processes via
knowledge sharing/hiding. None of the indirect effects were significant (all 95% bias-corrected
confidence intervals included zero). This provides support for the original hypothesized
processes such that a coworker’s high performance influenced knowledge sharing/hiding through
the benefit/threat processes. To establish stronger support for the theorized mediator-outcome
links, I included temporal precedence in Study 2 by measuring the benefit/threat processes before
knowledge sharing/hiding variables.
Finally, the method of manipulating coworker relative performance could have affected
the observed variability in task interdependence. To know someone’s performance level in
comparison to oneself, one should be able to observe the person’s work. When participants were
asked to appoint a coworker whose performance level was higher than or similar to themselves,
they might have chosen a coworker with whom they worked closely and frequently. In fact, the
mean rating of task interdependence was 5.14 (SD = 1.32), which is significantly higher than the
midpoint of the 7-point scale, t(237) = 18.83, p < .001. This implies that participants were
generally highly interdependent with their chosen coworkers. The relatively low number of
participants representing low task interdependence with coworkers might have made it difficult
to perform a rigorous test of my hypotheses. This limitation was addressed by manipulating both
coworker relative performance and task interdependence in Study 2.
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Chapter 6. Study 2
The purpose of Study 2 was to provide stronger evidence of causality by manipulating
coworker relative performance and task interdependence. Coworker relative performance was
manipulated by providing participants with a fictional message sent by their experimental partner
that depicted his/her academic and work achievements. Task interdependence was manipulated
by altering the extent to which participants perceived that they needed to rely on their partner to
complete a given task.
Behavioral measures of knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding were embedded in a
business simulation that was adapted from Herrera's (2004) in-basket activity. An in-basket task
is used primarily in hiring and promotion contexts to assess a person's job-related competencies
such as planning, problem-solving, and decision-making. In an in-basket activity, respondents
are given a business scenario and their role assignment and asked to read and respond to various
work demands (e.g., reports, memos, emails) in a short period of time. They are required to
answer several questions that assess their understanding of the business problem.
An in-basket activity provides an ideal paradigm for assessing knowledge sharing and
hiding behaviors because it includes various pieces of information that participants can choose to
share or hide from their experimental partner. Also, as an in-basket activity is mostly used in a
managerial position, undergraduate students are generally less familiar with the task, which
could help to minimize any effect of prior knowledge and expertise on the study results.
Method
Participants and Design
Participants were recruited from Prolific for Study 2. Eligible participants were
undergraduate students who were 18-65 years of age, resided in the United States, attended
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university or college in the United States, and agreed to submit a short description of their
academic and work background as a part of the study. A sample of undergraduate students was
suitable for Study 2, given that the coworker relative performance was manipulated by way of
academic and career achievements (e.g., GPA, scholarship). Potential participants were informed
during recruitment that they would complete a two-part study where they would receive $1.6 for
completing a 10-minute Part I and receive $3.2 for completing a 20-minute Part II. Data were
collected over two-time points with a week in between. Trait variables were measured at Time 1,
and the experimental procedures were executed at Time 2.
A total of 208 participants completed Part I, and 160 participants completed Part II
(retention rate: 77%). Among the 160 participants who completed both parts, 21 participants
were dropped from the final analyses due to inattentive or careless responding (see “Data
Cleaning” section in the Results section for details). This yielded a final N of 139. This sample
size was chosen based on a priori power analysis using G*Power (Faul et al., 2007) to detect a
medium effect size (f = .25) with an alpha of .05 and power of .80.
Slight over half (51.8%) of the participants were female with the remaining (48.2%)
identifying as male. On average, participants were 22.79 years (SD = 5.35). Most participants
were Caucasian (69.8%) and non-Hispanic/Latino (93.5%). Table 5 shows the detailed
breakdown of participants’ demographic characteristics. Participants were randomly assigned to
condition within a 2 (coworker relative performance: high vs. average) x 2 (task
interdependence: high vs. low) between-subjects design, resulting in 38 to 41 per condition. Goal
orientation was measured as a continuous variable. A sensitivity power analysis using G*Power
(Faul et al., 2007) confirmed that given the current study design and sample size with α = 0.05
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and 80% statistical power, statistical significance would be detected with a minimum effect size
of f = .24.
Procedure and Measures
Potential participants who signed up for the study on Prolific were directed to Qualtrics
and completed screening questions including the eligibility criteria. Before starting the study,
participants answered screening questions to ensure that they were eligible for the study. Those
who passed the screening questions were presented with an informed consent page and asked to
confirm that they agreed to participate in the study.
A flow chart depicting each step of the procedure appears in Figure 2. Participants were
instructed that Part I was a background survey intended to gather some basic information about
them. They completed in randomized order the same measures of goal orientation, positivenegative affectivity (PANAS), trait self-esteem, social desirability, and proactive personality
used in Study 1. They then reported their demographics including age, gender, race, ethnicity,
academic major, year in school, and GPA. They were then thanked, compensated for their
participation, and reminded of Part II, which occurred approximately one week later.
A week later, participants were invited to enroll in Part II. As participants were led to
believe they would be working with another participant in real-time, they were invited to enter
the Part II link only from 9am to 9pm Eastern Standard Time during the weekdays. Upon
entering the Qualtrics survey, participants were told that they would conduct a short business
simulation with another participant named Alex. The full set of materials for Parts I and II
appears in Appendix B.
Participants first engaged in a brief virtual chat session with Alex for the ostensible
purpose of getting to know each other. In reality, there was no real person; rather, participants
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read pre-generated messages that appeared to be sent by Alex. During the chat session, the
experimenter (a chatbot) asked both participants and Alex (another chatbot) to introduce
themselves to each other by sharing their academic and work backgrounds. Once participants
submitted a message including their background information, participants received Alex’s
message, which embedded the coworker relative performance manipulation. Participants
assigned to the high-performing coworker condition received a message stating:
“Participant 2 (Alex): Hey, I am Alex and my GPA is 3.8. I’ve worked in a large
corporation dealing with product management. I also won first prize in a business case
competition before.”
Those assigned to the average-performing coworker condition read a message stating:
“Participant 2 (Alex): Hey, I am Alex and my GPA is 3.0. I’ve worked in a small
company organizing documents and supplies. I’ve never received any scholarships or
awards.” 4

4

A pilot study was conducted to validate the coworker relative performance and task interdependence
manipulations. Fifty-eight participants recruited from the Baruch SONA participant pool were assigned to one of the
four conditions in a 2 (coworker relative performance: high vs. average) x 2 (task interdependence: high vs. low)
between-subjects design. Participants first received one of the descriptions about Alex and answered the perceived
coworker performance scale (Brooks et al., 2019). Sample items were “I think Alex is very successful” and “I think
Alex is a high-performing student”. Participants then received a business simulation, read one of the task
interdependence manipulation descriptions, and completed perceived task interdependence scale (Pearce &
Gregersen, 1991). Sample items were “I need to work closely with my partner in doing this task.” and “I frequently
must coordinate with my partner”. All items were rated on a 7-point scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly
agree). Results revealed that participants in the high-performing coworker condition (M = 5.20, SD = 1.19) were
more likely than those in the average-performing coworker condition (M = 4.16, SD = 1.01) to report that Alex was
successful, t(1, 56) = 3.66, p < .001, Cohen’s d = 0.95. Participants in the high task interdependence condition (M =
5.83, SD = .86) were more likely than those in the low task interdependence condition (M = 3.72, SD = 1.16) to
report that the business simulation task required high interdependence with another participant t(1, 56) = 6.47, p <
.001, Cohen’s d = 0.78. The interaction effects of the coworker relative performance and task interdependence were
not significant (ps > .13), suggesting that both manipulations did not influence each other. In conclusion, both
manipulations were successful. See Appendix C for a set of full materials of the pilot study.
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Once the chat session ended, participants were asked to assess how they felt at the
moment. They completed in a randomized order the measures of inspiration and envy5 used in
Study 1 and a state affect measure (PANAS scale) as a filler. Participants were then given a
business scenario depicting a hypothetical food-processing company and asked to imagine that
both they and Alex were working in a product management team. As employees of the product
management team, both participants and Alex were tasked with reading 10 work memos and
writing a proposal regarding how to plan a new product launch.
In the business scenario instruction, task interdependence manipulation (adapted from
Rispens, 2009) was introduced. Participants in the high task interdependence read:
“Please keep in mind that you will write a proposal with Alex collaboratively. To
successfully complete the task, you will be very dependent on Alex's information. You
will work on the task with Alex together and will need to rely on Alex for successful
results.”
In contrast, participants in the low task interdependence condition read:
“Please keep in mind that you and Alex will write a proposal independently. To
successfully complete the task, you will not need Alex’s information. You will work on
the task alone and will not need to rely on Alex for successful results.”
Participants were further told the following: First, as the memos were randomly chosen
from the larger pool and distributed to each person, they and Alex might receive different
memos. This was to make participants believe that each person had unique pieces of information
that one could share or hide from the other. Second, it was emphasized that each memo was

5

Perceived gain of work resources and perceived loss of work resources were not measured in Study 2 because the
constructs and items were not suitable to ad-hoc teams in an experimental setting.
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equally important to solve the task. This was to minimize participants’ different perceived
importance of each memo, which could affect knowledge sharing and hiding behaviors. Third,
both participants and Alex would have a chance to request to see each other’s memos during the
study session. The order of who would ask first versus last would be determined at random.
Fourth, although both participants and Alex would have opportunities to share memos when
requested, sharing was not mandatory. This was to prevent participants from feeling pressured to
share their memos with Alex. Last, neither participants nor Alex would know how many memos
their partner decided to share until they had decided on how many memos to share with the
partner. This was to prevent participants from fearing retaliation if they decided not to share any
memos.
Participants were given three minutes to review 10 memos. They then received two
messages intended to assess knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding, respectively. For
knowledge sharing, participants received the following message allegedly sent by the
experimenter:
“Hello again, [Participant name]. You have an opportunity to voluntarily share your
memos with your partner. Among the five memos below, click the memos you would like
to share with Alex. If you do not want to share any memos, you can skip this part.”
Then, they were given a list of Memos #1 to # 5 (presented in random order) and asked to
click the memo(s) that they would like to share among the five.
For knowledge hiding, participants received another message ostensibly sent by the
experimenter:
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“Your partner has requested that you share some memos. Among the five memos below,
click the memos you would like to share with Alex. If you do not want to share any
memos, you can skip this part”.
This time, participants were given a list of Memos #6 to #10 (presented in random order)
and asked to click the memo(s) that they would like to share among the five. Note that the
measures of knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding were not counterbalanced such that the
measure of knowledge sharing always appeared before the measure of knowledge hiding. This
was done to make the cover story more believable.
After participants answered the two messages, participants were told that they would not
write a proposal. Instead, they would complete one final questionnaire. This questionnaire
contained the two manipulation checks, each consisting of four items6. A sample item assessing
perceived coworker performance was “After the chat, I thought Alex was very competent”. A
sample item assessing perceived task interdependence was “After reading the business
simulation instruction, I expected to work closely with Alex on the task”. All items were rated on
a 7-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). See Appendix B for a set of full
materials. After completing all questions, participants were fully debriefed and compensated for
their participation.
Results
Data Cleaning
As in Study 1, careless or inattentive responses were identified in four ways. First, I
examined study completion time to identify participants who spent too short or long of time on

6

To ensure that the manipulations worked as expected in the main study, I added the manipulation checks at the end
of the study so that responding to manipulation checks would not affect participants’ responses to the dependent
measures.
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each part of the study. Of the 160 participants who completed both Parts I and II, 6 participants
had a 3SD longer than the median completion time on Part I (Median = 5.47 minutes, SD = 4.35
minutes) and another 6 participants spent a 3SD longer than the median completion time on Part
II (Median = 12.85 minutes, SD = 4.08 minutes).
Second, I checked insufficient effort responding by examining whether participants
submitted study-irrelevant responses to the virtual chatroom and the open-ended question at the
end of Part II. No one wrote study-irrelevant content. Third, I examined whether participants
clicked long strings of the same response option on multiple-choice questions. None of the data
was detected as problematic in Part I; however, eight participants clicked the same response
option on more than half of the multiple-choice questions consecutively.
Finally, I examined two attention check questions that were embedded into each part of
the study, respectively. In Part I, two participants failed to click “Strongly Disagree” on the
question which explicitly asked to click that response option. In Part II, none of the participants
clicked “Strongly Disagree” or “Disagree” on the question asking whether they had paid
attention to the study with a five-point scale. In total, 21 participants were identified as careless
or inattentive in either one or both parts of the study, and I excluded them from the final dataset,
rendering the final sample size 139.
Data Manipulation
I dummy-coded the coworker relative performance condition (0 = average-performing
coworker condition, 1 = high-performing coworker condition) and the task interdependence
condition (0 = low task interdependence condition, 1 = high task interdependence condition). For
knowledge sharing, a higher score indicates more sharing. For knowledge hiding, I reversed the
original score to reflect a higher score as more hiding.
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Descriptive and Correlation Analyses
Descriptive statistics (i.e., means, standard deviations, skewness, and kurtosis) and
reliability coefficients appear in Table 6. Correlations among the major study variables and
control variables appear in Tables 7 and 8. As shown in Table 8, several potential control
variables—NA, PA, trait self-esteem, social desirability, proactive personality, and GPA—were
significantly correlated with one or more outcome variables. Data analyses were conducted with
and without control variables that were significantly correlated with one or more focal variables
in each analysis. After including the relevant control variables, most of the study findings
remained unchanged. The two exceptions were that tests of H1a (linking coworker relative
performance to higher levels of inspiration) and H12a (the effects of coworker relative
performance on envy would be stronger for those with higher PPGO) became significant after
adding the control variables as covariates. I report the results without controlling for any
variables below and report the results with control variables in Supplementary Materials B.
Manipulation Check
I examined whether the two manipulations worked as intended. A 2 (coworker relative
performance: high vs. average) x 2 (task interdependence: high vs. low) ANOVA with the
perceived coworker performance scale as a dependent variable was conducted. Participants in the
high-performing coworker condition were more likely to perceive Alex as a successful person
(M = 5.21, SD = 1.04) than participants in the average-performing coworker condition (M = 4.66,
SD = 1.14), F(1, 135) = 9.14, p < .01, Cohen’s d = .51. The main effect of task interdependence
and the interaction effect were not significant (ps >.13, partial η2 < .02), suggesting that the task
interdependence manipulation did not influence perceived performance of Alex.
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A 2 (coworker relative performance: high vs. average) x 2 (task interdependence: high vs.
low) ANOVA on perceived task interdependence as a dependent variable was conducted.
Participants in the high task interdependence condition were more likely to think that they were
dependent on Alex to complete the task (M = 5.84, SD = 1.20) than participants in the low task
interdependence condition (M = 4.69, SD = .91), F(1,135) = 39.86, p < .001, Cohen’s d = 1.08.
The main effect of coworker relative performance and the interaction effect were not significant
(ps > .55, partial η2 < .003), suggesting that the coworker relative performance manipulation did
not influence perceived task interdependence. To conclude, both manipulations were successful.
Normality
I examined the skewness and kurtosis of the continuous variables. As shown in Table 6,
all continuous variables had skewness and kurtosis (in absolute value) lower than 2,
demonstrating that all continuous variables were normally distributed.
Attrition Analyses
I ran attrition analyses to examine whether the final sample differed from those who
dropped out of the study after Part II in terms of personality traits and demographics. Results
from t-tests revealed that there were no significant mean-level differences in personality traits
and demographics between participants who completed both Parts I and II (N = 160) and those
who completed Part I but did not complete Part II (N = 48). Therefore, I concluded that the
attrition was random.
Order Effect
I checked whether the presentation order of the envy and inspiration measures affected
participants’ responses to the two measures. I ran two-way ANOVAs with coworker relative
performance and the presentation order (1 = received the envy scale first, 2 = received the
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inspiration scale first) as independent variables and envy or inspiration as the dependent variable,
separately. No main or interaction effects involving presentation order were significant.
Suspicion Check
Participants were asked to write their reactions to the study at the end of Part II. No
participants expressed suspicion about the purpose of the study or detected the connection among
key variables. However, 35 participants (25%) exhibited some signs of suspicion about Alex (“It
did not feel like Alex was real”). Among the suspicious participants, 20 were assigned to the
average-performing coworker condition and 15 were assigned to in the high-performing
coworker conditions. A chi-square test of independence showed that the proportion of
participants who showed suspicion about the partner did not differ by the coworker relative
performance condition, χ2 (1, N = 139) = .29, p = .59. To investigate whether the suspicion
affected the study results, I ran data analyses before and after dropping those 35 participants and
all of the data results remained the same. Thus, I retained all participants in the final dataset.
Hypotheses Testing7
Hypotheses 1a and 6a were tested using one-way ANOVAs and Hypotheses 2a, 3a, 6a,
and 7a were tested using simple regression analyses. The mediation hypotheses (Hypotheses 4a,
5a, 9a, 10a) and moderation hypotheses (Hypotheses 11a-13a) were tested using Hayes’s (2013)
PROCESS Models 4 and 1, respectively, by generating bias-corrected confidence intervals
(95%) for indirect effects using 5,000 iterations of bootstrapping. Confidence intervals that did
not include zero were considered statistically significant at the 0.05 level. If any of the results
from Model 1 were indicated as significant, simple slope analyses were conducted to further
probe the nature of the interaction effect.

7

Because perceived gain of work resources and perceived loss of work resources were not measured in Study 2, I
was not able to test hypotheses related to these variables.
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Benefit Processes. Contrary to Hypothesis 1a, participants were no more inspired by
Alex when he or she was portrayed as a high-performing coworker (M = 4.10, SD = 1.23)
compared to an average-performing coworker (M = 3.87, SD = 1.03), F(1, 137) = 1.39, p = .24,
partial η2 = .01, Cohen’s d = .20. Further, contrary to Hypotheses 2a and 3a, inspiration did not
significantly predict knowledge sharing (b = -.14, SE = .10, p = .17) nor knowledge hiding (b
= .09, SE = .10, p = .41). The mediation hypotheses (H4a and H5a) were not tested because
inspiration was not significantly associated with coworker relative performance, knowledge
sharing, and knowledge hiding.
Threat Processes. In accordance with Hypothesis 6a, participants felt stronger envy
toward Alex when he or she was portrayed as a high-performing coworker (M = 2.47, SD = .92)
compared to an average-performing coworker (M = 1.93, SD = .71), F(1, 137) = 15.50, p < .001,
partial η2 = .10, Cohen’s d = .67. As predicted by Hypotheses 7a and 8a, envy negatively
predicted knowledge sharing (b = -.30, SE = .13, p = .02) and positively knowledge hiding (b
= .30, SE = .13, p = .03), respectively. As predicted by Hypotheses 9a and 10a, coworker
relative performance was negatively associated with knowledge sharing via envy (b = -.17, SE
= .08, 95% CI = [-.3547, -.0292]) and positively associated with knowledge hiding via envy (b
= .18, SE = .10, 95% CI = [.0122, .4043]).
Moderation by Goal Orientation. I tested the moderating effects of the three goal
orientations (LGO, PPGO, and PAGO) on the relationships between coworker relative
performance and benefit/threat processes. As in Study 1, the two other goal orientations were
controlled to examine the specific effect of one goal orientation. Controlling PPGO and PAGO,
LGO did not moderate the effect coworker relative performance on inspiration (b = .00, SE
= .22, 95% CI = [-.4252 .4357]). Controlling for LGO and PAGO, PPGO did not moderate the
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relationship between coworker relative performance and envy (b = .22, SE = .13, 95% CI =
[-.0269, .4779]). Therefore, neither Hypotheses 11a nor 12a was supported.
Research Question 1 pertained to the possible moderating role of PAGO in the effects of
coworker relative performance on benefit and threat processes. Controlling for LGO and PPGO,
PAGO did not moderate the effect of coworker relative performance on inspiration (b = -.09, SE
= .15, 95% CI = [.3945, .2018]) nor envy (b = .06, SE = .10, 95% CI = [-.1411, .2700]).
Moderation by Task Interdependence. Hypothesis 13a proposed that the relationship
between inspiration and knowledge sharing would be stronger under low task interdependence
than under high task interdependence. Contrary to this hypothesis, task interdependence did not
moderate the effect of inspiration on knowledge sharing (b = -.18, SE = .20, 95% CI =
[-.5727, .2184]).
Research Question 2 related to the possible moderating role of task interdependence in
the relationships between envy and knowledge hiding. Task interdependence did not moderate
the effects of envy on knowledge hiding (b = -.25, SE = .27, 95% CI = [-.7802, .2821]). To
summarize, neither goal orientation nor task interdependence emerged as moderators of the
relationships between coworker relative performance and knowledge sharing and hiding
behaviors.
Discussion
The findings of Study 2 provide partial support for my hypotheses. Contrary to Study 1
results and hypotheses, participants did not feel inspired more by a high-performing coworker
than an average-performing coworker8, and a feeling of inspiration was not related to knowledge
sharing and knowledge hiding. Inspiration occurs when individuals find similarities with a

8

As previously mentioned, coworker relative performance positively predicted inspiration after including control
variables. However, inspiration still did not predict knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding.

65

superior other and believe they can achieve the person’s advantage (Smith, 2000). Participants of
Study 1 had worked with the high-performing coworker for an average of 3.16 years, which
would be enough time to observe the high performer and appraise the person’s success as
admirable and attainable. However, participants of Study 2 had no prior history with Alex. They
only exchange a few messages with Alex virtually and this limited interaction may make it hard
for participants to view Alex’s success as inspiring.
Further, in Study 2, the attainability of the high performer’s success—a key ingredient for
a feeling of inspiration—may have been influenced by the participants’ class standing.
Lockwood and Kunda (1997) found that first-year participants felt more inspired by a successful
fourth-year college student than the fourth-year participants did because the first-year
participants thought they had enough time to achieve the successful student’s level of success
and thus found the student’s success more attainable. Although Alex’s year in school was not
mentioned in Study 2, it is possible that participants closer to graduation might have felt less
inspired by Alex.
To test whether participants’ year in school might have affected feelings of inspiration, I
ran a 2-way ANOVA with coworker relative performance (2: high-performing vs. averageperforming coworker conditions) and participants’ year in school (4: freshman vs. sophomore vs.
junior vs. senior) as independent variables, and inspiration as a dependent variable. No main
effect or interaction effect was significant, suggesting that participants’ years in school did not
affect inspiration.
Study 2 further revealed that participants felt stronger envy toward the high-performing
coworker than an average-performing coworker, and this, in turn, led them to share fewer memos
and intentionally hide more memos from the high-performing coworker. This is consistent with
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the findings of Study 1 and previous studies (Fischer et al., 2009; Lim et al., 2018; Weng et al.,
2020). Envy occurs when one lacks the desired advantage that another person has, and the
desired advantage is important to one’s self-concept (Cohen-Charash & Larson, 2017). As
participants were undergraduate students, academic and career domains are important to them.
When participants in the high-performing coworker condition learned about Alex’s stellar
academic and work achievements, the feeling of envy was provoked, which led them to share
fewer memos voluntarily and to hide more memos when requested by Alex.
Finally, as in Study 1, no evidence was found for goal orientation and task
interdependence as moderators. This suggests that participants engaged in less knowledge
sharing and more knowledge hiding directed at a high-performing as compared to an averageperforming coworker because of feelings of envy, regardless of the levels of goal orientation and
task interdependence.
Study 2 had several methodological limitations. First, two hypothesized mediators—
perceived gain and loss of work resources—were not measured due to the challenges of creating
work resources in ad-hoc groups. Future research may attempt to design a group study by
introducing both team and individual rewards to simulate a real organizational setting. For
example, a study could be designed such that three or four participants are working as a group
and team rewards are based on collective performance (e.g., profit-sharing) whereas individual
rewards are based on individual performance (e.g., commissions). This study design would allow
a high-performing member to be viewed as beneficial in terms of increasing collective
performance yet threatening based on his or her ability to reap more individual rewards than
other team members.
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Second, behavioral measures of knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding were very
highly correlated with each other (r = -.78, p < .01), implying that the two measures are the
opposite ends of the same construct. Conceptually, knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding are
independent constructs, such that the former is a proactive form of helping by voluntarily
providing knowledge to others, whereas the latter is a covert form of harming by withholding the
requested knowledge (Connelly et al., 2019). Participants of Study 2 were asked to choose the
memos to share and hide while performing the same task, which likely contributed to the strong
correlation between the two. However, if participants had a more diverse set of opportunities to
share and hide their knowledge while performing several different tasks, the two behaviors might
have yielded a lower correlation. Therefore, future studies might provide participants with
several opportunities to share or hide knowledge to ensure greater independence between the two
measures.
Third, participants generally had high GPAs (M = 3.58, SD = .40), which could have
affected the manipulation of coworker relative performance. To portray Alex as a high
performer, I depicted him/her as a student who had a 3.8 GPA, worked in a large company, and
received a business award. In the average-performing coworker condition, I described Alex as an
average student by describing him/her as having a 3.0 GPA, working in a small company, and
receiving no award or scholarship before. This manipulation worked as intended based on the
pilot study and the manipulation check (the perceived coworker performance scale) in the main
study.
However, one may question whether Alex was actually viewed as a high or average
performer regardless of participants’ academic achievements. I ran one-sample t-tests to test
whether Alex’s GPA was higher than or similar to that of the participants. I found that in the
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high-performing coworker condition, Alex’s GPA (3.8) was higher than the GPA of participants
in that condition (M = 3.57, SD = .40), t(61) = 4.40, p < .001, as expected. However, in the
average-performing coworker condition, Alex’s GPA (3.0) was significantly lower than the GPA
of participants in that condition (M = 3.59, SD = .39), t(72) = -12.78, p < .001. These results
suggest that participants in the high-performing coworker condition likely perceived Alex as a
higher performer (a target of upward social comparison) than themselves, whereas those in the
average-performing coworker condition perceived Alex as a lower performer than themselves (a
target of downward social comparison).
To investigate whether Alex was actually seen as a lower performer in the average
performer condition, I ran a one-sample t-test for the perceived coworker relative performance
scale with a test value of 3.5, the mid-point scale on a 7-point scale. Results revealed that
participants in the average-performing coworker condition reported Alex as somewhat successful
(M = 5.66, SD = 1.14), which is statistically higher than the mid-point, t(73) = 8.70, p < .001.
This finding remained the same after controlling statistically for participants’ GPA. Thus, even
though Alex’s GPA was lower than participants in the average-performing coworker condition,
Alex was viewed as somewhat competent. Also, all of the findings for hypotheses testing
(H1~H13) were robust after controlling for participants’ GPA, suggesting that participants’ GPA
did not statistically significantly influence my study results. Nonetheless, future researchers
would be advised to carefully consider sample characteristics to ensure that the direction and
magnitude of social comparison information vary as intended.
Finally, although Study 2’s experimental design enabled me to perform a rigorous test of
the hypotheses, it suffered from low external validity. For instance, participants were told that
each work memo that they possessed was equally important for solving the business simulation.
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This was done to avoid confounding effects such that different perceptions of knowledge affect
one’s knowledge sharing and hiding behaviors differently. In real organizations, if knowledge is
more complex, more difficult to articulate (more tacit/implicit), and more closely related to a job,
knowledge holders may be more hesitant to share knowledge with coworkers (Connelly et al.,
2012; Swift & Virick, 2013). Future studies can incorporate various characteristics of knowledge
into experiments to improve external validity.
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Chapter 7. General Discussion
Knowledge is power. Knowledge enables one to exert influence over others, craft
positive reputations, and maintain competitive advantages (Janus, 2016). This is particularly
evident for knowledge workers who create, utilize, and apply knowledge to generate values.
Through several years of formal education, training, and work experiences, knowledge workers
naturally develop a sense of psychological ownership of their knowledge and want to protect
their “power” from others (Serenko & Bontis, 2016). However, ineffective knowledge flow
among employees makes it difficult to transform individuals’ knowledge and capabilities into
organizational success (Wang & Noe, 2010).
As a firm’s success greatly depends on effective knowledge sharing among employees,
more researchers have called for studies examining antecedents, mechanisms, and boundary
conditions of employees’ knowledge sharing and hiding behaviors (e.g., Anand et al., 2020). To
address this call, I drew from social comparison theory (Festinger, 1954) and social exchange
theory (Blau, 1964) to posit that a peer’s high performance can be perceived as either a benefit or
threat, leading one to share or hide knowledge from the peer. I further aimed to identify goal
orientation and task interdependence as factors that can amplify or mitigate employees’
knowledge sharing and hiding behaviors directed at high performers.
These ideas were tested by two experiments using diverse methods. In Study 1,
knowledge workers recalled their feelings, thoughts, and behaviors toward an existing high- vs.
average-performing coworker. In Study 2, undergraduate students performed a business
simulation that required high vs. low interdependence with a novel high- vs. average-performing
partner. Across studies, envy emerged as an important variable linking upward social comparison
to both knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding. That is, individuals shared less and hid more
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of their knowledge from a high- vs. average-performing coworker, and this relationship was
mediated by higher levels of envy.
Study 1 further revealed that participants also felt inspired by their high-performing
coworkers which in turn predicted more knowledge sharing with the coworkers. Study 2
similarly revealed that participants felt inspired by their high-performing coworkers, but only
when control variables (PANAS, trait self-esteem, and social desirability) were included as
covariates. In Study 2, inspiration did not lead to knowledge sharing/hiding.
Contrary to predictions, neither of the studies revealed evidence for goal orientation as a
moderator of the link between coworker relative performance and threat/benefit processes or task
interdependence as a moderator of the link between threat/benefit processes and knowledge
sharing/hiding. This suggests that individuals felt envious of a high-performing coworker
regardless of dispositional goal orientation and shared less and hid more knowledge from the
envied coworker regardless of task interdependence. Below, I elaborate on the theoretical and
practical implications of the current dissertation and discuss several limitations and future
research directions.
Theoretical Implications
The current research contributes to the literature on social comparison and knowledge
management in three ways. First, this research explored a broad array of affective, cognitive, and
behavioral reactions to upward social comparison. Although high performers are crucial
members of a team who greatly contribute to team success, they have been portrayed as a threat
to others in the majority of studies on upward social comparison (e.g., Kim & Glomb, 2014; Lam
et al., 2011). By examining both benefits (inspiration and potential gain of work resources) and
threats (envy and potential loss of work resources) that high performers bring to their team
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members, this research expands the scope of consequences of upward social comparison and
offers a more balanced view of psychological reactions to high performers at work.
Second, the present research provides a valuable addition to the knowledge management
literature by examining a knowledge recipient’s performance level as an antecedent to
knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding. Previous studies have focused on trait characteristics
of knowledge holders (e.g., dark triad personality traits; Pan et al., 2018), interpersonal
relationship qualities (e.g., distrust; Connelly et al., 2012), and types of organizational reward
systems (e.g., performance-based vs. fixed pay system; Berger et al., 2019) as factors affecting
knowledge sharing and/or knowledge hiding. However, little research has considered the
characteristics of knowledge recipients (cf. Zhang & Jiang, 2015). Examining how a person’s
relative job performance influences the amount of information he or she receives from coworkers
is particularly important given that performance deviation within a team naturally emerges over
time (Aguinis et al., 2016). The current findings fill the void by demonstrating that a highperforming knowledge recipient may be deprived of information on the part of envious
knowledge holders.
Third, this dissertation contributes to the burgeoning research integrating emotions with
knowledge exchange behaviors. Although emotion generally has been understudied in the
knowledge management field, recent studies have started exploring discrete emotions as a
facilitator or hindrance to knowledge sharing (Hornung & Smolnik, 2022). In particular, envy
has been identified as a key mechanism underlying knowledge hiding. For example, previous
studies revealed that individuals felt envious of a coworker with whom they had relationship
conflict (Peng et al., 2020) or whose relationship with a leader was better than theirs (Weng et
al., 2020), leading the envier to intentionally withhold information from the envied. My study
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findings provide additional evidence that envy resulting from upward social comparison
encourages individuals to share less and hide more knowledge from the envied person.
Practical Implications
As previously mentioned, high performers generally occupy central positions in teams
and have disproportionately large effects on team performance (Li et al., 2016; Wen et al., 2019).
Thus, for optimal team functioning and success, it is critical that workers effectively pass
important information to high-performing team members. Given the findings showing that envy
hinders individuals’ knowledge sharing with high performers, organizations should proactively
manage envy to ensure that high performers receive sufficient informational resources from
peers. To do so, leaders first must be aware of the potential negative consequences of upward
social comparison among employees. Leaders often favor a high performer and blindly view his
or her behaviors positively (Kluemper et al., 2019). This favoritism can intensify peers’ envious
feelings toward the high performer, encouraging them to conceal work information from the high
performer (Weng et al., 2020). Thus, when publicly recognizing a high performer’s achievement,
leaders must communicate to others that the performance evaluation criteria are reasonable and
thorough. These efforts can help maintain fairness within teams, which is known to mitigate
adverse outcomes of envy (Cohen-Charash & Mueller, 2007).
Furthermore, it is also vital to nurture employees’ positive reactions to high-performing
coworkers. For instance, organizations must be careful not to induce a scarcity mindset in
employees. When individuals view the work environment as a zero-sum game, they can easily
feel threatened by high-performing employees who have access to more resources than others
(Strik & Melvyn, 2021), which may lead individuals to withhold knowledge from the high
performers. To counteract this, organizations need to instill a sense of collective identity in
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employees. When individuals think of colleagues as “us” rather than “them”, they are more
likely to feel happy for superior colleagues’ achievements and less likely to feel envy (Ganegoda
& Bordia, 2019; Kim & Glomb, 2014). Further, when collective identity is heightened,
individuals can associate themselves with a successful colleague and experience positive selfevaluation (basking in reflected glory; Cialdini et al., 1976). Thus, increasing collective identity
can shift employees’ reactions to upward social comparison from threats to benefit processes.
If envy cannot be mitigated or managed effectively, organizations can use other strategies
to facilitate employees’ knowledge sharing with high performers. The non-significant results
regarding task interdependence suggest that increasing dependence among team members does
not necessarily promote knowledge sharing, especially when a person feels envious of another.
Instead, organizations should strive to create a knowledge-sharing climate by emphasizing that
exchanging information is typical and socially expected and that ignoring an information request
is atypical and viewed negatively in teams (Connelly et al., 2012).
Limitations and Future Directions
This dissertation has several limitations that can be addressed by future research. The first
pertains to the use of Prolific samples in both studies. Using Prolific enabled me to recruit
knowledge workers from various industries (Study 1) and undergraduate students from diverse
geographic locations with different academic and work backgrounds (Study 2). Although Prolific
pool is more racially diverse and provides a better data quality than other crowdsourcing
platforms such as Mturk and CloudResearch (Peer et al., 2017; 2021), it is not representative of
the larger population. For instance, about 84% of participants in Study 1 were White, yet Whites
comprise only 76% of the population of knowledge workers (U.S Bureau of Labor Statistics,
2022). Approximately 70% of participants in Study 2 were White, whereas Whites comprise
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51% of the undergraduate student population (U.S Census Bureau, 2018). My samples were
more homogeneous than the population, and thus future research on this topic would benefit
from the use of more diverse and representative samples.
Second, despite theoretical and empirical literature suggesting that goal orientation (Park
& Park, 2017) and task interdependence (Dadaboyev et al., 2019) should moderate affective,
cognitive, and behavioral reactions to upward social comparison, I found no evidence for the
hypothesized moderation links. This might be because unpleasant reactions to upward social
comparison were so strong that such dispositional and structural variables might not influence
knowledge sharing and hiding behaviors targeting high performers. Future research could seek to
identify other boundary conditions of knowledge sharing and hiding behaviors in response to
upward social comparison. For instance, core self-evaluation (Tai et al., 2012), goal
interdependence (Weng et al., 2020), and work group identification (Kim & Glomb, 2014) have
been known to alleviate the pain of envy, reducing harming behaviors against the envied other. It
will be fruitful for future researchers to test these and other variables that may facilitate or inhibit
benefit/threat processes and knowledge sharing/hiding directing at a high performer.
Third, mechanisms other than envy might explain relationships between upward social
comparison and knowledge sharing and hiding behaviors. For example, upward social
comparison has been linked to decreased affective trust (Holste & Fields, 2010), depleted
psychological resources (Hill et al., 2011), and perceived unfairness (Schaubroeck & Lam,
2004), all of which are known to impede knowledge sharing and/or promote knowledge hiding
(Abubakar et al., 2019; Yao et al., 2020). Future research could examine these and other
mechanisms that may explain individuals’ refusal to share information with superior others.
Also, by adopting a moderation-of-process design (Spencer et al., 2005), future studies can
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manipulate rather than measure the theoretical mediators (like envy and inspiration) using
vignettes or priming techniques. Such designs can rule out other alternative explanations and
provide more rigorous evidence that envy and inspiration indeed mediate the hypothesized
effects of upward social comparison on knowledge sharing/hiding.
Fourth, although knowledge exchange is a dyadic phenomenon that can be reciprocated
between two people over time, the current research focused only on how individuals behave
toward a high performer at one point in time, without considering how a high performer behaves
toward them. When individuals perceive that someone is hiding information from them, they
develop negative attitudes toward the hider and, in turn, hide information from the person (Černe
et al., 2014). Conversely, if individuals receive help from someone, they may develop positive
attitudes and be willing to provide information to the helper in a return for the favor. Thus, it is
possible that high performers may generally not share information with others to maintain their
superior status, leading others to reciprocate the hiding behavior. Future studies can use other
advanced methods, such as a round-robin design with social network analyses or daily dairy
methods, to uncover the dynamic ongoing nature of knowledge sharing and hiding behaviors.
Fifth, I defined performance levels for participants and their coworkers as relatively
stable individual characteristics and social comparison processes as static. However,
performance levels can change over time, as do social comparison processes (Zell & Alicke,
2010). Reh et al. (2018) demonstrated that individuals felt more threatened by and envious of a
coworker who performed poorer but improved faster than themselves (“fast-rising coworker”)
than a coworker who performed better but worsened over time. This suggests that envy and
knowledge hiding can emerge not only from a coworker’s current performance level but also
from his or her past performance trajectory. Thus, future research might incorporate this

77

temporal perspective by examining whether individuals hide knowledge from a lowerperforming coworker who has the potential to be a high performer.
Finally, future studies could integrate cultural factors to enrich the research regarding
knowledge sharing and hiding behaviors directed at high performers. For instance, Hofstede
(1983)’s collectivism-individualism cultural dimension may influence one’s reaction to high
performers and willingness to share knowledge with them. People in collectivistic cultures (or
those with interdependent self-construal) tend to prioritize a group’s success over an individual’s
success (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Thus, they may view high-performing coworkers who
elevate the group’s performance more positively and thus may be more likely to share
knowledge with high performers than people in individualistic cultures (or those with
independent self-construal). Alternatively, people in collectivistic cultures may penalize highperforming coworkers much more harshly and withhold information from them because high
performers may be viewed as deviants who threaten group conformity (Kim & Markus, 1999).
Thus, it would be fruitful to examine how collectivism and individualism can affect the relative
strength of the benefit and threat processes of upward social comparison and subsequent
knowledge sharing and hiding behaviors.
Conclusions
High performers are crucial assets to organizations because of their capability to rapidly
move up to leadership positions and help organizations to reach business goals. As such,
organizations aspire to invest in high performers to keep them engaged and productive.
However, knowledge hiding on the part of envious coworkers may compromise high performers’
abilities to remain productive as well as their commitment to organizations. Future studies

78

focusing on overriding the deleterious impact of envy on knowledge sharing/hiding behaviors are
needed to ensure that high performers can remain capable and motivated in organizations.
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Table 1.
Sample Demographics of Study 1 (N = 221)

Gender

Female
Male
Non-binary

N
148
71
2

Race

White/Caucasian
Black/African American
Asian
American Indian or Alaskan Native
Other/Multi-race
Prefer not to say

186
13
10
3
8
1

84.2%
5.9%
4.5%
1.4%
3.6%
0.5%

Ethnicity

Hispanic
Non-Hispanic

15
206

6.8%
93.2%

Education

Less than high school
High school graduate
Diploma or associate's degree
4 year Bachelor's degree
Master's degree
Professional degree
Doctorate's degree

1
18
14
100
71
9
8

0.5%
8.1%
6.3%
45.2%
32.1%
4.1%
3.6%

Industry

Educational services
Finance or insurance
Health care or social assistance
Information
Management of companies or enterprises
Professional, scientific, or technical
services
Other

58
28
60
31
2

26.2%
12.7%
27.1%
14.0%
0.9%

26

11.8%

16

7.2%
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%
67.0%
32.1%
0.9%

Table 2
Descriptive Statistics and Reliability Coefficients of Variables of Study 1
M
SD
α
Skewness
SE
Kurtosis
SE
1. Condition
.51
.50
-.05
.16
-2.02
.33
2. MC
4.95
1.00
.85
-.14
.16
.13
.33
3. Inspiration
5.09
1.26
.89
-.72
.16
.26
.33
4. Envy
2.60
1.04
.86
1.28
.16
2.20
.33
5. Gain of
6.04
.98
ρ = .74a
-1.43
.16
3.22
.33
Res.
6. Loss of
3.20
1.68
.87
.60
.16
-.59
.33
Pres.
7. Kn.
5.87
1.11
.92
-1.07
.16
1.06
.33
Sharing
8. Kn. Hiding 1.57
1.00
.95
3.00
.16
9.90
.33
9. Kn.
1.28
.99
.98
4.02
.16
15.58
.33
Sabotage
10. LGO
5.82
.94
.92
-1.16
.16
2.31
.33
11. PPGO
4.82
1.08
.76
-.17
.16
-.38
.33
12. PAGO
3.92
1.53
.91
-.10
.16
-.86
.33
13. TI
5.14
1.32
.88
-.80
.16
.21
.33
14. NA
2.22
.64
.69
.38
.16
-.09
.33
15. PA
3.77
.65
.81
-.06
.16
.07
.33
16. Self4.83
1.59
-.84
.16
.03
.33
Esteem
17. Social
3.57
.75
.70
-.43
.16
-.61
.33
Desirability
18. Proactive
5.30
.88
.83
-.36
.16
.29
.33
Personality
19. Org
4.97
4.94
1.87
.16
4.20
.33
Tenure
20. Team
3.37
3.38
2.38
.16
8.95
.33
Tenure
21. Length of
3.17
3.20
2.04
.16
5.53
.33
Rel.
22. Team
11.66
11.72
3.67
1.6
18.57
.33
Size
22. Age
31.64
8.58
.90
.16
.17
.33
23. Sex
1.66
.49
-.91
.16
-.62
.33
24. Education 4.27
1.08
-.15
.16
.96
.33
Note: Condition: 0 (average-performing coworker condition), 1 (high-performing coworker condition);
Sex: 1 (male), 2 (female); MC = Manipulation Check for coworker relative performance, Gain in Res. =
Perceived gain of work resources, Loss of Res. = Perceived loss of work resources, Kn. Sharing =
Knowledge sharing, Kn. Hiding = Knowledge hiding, Kn. Sabotage = Knowledge sabotage, LGO, =
Learning Goal Orientation, PPGO = Performance-Prove Goal Orientation, PAGO= PerformanceAvoidance Goal Orientation, TI = Task Interdependence, NA = Negative Affectivity, PA = Positive
Affectivity; Length of Rel = Length of relationship with a coworker. All continuous items were measured
with a 7-point scale, except that NA, PA, and social desirability items were measured with a 5-point scale.
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ρ = .74a = Perceived gain of work resources was measured with two items. Spearman-Brown ρ is more
appropriate to report the reliability of two-item scales than Cronbach's alpha (Eisinga et al., 2013).
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Table 3
Correlation Coefficients among Key Variables of Study 1
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

1. Condition
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2. MC

.49**

3. Inspiration

.14*

.41**

4. Envy

.21**

.19**

-.17**

5. Gain in Res.

.19**

.36**

.63**

-.21**

6. Loss of Res.

.05

.20**

.17*

.23**

7. Kn. Sharing

-.08

.00

.32**

-.20**

.31**

8. Kn. Hiding

-.08

.09

.04

.39**

-.20**

.40**

-.18**

9. Kn. Sabotage

-.06

.12

.20**

.28**

-.07

.42**

-.05

10. LGO

.00

-.02

.17**

11. PPGO

.01

.18**

.12

12. PAGO

-.02

.21**

.01

.04

.23**

.39**

13. TI

-.08
.05

.18**

.14*

.31**

.01

.10

.37**

.09

.09

-.07

.29**

-.04

-.04

-.12

.41**

.13

.30**

.72**
-.09

.00

.13

.17*

.17*

.25**

.28**

-.32**

.45**

.06

.11

.16*

.23**

.22**

Note: *p < .05. **p < .01; Condition (0 = average-performing coworker condition, 1 = high-performing coworker condition); MC = Manipulation
check for coworker relative performance, Gain in Res. = Perceived gain of work resources, Loss of Res. = Perceived loss of work resources, Kn.
Sharing = Knowledge sharing, Kn. Hiding = Knowledge hiding, Kn. Sabotage = Knowledge sabotage, LGO = Learning Goal Orientation, PPGO =
Performance-Prove Goal Orientation, PAGO= Performance-Avoidance Goal Orientation, TI = Task Interdependence.

Table 4
Correlation Coefficients between Key Variables and Potential Control Variables of Study 1
Envy

Gain
in
Res.

Loss
of
Res.

Kn.
Sharin
g

Kn.
Hidin
g

Kn.
Sabota
ge

LGO

PPGO

PAGO

TI

.12

.01

-.14*

.06

-.08

-.08

-.15*

-.05

.07

.09

.28**

-.08

.06

.35**

.20**

.05

.12

-.08

-.06

.23**

-.09

-.14*

-.02

-.25**

.11

-.32**

-.02

.02

.14*

-.03

.05

.26**

-.05

-.01

.03

.07

.00

.12

Team Tenure

-.06

.01

.03

.09

-.04

.18**

Length of Rel.

-.01

.02

.08

.15*

-.01

Team Size

-.04

-.05

.11

.12

.00

Age

-.07

-.01

-.03

.00

Sex

.01

-.19**

-.09
.04

Condit
ion

MC

Inspir
ation

NA

-.01

-.02

-.10

PA

-.05

.06

.00

Social Desirability
Proactive
Personality
Org Tenure

Self-Esteem
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Education

-.01

-.03

.14*

.15*

.27**

.46**

.28**

.01

-.05

.16*

.23**

.18**

.12

.10

-.01

.09

-.25**

-.28**

.18**

-.23**

-.42**

-.05

.27**

.06

.12

.59**

.18**

.02

.13

.16*

.04

-.06

.19**

.26**

.26**

-.04

.26**

.04

-.12

-.12

.25**

-.02

.00

.09

-.03

-.09

.09

-.12

-.09

.01

-.01

-.07

.04

.06

.30**

.04

.02

.04

.04

.20**

.23**

.04

.07

-.04

.00

-.02

.18**

.26**

.10

.01

.03

.03

-.33**

.03

-.19**

-.24**

-.17*

-.14*

-.06

-.06

.14*

-.02

.17*

.20**

.10

.11

.14*

.06

Note: *p < .05. **p < .01; Condition (0 = average-performing coworker condition, 1 = high-performing coworker condition); MC = Manipulation
check for coworker relative performance, Gain in Res. = Perceived gain of work resources, Loss of Res. = Perceived loss of work resources, Kn.
Sharing = Knowledge sharing, Kn. Hiding = Knowledge hiding, Kn. Sabotage = Knowledge sabotage, LGO = Learning Goal Orientation, PPGO =
Performance-Prove Goal Orientation, PAGO= Performance-Avoidance Goal Orientation, TI = Task Interdependence, NA = Negative Affectivity,
PA = Positive Affectivity; Length of Rel = Length of relationship with a coworker. Sex: 1 (male), 2 (female)

Table 5
Sample Demographics of Study 2 (N = 139)

Gender

Female
Male

N
72
67

Race

White/Caucasian
Black/African American
Asian
American Indian or Alaskan Native
Other/Multi-race

97
14
19
1
8

69.8%
10.1%
13.7%
0.7%
5.8%

Ethnicity

Hispanic
Non-Hispanic

9
130

6.5%
93.5%

Education

Freshmen
Sophomore
Junior
Senior
Other

23
38
37
36
5

16.5%
27.3%
26.6%
25.9%
3.6%
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%
51.8%
48.2%

Table 6
Descriptive Statistics and Reliability Coefficients of Major Variables of Study 2
M

SD

α

Skewness

SE

Kurtosis

SE

CP Condition

.47

.50

-

.13

.21

-2.01

.41

TI Condition

.50

.50

-

-.01

.21

-2.03

.41

Perceived CP

4.92

1.13

.93

-.62

.21

.29

.41

Perceived TI

5.27

1.20

.89

-.91

.21

.60

.41

Inspiration

3.98

1.13

.85

-.27

.21

-.07

.41

Envy

2.18

.86

.86

.85

.21

.92

.41

Kn. Sharing

3.87

1.31

-

-.91

.21

-.10

.41

Kn. Hiding

1.25

1.36

-

.63

.21

-.83

.41

LGO

5.38

.91

.87

-1.08

.21

2.28

.41

PPGO

4.69

1.05

.75

-.48

.21

.28

.41

PAGO

4.17

1.32

.86

-.20

.21

-.34

.41

NA

2.34

.71

.82

.23

.21

-.34

.41

PA

3.42

.63

.75

-.63

.21

.97

.41

Self-Esteem

3.97

1.71

-

-.15

.21

-1.16

.41

3.48

.67

.62

-.13

.21

-.38

.41

5.13

.91

.82

-.59

.21

.60

.41

22.79

5.35

-

1.81

.21

2.96

.41

1.52

.50

-

-.07

.21

-2.02

.41

2.73

1.13

-

.00

.21

-.99

.41

Social
Desirability
Proactive
Personality
Age
Sex
Year in
School
GPA

3.58
.40
-.95
.21
.14
.41
Note. CP Condition = Coworker relative performance condition (0 = average-performing coworker, 1 =
high-performing coworker), TI Condition = Task interdependence condition (0 = low TI, 1 = high low
TI), Perceived CP = Perceived coworker performance, Perceived TI = Perceived task interdependence,
Kn. Sharing = Knowledge sharing, Kn. Hiding = Knowledge hiding, LGO, = Learning Goal Orientation,
PPGO = Performance-Prove Goal Orientation, PAGO= Performance-Avoidance Goal Orientation, NA =
Negative Affectivity, PA = Positive Affectivity; Sex: 1 (male), 2 (female). All continuous items were
measured with a 7-point scale, except that NA, PA, and social desirability items were measured with a 5point scale.
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Table 7
Correlation Coefficients among Key Variables of Study 2
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1. CP Condition
2. TI Condition

-.02

3. Perceived CP

.25**

.12

4. Perceived TI

.02

.47**

.19*

5. Inspiration

.10

.04

.63**

.10

6. Envy

.32**

.03

.29**

-.01

.22**
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7. Kn. Sharing

-.03

.10

-.05

.14

.12

-.20*

8. Kn. Hiding

.02

.10

.03

.15

.07

.19*

-.78**

-.04

.11

.01

.18*

.10

.11

-.06

10. PPGO

.10

.01

.02

.06

-.02

.20*

.12

.20*

-.01

11. PAGO

.10

-.05

-.05

-.06

-.03

.26**

-.05

.09

-.51**

9. LGO

-.01

.53**

Note. * indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01; CP Condition = Coworker relative performance condition (0 = average-performing coworker, 1 =
high-performing coworker), TI Condition = Task interdependence condition (0 = low TI, 1 = high low TI), Perceived CP = Perceived coworker
performance, Perceived TI = Perceived task interdependence, Kn. Sharing = Knowledge sharing, Kn. Hiding = Knowledge hiding, LGO, =
Learning Goal Orientation, PPGO = Performance-Prove Goal Orientation, PAGO= Performance-Avoidance Goal Orientation

Table 8
Correlation Coefficients between Key Variables and Potential Control Variables of Study 2
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CP
Conditi
on

TI
Conditi
on

Perceiv
ed CP

Perceiv
ed TI

Inspirati
on

Envy

Kn.
Sharing

Kn.
Hiding

LGO

PPGO

PAGO

NA

.21*

-.09

.13

-.04

-.19*

.21*

-.02

-.02

-.24**

.16

.34**

PA

-.18*

.10

.03

.14

.21*

-.26**

-.02

.12

.50**

.04

-.26**

Self-Esteem

.10

.08

.01

.07

.20*

.11

-.18*

.05

.33**

.02

-.20*

Social Desir
Proactive
Personality
Age

.10

.01

.18*

.10

.20*

.10

-.02

-.08

.31**

.16

-.29**

-.02

-.02

.05

.15

.15

.10

-.03

-.03

.49**

-.05

-.29**

-.04

.00

.14

.00

.10

-.06

.17*

-.09

.13

-.17*

-.23**

.10

.14

.20*

.15

.15

-.02

.14

.08

-.03

.03

.07

Year in School

-.04

.14

-.08

.12

-.03

.12

.05

-.02

.12

.11

.12

GPA

-.02

.07

-.21*

.03

.12

-.21*

.08

.10

.17

-.06

.12

Sex

Note. * indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01; CP Condition = Coworker relative performance condition (0 = average-performing coworker, 1 =
high-performing coworker), TI Condition = Task interdependence condition (0 = low TI, 1 = high low TI), Perceived CP = Perceived coworker
performance, Perceived TI = Perceived task interdependence, Kn. Sharing = Knowledge sharing, Kn. Hiding = Knowledge hiding, LGO, =
Learning Goal Orientation, PPGO = Performance-Prove Goal Orientation, PAGO= Performance-Avoidance Goal Orientation, NA = Negative
Affectivity, PA = Positive Affectivity; Sex: 1 (male), 2 (female)

Figure 1
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Appendix A. Study 1 Materials
Prolific Recruitment Content
A research team from Baruch College of the City University of New York is conducting
a research study about knowledge workers’ knowledge sharing and hiding behaviors. To be
eligible for this research study, you must meet the following eligibility criteria: 18~65 years of
age; residing in the U.S; working full-time (at least 30 hours per week); working in a knowledgeintensive industry (business, finance, information, technology, education, healthcare-related
industry); having at least two coworkers whose performance level is higher than and similar to
yours, respectively.
The research study will take about 30 minutes to complete and you will be compensated
$4.75 for your participation. If you are interested in this research study and are willing to
participate, please use the following link to answer a few questions to see if you are eligible to
participate.
If you have any question regarding this study, please don’t hesitate to contact Soohyun
Lee, a PhD candidate in Baruch College at Soohyun.Lee@baruch.cuny.edu.

Screening Items
Before we start, we would like to ask you a few questions to verify your eligibility for this study.
Please respond to the following questions.
1. In your work team, do you have a coworker whose performance level is higher than your
performance level?
a) Yes
b) No
c) Unsure
2. In your work team, do you have a coworker whose performance level is same as (or similar to)
your performance level?
a) Yes
b) No
c) Unsure
3. Is your age between 18 and 65 years old?
a) Yes
b) No
4. Are you currently living in the United States?
a) Yes
b) No
5. What is your employment status?
a) Employed full time
b) Employed part time
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c) Self-employed
d) Not currently employed
e) Other
6. Are you currently working in one of the following industries?
• College University and Adult Education
• Finance and Insurance
• Government and Public Administration
• Health Care and Social Assistance
• Information Services and Data Processing
• Legal Services
• Market Research
• Medical/healthcare
• Other Education Industry
• Other Information Industry
• Primary/Secondary (K-12) Education
• Product Development
• Research Laboratories
• Scientific or Technical Services
• Software
a) Yes
b) No
Instruction
Thank you for choosing to participate in this study.
We are interested in examining how knowledge workers exchange work information with their
coworkers. You will first be asked to think of one of your coworkers. Then, you will answer
several questions asking your feelings, thoughts, and past behaviors directed at the coworker.
Last, you will answer several questions about yourself.
Your data will be anonymous, so please be completely honest when responding to the questions.
The validity of the conclusions associated with this research project depends on obtaining
accurate information from participants.

Manipulation of coworker relative performance
[High-Performing Coworker Condition] Write down the first name of coworker whose
performance level is higher than your performance level. _______
[Average-Performing Coworker Condition] Write down the first name of coworker whose
performance level is similar to (or same as) your performance level. _______
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Manipulation Check Question (Adapted from Brown et al., 2017; Reh et al., 2018)
Please rate the performance level of [Coworker name] as compared to yourself. (1 = much
worse, 4 = about the same, 7 = much better)
1. Compared to myself, [Coworker name]’s task proficiency is…
2. Compared to myself, [Coworker name]’s career progression is…
3. Compared to myself, [Coworker name]’s quality of relationship to supervisor is…
4. Compared to myself, [Coworker name]’s prestige in a team is…
5. Compared to myself, [Coworker name]’s overall job performance is…

Mediators (scales are randomized within the block)
Please rate your level of agreement with each statement below. (1 = Strongly disagree to 7 =
Strongly agree)
Inspiration (Watkins, 2020)
1. I am inspired by [Coworker name].
2. I admire [Coworker name].
3. I respect [Coworker name].
4. I am in awe of [Coworker name].
5. I reverence [Coworker name].
Episodic Envy (Cohen-Charash, 2009)
1. I lack some of the things [Coworker name] has.
2. I feel bitter about [Coworker name].
3. I am envious of [Coworker name].
4. I have a grudge (resentment, bitterness) against [Coworker name].
5. I want to have what [Coworker name] has.
6. I think [Coworker name] has things going better for him or her than I do.
7. I feel gall (irritated, annoyed) about [Coworker name].
8. I feel some hatred toward [Coworker name].
9. I feel rancor (resentment, ill will) toward [Coworker name].
Perceived Gain of Work Resources (Campbell et al., 2017)
Work resources refer to any aspect of a job that can help increase one’s job performance.
Examples can be ideas, skills, expertise, time with a supervisor, supplies, or equipment. You can
freely interpret the word ‘work resources’ in your own work contexts.
Please rate your level of agreement with each statement below.
1. [Coworker name] is a beneficial source of work resources to me.
2. [Coworker name] is someone who brings valuable work resources to the whole team.
Perceived Loss of Work Resources (Campbell et al., 2017)
Work resources refer to any aspect of a job that can help increase one’s job performance.
Examples can be ideas, skills, expertise, time with a supervisor, supplies, or equipment. You can
freely interpret the word ‘work resources’ in your own work contexts.
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Please rate your level of agreement with each statement below.
1. [Coworker name] uses more of his/her fair share of the team’s work resources.
2. [Coworker name] is a source of competition for me in terms of access to the team’s work
resources.
3. [Coworker name] is someone I need to compete with for work resources in the team.

Knowledge Behaviors (Scales are randomized within the block)
Knowledge refers to a certain fact, experience, information, advice, or skill that can be earned
through education, learning, mastery, and experience. You can freely interpret the word
‘knowledge’ in your own work contexts.
Knowledge Sharing (Swift & Virick, 2013)
Please rate to what extent you have engaged in the following behaviors in the past. (1 = not at all,
4 = somewhat, and 7 = to a very great extent)
1. I have voluntarily provided [Coworker name] with my knowledge.
2. I have proactively shared knowledge with [Coworker name].
3. I have willingly shared my knowledge with [Coworker name] by showing him/her what
to do.
4. I have volunteered my knowledge to [Coworker name].
Knowledge Hiding (Connelly et al., 2012)
Think about the instances when [Coworker name] requested knowledge from you. For example,
this coworker may have asked you a question about something or asked you for specific
information to solve a problem.
Please rate to what extent you have engaged in the following behaviors in the past. If [Coworker
name] has never requested knowledge from you, please click “N/A” on the items below. (1 = not
at all, 4 = somewhat, 7 = to a very great extent, and N/A)
1. When [Coworker name] requested knowledge from me, I pretended that I did not know
the information.
2. When [Coworker name] requested knowledge from me, I said that I did not know, even
though I did.
3. When [Coworker name] requested knowledge from me, I pretended I did not know what
he/she was talking about.
4. When [Coworker name] requested knowledge from me, I said that I was not very
knowledgeable about the topic.
5. When [Coworker name] requested knowledge from me, I explained that I would like to
tell him/her but was not supposed to.
6. When [Coworker name] requested knowledge from me, I explained that the information
is confidential and only available to people on a particular project.
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7. When [Coworker name] requested knowledge from me, I told him/her that the supervisor
would not let anyone share this knowledge.
8. When [Coworker name] requested knowledge from me, I said that I would not answer
his/her questions.
9. When [Coworker name] requested knowledge from me, I agreed to help him/her but
never really intend to.
10. When [Coworker name] requested knowledge from me, I agreed to help him/her but
instead, give him/her information different from what he/she wanted.
11. When [Coworker name] requested knowledge from me, I told him/her that I would help
him/her out later but stalled as much as possible.
12. When [Coworker name] requested knowledge from me, I offered him/her some other
information instead of what he/she really wanted.
Knowledge Sabotage (Serenko & Choo, 2020)
Please rate to what extent you have engaged in the following behaviors in the past (1 = not at all,
4 = somewhat, and 7 = to a very great extent).
1. I sabotaged the performance of [coworker name] by deliberately supplying him/her with
the wrong knowledge when he/ she asked for help.
2. I sabotaged the professional success of [coworker name] by deliberately supplying
him/her with the wrong knowledge when I realized that he/she needed it.
3. I sabotaged the performance of [coworker name] by deliberately withholding the critical
knowledge when he/she asks for help.
4. I sabotaged the professional success of [coworker name] by deliberately withholding the
critical knowledge when I realized that he/she needed it.
Moderators
Goal Orientation (VandeWalle, 1997)
For each item, please indicate in general how much you agree or disagree with the statement.
Please be as honest as you can. (1 = Strongly disagree to 7 = Strongly agree)
Learning goal orientation
1. I am willing to select a challenging work assignment that I can learn a lot from.
2. I often look for opportunities to develop new skills and knowledge.
3. I enjoy challenging and difficult tasks where I’ll learn new skills.
4. For me, development of my work abilities is important enough to take risks.
5. I prefer to work in situations that require a high level of ability and talent.
Performance-Prove Goal Orientation
1. I would rather prove my ability on a task that I can do well at than to try a new task.
2. I am concerned with showing that I can perform better than my coworkers.
3. I try to figure out what it takes to prove my ability to others at work.
4. I enjoy it when others at work are aware of how well I am doing.
5. I prefer to work on projects where I can prove my ability to others.
Performance-Avoid Goal Orientation
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1. I would avoid taking on a new task if there was a chance that I would appear rather
incompetent to others.
2. Avoiding a show of low ability is more important to me than learning a new skill.
3. I'm concerned about taking on a task at work if my performance would reveal that I had
low ability.
4. I prefer to avoid situations at work where I might perform poorly.
5. Please click ‘Strongly Disagree’. (Attention check question)
Task Interdependence (Pearce & Gregersen, 1991)
Please rate your level of agreement with each statement below. (1 = Strongly disagree to 7 =
Strongly agree)
1. I work closely with [Coworker name] in doing my work.
2. I frequently must coordinate my efforts with [Coworker name].
3. My own performance is dependent on receiving accurate information from [Coworker
name].
4. The way I perform my job has a significant impact on [Coworker name].
5. My work requires me to consult with [Coworker name] fairly frequently.
Control Variables
Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS) Short Form (Thompson, 2007)
Thinking about yourself and how you normally feel, to what extent do you generally feel. (1 =
never, 2 = seldom, 3 = sometimes, 4 = often, 5 = always)
1. Upset (NA)
2. Hostile (NA)
3. Alert (PA)
4. Ashamed (NA)
5. Inspired (PA)
6. Nervous (NA)
7. Determined (PA)
8. Attentive (PA)
9. Active (PA)
10. Afraid (NA)
Single-Item Trait Self-Esteem Scale (Robins et al., 2001)
Please indicate the extent to which the statement below describes you in general. (1 = Strongly
disagree to 7 = Strongly agree)
1. I have high self-esteem.
Social Desirability (Hays et al, 1989)
For each item, please indicate the extent to which each statement describes you in general.
(1 = Definitely False, 2 = Mostly False, 3 = Neither False nor True, 4 = Mostly True, 5 =
Definitely True)
1. I am always courteous even to people who are disagreeable.
2. There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone. (R)
3. I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget. (R)
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4. I sometimes feel resentful when I don't get my way. (R)
5. No matter who I'm talking to, I'm always a good listener.
Proactive Personality (Claes et al., 2005)
Please rate your level of agreement with each statement below. (1 = Strongly disagree to 7 =
Strongly agree)
1. If I see something I don’t like, I fix it.
2. No matter what the odds, if I believe in something I will make it happen.
3. I love being a champion for my ideas, even against others’ opposition.
4. I excel at identifying opportunities.
5. I am always looking for better ways to do things.
6. If I believe in an idea, no obstacle will prevent me from making it happen.
Demographics
What is your sex?
a) Male
b) Female
c) Other (please specify)
d) Prefer not to say
What is your age?

______

Are you Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin?
a) Yes
b) No
c) Prefer not to say
Which best describes your race?
a) White
b) Black or African-American
c) Asian
d) American Indian or Alaskan Native
e) Pacific Islander or Native Hawaiian
f) Other / Multi-race
g) Prefer not to say
What is the highest level of education that you achieved? (If currently enrolled, highest degree
received)
a) Less than high school
b) High school graduate
c) Diploma or associate's degree
d) 4 year Bachelor's degree
e) Master's degree
f) Professional degree
g) Doctorate's degree
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In your current workplace, what is your job position/level? ____
What is [Coworker name]’s job position/level? ____
How long have you worked in your current organization? _____ years _____ months
How long have you worked at your current team?

_____ years _____ months

How long have you been working with [Coworker name]? _____ years _____ months
How many team members are in your team including yourself? ______
In what industry do you work?
a) Accommodation or food services
b) Arts, entertainment, or recreation
c) Construction
d) Educational services
e) Finance or insurance
f) Forestry, fishing, hunting, or agriculture support
g) Health care or social assistance
h) Information
i) Management of companies or enterprises
j) Manufacturing
k) Mining
l) Professional, scientific or technical services
m) Real estate or rental and leasing
n) Retail trade
o) Transportation or warehousing
p) Utilities
q) Wholesale trade
r) Other
Attention Check
“I have paid full attention to this study so far.” (1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree)

Debriefing
We appreciate your participation in our research study and thank you for dedicating your time to
helping us with our research study.
We previously informed you that the purpose of the study was to examine knowledge workers’
behaviors in workplaces. This was accurate but did not disclose the full purpose of the study. The
present page is intended to provide you with more detailed information about the purpose of the
study and the hypothesis that was being tested.
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We are interested in examining the extent to which knowledge workers share their work
information with colleagues depending on the colleagues’ performance level. Specifically, we
are testing whether employees would share more information with high-performing coworkers
(as compared to average-performing coworkers) and whether the likelihood of sharing
information will be increased when employees have higher learning goal orientation or when
they work in a highly interdependent task. To examine our hypotheses, you were randomly
assigned into either a high-performer condition or an average-performer condition, and asked to
think of a high-performing or average-performing coworker.
In order to properly test our hypotheses, we could not provide you with these details prior to your
participation. This was to ensure that your reactions in this study were spontaneous and not
influenced by prior knowledge about the purpose of the study. If we had explained the full
purposes of the study, your answers may have been influenced by the research hypotheses.
If you would like to receive a summary of the findings when the research is completed, please
feel free to contact us. If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study, its purpose or
procedures, or if you have a research-related problem, please contact to:
Soohyun Lee
55 Lexington Avenue Box B 8-215
Psychology Department
New York, NY 10010
Soohyun.Lee@baruch.cuny.edu
If you have questions about your rights as a research participant, or you have comments or
concerns that you would like to discuss with someone other than the researchers, please call the
CUNY Research Compliance Administrator at 646-664-8918 or email HRPP@cuny.edu.
If you would like to learn more about knowledge sharing and hiding behaviors in workplaces,
please see the following references:
Connelly, C. E., Zweig, D., Webster, J., & Trougakos, J. P. (2012). Knowledge hiding in
organizations. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 33(1), 64–88.
Wang, S., & Noe, R. A. (2010). Knowledge sharing: A review and directions for future
research. Human Resource Management Review, 20(2), 115-131.
Please feel free to print a copy of this debriefing form and keep it for your records. Once again,
thank you for your participation in this study!
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Appendix B. Study 2 Materials
Prolific Recruitment Content
A research team from Baruch College of the City University of New York is conducting a
research study about students’ behaviors in a virtual business simulation. To be eligible for this
research study, you must meet the following eligibility criteria: 18~65 years of age; reside in the
U.S; an undergraduate student who attends a university or college in the U.S; agree to submit a
short description of one’s academic and work background.
The research study includes two parts. Part I will take about 10 minutes to complete and you will
be compensated $1.60 for your participation. A week later, you will complete Part II, which will
take about 20 minutes and you will be compensated for $3.2. for your participation. If you are
interested in this research study and are willing to participate, please use the following link to
answer a few questions to see if you are eligible to participate.
If you have any questions regarding this study, please don’t hesitate to contact Soohyun Lee, a
Ph.D. candidate in Baruch College at Soohyun.Lee@baruch.cuny.edu.
Screening Items
Before we start, we would like to ask you a few questions to verify your eligibility for this
research study. Please respond to the following questions.
1. Is your age between 18 and 65 years old?
a) Yes
b) No
2. Are you currently living in the United States?
a) Yes
b) No
3. Are you an undergraduate student attending a university or college in the United States?
a) Yes
b) No
4. As a part of the study, we will ask you to write a short description of your academic and work
backgrounds during the study. Your description will be shared with principal investigators and
one other participant. After the study ends, we will completely delete your description from our
database.
a) I agree to provide a short description of my academic and work backgrounds as a part of
the study.
b) I do not agree with this portion of the study.
Part I
Goal Orientation (VandeWalle, 1997)
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Please indicate in general how much you agree or disagree with the statement. (1 = Strongly
disagree to 7 = Strongly agree)
Learning goal orientation
1. I am willing to select a challenging work assignment that I can learn a lot from.
2. I often look for opportunities to develop new skills and knowledge.
3. I enjoy challenging and difficult tasks where I’ll learn new skills.
4. For me, development of my work abilities is important enough to take risks.
5. I prefer to work in situations that require a high level of ability and talent.
Performance-Prove Goal Orientation
1. I would rather prove my ability on a task that I can do well at than to try a new task.
2. I am concerned with showing that I can perform better than my coworkers.
3. I try to figure out what it takes to prove my ability to others at work.
4. I enjoy it when others at work are aware of how well I am doing.
5. I prefer to work on projects where I can prove my ability to others.
Performance-Avoid Goal Orientation
1. I would avoid taking on a new task if there was a chance that I would appear rather
incompetent to others.
2. Avoiding a show of low ability is more important to me than learning a new skill.
3. I'm concerned about taking on a task at work if my performance would reveal that I had
low ability.
4. I prefer to avoid situations at work where I might perform poorly.
5. Please click ‘Strongly disagree’ on this question. (Attention check question)
Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS) Short Form (Thompson, 2007)
Thinking about yourself and how you normally feel, to what extent do you generally feel: (1 =
never to 5 = always)
1. Upset (NA)
2. Hostile (NA)
3. Alert (PA)
4. Ashamed (NA)
5. Inspired (PA)
6. Nervous (NA)
7. Determined (PA)
8. Attentive (PA)
9. Active (PA)
10. Afraid (NA)
Single-Item Trait Self-Esteem Scale (Robins et al., 2001)
Please indicate the extent to which the statement below describes you in general (1 = Strongly
disagree to 7 = Strongly agree)
1. I have high self-esteem.
Social Desirability (Hays et al, 1989)
101

Please indicate the extent to which each statement describes you in general.
(1 = Definitely False, 2 = Mostly False, 3 = Neither False nor True, 4 = Mostly True, 5 =
Definitely True)
1. I am always courteous even to people who are disagreeable.
2. There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone. (R)
3. I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget. (R)
4. I sometimes feel resentful when I don't get my way. (R)
5. No matter who I'm talking to, I'm always a good listener.
Proactive Personality (Claes et al., 2005)
Please indicate in general how much you agree or disagree with the statement. (1 = Strongly
disagree to 7 = Strongly agree)
1. If I see something I don’t like, I fix it.
2. No matter what the odds, if I believe in something I will make it happen.
3. I love being a champion for my ideas, even against others’ opposition,
4. I excel at identifying opportunities.
5. I am always looking for better ways to do things.
6. If I believe in an idea, no obstacle will prevent me from making it happen.
Demographics
What is your sex?
a) Male
b) Female
c) Other (please specify)
d) Prefer not to say
What is your age?

______

Are you Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin?
a) Yes
b) No
c) Prefer not to say
Which best describes your race?
a) White
b) Black or African-American
c) Asian
d) American Indian or Alaskan Native
e) Pacific Islander or Native Hawaiian
f) Other / Multi-race
g) Prefer not to say
What is your academic major? ___________ (choose all that apply)
a) Accountancy
b) Computer Information Systems
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c)
d)
e)
f)
g)
h)
i)
j)
k)

Economics
Finance
Psychology
International Business
Management
Marketing Management
Real Estate
Statistics and Quantitative Modeling
Other: _______

What year are you in university?
a) Freshmen
b) Sophomore
c) Junior
d) Senior
e) Other ______
What is your current GPA? Please type numbers only ______

Part II
Introduction
This study takes about 30 minutes to complete. Please make sure you have a full 30-minute to
complete the study in one sitting.
Also, this study is designed to work on a computer/tablet. If you are on a smartphone, please reenter using your laptop, desktop, or tablet.
If you're ready to start the study, please click the arrow button.
Thank you for choosing to participate in Part II of Virtual Business Simulation study. This
study examines how students conduct a business simulation in a virtual environment.
To replicate a virtual business environment, you will be paired up with another
participant (i.e., partner) who is currently taking the same study.
• First, you briefly chat with your partner to get to know each other.
• Next, you will be asked some questions about the chat.
• Then, you will complete a business simulation with your partner.
• Finally, you will be asked some questions about the business simulation.
Please enter your first name. ______
Thank you, [participant name]. Click the arrow button to enter a chat room.
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Coworker Relative Performance Manipulation
[Virtual Chatroom Script – the pre-scripted messages will be shown to participants]
-

-

-

-

0.5 seconds after a participant enters the chat “>> Connecting…”
After 2 seconds, “>> Connected”
After 0.5 seconds, “>> You are assigned as Participant 1. Do not exit the chat room until
instructed to do so.”
After 4 seconds, “>> The other participant (Participant 2) has entered the chat.”
After 5 seconds, “Experimenter: Hi, I’m the experimenter of this session. Can you say hi to
each other?”
The participant will enter a response.
After 4 seconds after the participant’s response is submitted: “Participant 2 (Alex): Hello.
Nice to meet you.”
After 3 seconds, “Experimenter: Great!”
After 6 seconds, “Experimenter: How is your day going so far? Can you both briefly share
your day? Participant 1 will answer first and Participant 2 will answer next.”
The participant will enter a response.
8 seconds after the participant's response is submitted, “Participant 2 (Alex): It’s going pretty
okay. I had a cup of coffee and did some exercise.”
After 8 seconds, “Experimenter: Thanks for sharing.”
After 10 seconds, “Experimenter: When you signed up for this study, you both agreed to
provide a paragraph of your academic and work backgrounds as a part of the study. We will
delete the chat log from our database once the study is completed, so don’t worry about your
answer.”
After 10 seconds, “Experimenter: Can you both briefly write 2 or 3 sentences about yourself
including your GPA, scholarships or awards, and career-related work experiences if you have
any?”
After 5 seconds, “Experimenter: Participant 1 will answer first again, and Participant 2 will
answer next.”
The participant will enter a response.
6 seconds after the participant’s response is submitted, the following message will be
displayed:
o High-performing coworker condition: “Participant 2 (Alex): Hey, I am Alex and
my GPA is 3.8. I’ve worked in a large corporation dealing with product management.
I also have won first prize in a business case competition.”
o Average -performing coworker condition: “Participant 2 (Alex): Hey, I am Alex
and my GPA is 3.0. I’ve worked in a small company organizing documents and
supplies. I’ve never received any scholarships or awards.”
After 6 seconds, “Experimenter: Thank you for sharing. Looks like it’s time to start the
study.”
After 6 seconds, “Experimenter: Could you both click the arrow button on the right bottom to
continue the study? If you don't see the arrow button, please wait for about a minute.”
After 3 seconds, “>> Chat has been disabled.”
Mediators
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From now on, you will be asked your current feeling based on the chat you just had with your
partner. There is no correct or wrong answer, so please respond honestly.
PANAS (Filler question)
Based on your chat with your partner, please rate the extent to which you are feeling each
emotion right now. (1 = Strongly disagree to 7 = Strongly agree)
1. Upset (NA)
2. Hostile (NA)
3. Alert (PA)
4. Ashamed (NA)
5. Inspired (PA)
6. Nervous (NA)
7. Determined (PA)
8. Attentive (PA)
9. Active (PA)
10. Afraid (NA)
Inspiration (Watkins, 2020)
Based on your chat with your partner,please rate the extent to which you are feeling each
emotion right now (1 = Strongly disagree to 7 = Strongly agree)
1. I am inspired by Alex.
2. I admire Alex.
3. I respect Alex.
4. I am in awe of Alex.
5. I reverence (respect, regard highly) Alex.

Episodic Envy (Cohen-Charash, 2009)
Based on your chat with your partner,please rate the extent to which you are feeling each
emotion right now (1 = Strongly disagree to 7 = Strongly agree)
1. I lack some of the things Alex has.
2. I feel bitter about Alex.
3. I am envious of Alex.
4. I have a grudge (resentment, bitterness) against Alex.
5. I want to have what Alex has.
6. I think Alex has things going better for him or her than I do.
7. I feel gall (irritated, annoyed) about Alex.
8. I feel some hatred toward Alex.
9. I feel rancor (resentment, ill will) toward Alex.
Business Simulation Description (Adapted from Herrera, 2004)
Now, you (participant name) and your partner (Alex) will conduct a business simulation
together.
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This task simulates actual work situations where employees receive lots of work information,
read them, and manage various tasks and messages within a limited period of time.
You and Alex will first read a business scenario of a hypothetical company, Fresh Dairy.
Then, both of you will conduct some tasks regarding the scenario.
While reading the scenario, please imagine that both you and Alex are working at Fresh
Dairy as vividly as possible. If you're ready to start, please click the arrow button.
Loading…
Fresh Dairy is a food-processing company that specializes in the production of dairy
products.
Both you and Alex are working in a product management department that is responsible for
Fresh Dairy’s new product launches.
Fresh Dairy has recently discovered a new protein. The application of the new protein will
allow Fresh Dairy to introduce a new dairy product with a lower cost and a superior quality
than competitors’ products.
A manager of your product management department ask you and Alex to write a proposal
suggesting how to launch a new dairy product made of the new protein.
From now on, you and Alex will review 10 (ten) memos that are critical to the new product
launch. However, you and Alex may or may not receive the same memos.
In other words, you may have some unique information that Alex does not have. Likewise,
Alex may have some unique information that you do not have
After completing your review of the memos, you will write a proposal about how the
company should plan the product launch.

Task Interdependence Manipulation (Adapted from Rispens, 2009)
High task interdependence condition: “Please keep in mind that you will write a proposal with
Alex collaboratively. To successfully complete the task, you will be very dependent on Alex's
information. You will work on the task with Alex together and will need to rely on Alex for
successful results.”
Low task interdependence condition: “Please keep in mind that you and Alex will write a
proposal independently. To successfully complete the task, you will not need Alex’s
information. You will work on the task alone and will not need to rely on Alex for successful
results.”
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List of Memos
Please review the following memos for 3 minutes. You do not have to memorize memos nor
make notes. Simply read each memo and think about your strategies for the product launch.
After 5 minutes, you will be automatically advanced to the next page.
Memo #1
If the company decides to increase the new product’s price by 10%, the company will earn the
estimated 20% gross profit margin.
Memo #2
The U.S. dairy price has been raised 25% from last year due to the recent increase in dairy
food consumption.
Memo #3
Young professionals in their 20s~30s have the highest concerns about health and nutrition
when choosing a dairy product.
Memo #4
About 60% of the potential customers reported that plant-based dairy products will be on the
rise. The product management team needs to come up with ideas about how to compete with
plant-based dairy products.
Memo #5
The product management team needs to create a press statement, which includes the product’s
launch date, price, and other features that are valuable to potential customers.
Memo #6
The product management team must attend press events and explain the production process to
journalists.
Memo #7
Because of the pandemic, it is difficult to run taste tests to target customers in labs. The
product management team should find ways to gather target customers’ opinions on the
product virtually.
Memo #8
The Food and Drug Administration (FDA) plans to announce new health standards for dairy
products in a few months. This may significantly impact the company’s new product launch.
Memo #9
To differentiate the new product from other competitors’ products, the company decided to use
eco-friendly packaging materials.

107

Memo #10
The marketing team will give branding ideas to the product management team in a few weeks.
Based on that information, the product team must send the final plan to CEO in a month.
Note. Each of the memos is equally important when writing a proposal.
Timer will be shown at the bottom of the survey page, so that participants can keep track of their
time.
Before starting to write a proposal, both you and your partner will have chances to share memos
with each other. The order of who will send messages first will be determined at random.

Knowledge Sharing Measure
You have a message!
Experimenter: Hello again, [Participant name]. You have an opportunity to voluntarily share
your memos with your partner. Among the five memos below, click the memos you would
like to share with Alex. If you do not want to share any memos, you can skip this part.
Click the memo(s) you would like to voluntarily share with Alex. (Note: Each of the memos
is equally important when writing a proposal)
Memo #1: If the company decides to increase the new product’s price by 10%, the company
will earn the estimated 20% gross profit margin.
Memo #2: The U.S. dairy price has been raised 25% from last year due to the recent increase
in dairy food consumption.
Memo #3: Young professionals in their 20s~30s have the highest concerns about health and
nutrition when choosing a dairy product.
Memo #4: About 60% of the potential customers reported that plant-based dairy products will
be on the rise. The product management team needs to come up with ideas about how to compete
with plant-based dairy products.

Memo #5: The product management team needs to create a press statement, which includes
the product’s launch date, price, and other features that are valuable to potential customers.
Knowledge Hiding Measure
You have another message!
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Experimenter: Your partner has requested that you share some memos. Among the five
memos below, click the memos you would like to share with Alex. If you do not want to share
any memos, you can skip this part.
Click the memo(s) you would like to send to Alex. (Note: Each of the memos is equally
important when writing a proposal)
Memo #6: The product management team must attend press events and explain the
production process to journalists.
Memo #7: Because of the pandemic, it is difficult to run taste tests to target customers in labs.
The product management team should find ways to gather target customers’ opinions on the
product virtually.
Memo #8: The Food and Drug Administration (FDA) plans to announce new health standards
for dairy products in a few months. This may significantly impact the company’s new product
launch.
Memo #9: To differentiate the new product from other competitors’ products, the company
decided to use eco-friendly packaging materials.
Memo #10: The marketing team will give branding ideas to the product management team in
a few weeks. Based on that information, the product team must send the final plan to CEO in a
month.

Post-Study Questionnaires
Thank you, [participant name].
This is the end of Part II. You will not be required to write the proposal about Fresh Dairy.
Rather than writing the proposal, we would like to ask how you felt and thought while taking the
study so far.
Perceived Coworker Performance
Recall your chat with Alex. Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the
following statements. (1 = Strongly disagree to 7 = Strongly agree)
After the chat, I thought…
1. Alex was very successful.
2. Alex had many achievements.
3. Alex was very competent.
4. Alex was a high performer.
Perceived Task Interdependence

109

Recall the business simulation instruction that you had read earlier. Please indicate to what extent
you agree or disagree with the following statements. (1 = Strongly disagree to 7 = Strongly
agree)
After reading the business simulation instruction...
1. I expected to work closely with Alex on the task.
2. I expected to coordinate my efforts with Alex.
3. My performance on the task would have been dependent on receiving accurate
information from Alex.
4. The way I performed the task would have had a significant impact on Alex.
5. I was required to interact with Alex in order to complete the task successfully.
Open-ended & Attention Chek Questions
Please write at least one sentence describing your reactions to the study. Also, please feel free to
give us any feedback you want. Your answers and such feedback are very important and helpful
to us. ____________________________________
I have paid full attention to this study so far (1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree)
Debriefing
We appreciate your participation in our research study and thank you for dedicating your time to
helping us with our research study.
Purpose of the Study:
We previously informed you that the purpose of the study was to examine students’ behaviors
during a virtual business simulation. This was accurate but did not disclose the full purpose of
the study. The present page is intended to provide you with more detailed information about the
purpose of the study and the hypothesis that was being tested.
We are interested in examining how participants share their information with another person
while performing a virtual business simulation task. Specifically, we are testing whether
participants will share more information with a coworker whose performance level is higher than
themselves and whether the likelihood of sharing information will be increased when participants
have higher learning goal orientation or when they work in a highly interdependent task.
To examine our hypotheses, we told you that you chatted with another participant who was
taking the same study at the same time. In fact, there was no other participant and the messages
you read were fictional. In addition, we told you that you would work interdependently (or
independently) with your partner. In fact, the task instruction was fictional as we intended to
have you believe that you worked in an interdependent (or independent) task.
In order to properly test our hypotheses, we could not provide you with these details prior to your
participation. This was to ensure that your reactions in this study were spontaneous and not
influenced by prior knowledge about the purpose of the study. We omitted the information that
you were randomly assigned into either a high-performer condition or an average-performer
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condition and either a high or low task interdependence condition. We also omitted the
information about the true benefit of this study to society. The findings of this study will inform
both researchers and practitioners of the potential pitfalls of working with high-performing
coworkers and potential strategies to mitigate knowledge hiding in organizations. If we had
explained the full purposes of the study, your answers may have been influenced by the research
hypotheses.
Confidentiality:
Please note that although the purpose of this study has changed from the originally stated
purpose, everything else on the consent form is correct. We collect all your data through a secure
survey website (Qualtrics.com) that is password protected. No one but the research team (i.e.,
Principal Investigator and her academic advisor) will have access to this confidential data. We
will store your confidential data without any identifiers or codes on password-protected
computers and cloud accounts. After this research project is completed, we will save your data
for future research only if you consent to it. No codes or identifiable information or private
information will be included in the data.
Now that you know the true purpose of our study and are fully informed, you may decide that
you do not want your data used in this research. If you would like your data removed from the
study and permanently deleted, please reach out to the principal investigator of this study.
Whether you agree or do not agree to have your data used for this study, you will still the
compensation for your participation.
Final Report:
If you would like to receive a summary of the findings when the research is completed, please
feel free to contact us.
Useful Contact Information:
If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study, its purpose or procedures, or if you
have a research-related problem, please contact to:
Soohyun Lee
55 Lexington Avenue Box B 8-215
Psychology Department
New York, NY 10010
Soohyun.Lee@baruch.cuny.edu
If you have questions about your rights as a research participant, or you have comments or
concerns that you would like to discuss with someone other than the researchers, please call the
CUNY Research Compliance Administrator at 646-664-8918 or email HRPP@cuny.edu.
Further Readings:
If you would like to learn more about knowledge sharing and hiding behaviors in workplaces,
please see the following references:
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Connelly, C. E., Zweig, D., Webster, J., & Trougakos, J. P. (2012). Knowledge hiding in
organizations. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 33(1), 64–88.
Wang, S., & Noe, R. A. (2010). Knowledge sharing: A review and directions for future
research. Human resource management review, 20(2), 115-131.
Please feel free to print a copy of this debriefing form and keep it for your records. Once again,
thank you for your participation in this study!
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Appendix C. Pilot Study Measures
Manipulation Check for Coworker Relative Performance
Perceived Coworker Performance (Brooks et al., 2019)
Based on the chat you just had, please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the
following statements. (1 = Strongly disagree to 7 = Strongly agree)
1. Alex is very successful.
2. Alex has many achievements.
3. Alex is very competent.
4. Alex is a high performer.

Manipulation Check for Task Interdependence
Perceived Task Interdependence (Pearce & Gregersen, 1991)
Based on the scenario you just read, please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the
following statements. (1 = Strongly disagree to 7 = Strongly agree)
1. I will work closely with my partner in doing this task.
2. I must coordinate my efforts with my partner.
3. My performance is dependent on receiving accurate information from my partner.
4. The way I perform this task has a significant impact on my partner.
5. This task requires me to interact with my partner fairly frequently.
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Supplementary Materials A.
Data of Study 1 were analyzed without and with control variables that were significantly
correlated with one or more focal variables in each analysis. Here, I report the results with
control variables. In summary, the same patterns were found for all analyses after including the
relevant control variables.
Benefit Processes
Given that inspiration was significantly correlated with positive affectivity (r = .28, p
< .01) and proactive personality (r = .14, p < .05), the two control variables were entered as
covariates when analyzing the effect of coworker relative performance on inspiration. As
predicted by H1a, participants felt more inspired by their high-performing coworkers (adjusted
M = 5.28, SE = .11) than average-performing coworkers (adjusted M = 4.90, SE = .12), F(1, 217)
= 5.54, p = .02, partial η2 = .03. Perceived gain of work resources was not significantly
correlated with any control variable, and thus no additional analysis was conducted regarding
H1b.
Knowledge sharing was significantly correlated with positive affectivity (r = .14, p < .05)
and proactive personality (r = .27, p < .01). Therefore, the two control variables were entered in
the first step of the hierarchical linear regressions. As hypothesized by H2a and H2b, both
inspiration (b = .26, SE = .06, p < .001) and perceived gain of work resources (b = .34, SE = .07,
p < .001) were positively associated with knowledge sharing, respectively.
Knowledge hiding was significantly correlated with positive affectivity (r = .15, p < .05),
social desirability (r = -.25, p < .01), team tenure (r = .19, p < .01), the relationship length with
the coworker (r = .26, p < .01), and team size (r = .19, p < .01). Thus, the five control variables
were entered in the first step of the hierarchical linear regressions. H3a was not supported that
inspiration was not associated with knowledge hiding (b = -.01, SE = .05, p = .72), whereas
perceived gain of resources was positively associated with knowledge hiding (b = -.22, SE = .07,
p = .001), supporting H3b.
Coworker relative performance was positively associated with knowledge sharing
through inspiration (b = .11, SE = .06, 95% CI = [.0155, .2445]) and perceived gain of work
resources (b = .14, SE = .06, 95% CI = [.0391, .2611]), separately. This supports H4a and H4b.
Coworker relative performance was negatively associated with knowledge hiding via perceived
gain of work resources (b = -.08, SE = .04, 95% CI = [-.1611, -.0192]), supporting H5b. The
mediating effect of inspiration on knowledge hiding was not analyzed due to the non-significant
relationship between inspiration and knowledge sharing. To summarize, the same result patterns
held the same regarding the benefit processes including and excluding the control variables.
Threat Processes
Envy was significantly correlated with social desirability (r = -.25, p < .01) and the
relationship length with the coworker (r = .15, p < .05). Thus, the two control variables were
entered as covariates. As predicted by H6a, participants in the high-performing coworker
condition felt stronger envy towards their coworkers (adjusted M = 2.80, SE = .09) than those in
the average-performing coworker condition (adjusted M = 2.40, SE = .10), F(1, 217) = 8.78 p =
.003, partial η2 = .04.
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Perceived loss of work resource was significantly correlated with seven control variables:
negative affectivity (r = -.14, p < .05), positive affectivity (r = .35, p < .01), trait self-esteem (r
= .23, p < .01), social desirability (r = -.32, p < .01), proactive personality (r = .26, p < .01), team
tenure (r = .18, p < .01), and the relationship length with the coworker (r = .26, p < .01). When
entering the seven control variables to the model, the result revealed that no statistically
significant difference in perceived loss of work resources was found between the highperforming coworker condition (adjusted M = 3.29, SE= .14) and the average-performing
coworker condition (adjusted M = 3.12, SE = .14), F(1, 209) = .67, p = .41, partial η2 = .00.
Thus, H6b was not supported, which is consistent with the result without the control variables.
Results of hierarchical linear regressions revealed that after including the control
variables, envy predicted knowledge sharing (b = -.18, SE = .07, p = .012) supporting H7a,
whereas perceived loss of work resources did not predict knowledge sharing (b = .03, SE = .05, p
= .59), thereby not supporting H7b. Results also revealed that after including the control
variables, both envy (b = .33, SE = .06, p < .001) and perceived loss of work resources (b = .19,
SE = .04, p < .001) positively predicted knowledge hiding, respectively, supporting both H8a and
H8b.
Envy was examined as a mediator only because perceived loss of work resources was not
significantly associated with coworker relative performance. Coworker relative performance was
negatively associated with knowledge sharing via envy (b = -.07, SE = .03, 95% CI = [-.1459,
-.0121]). Also, coworker relative performance was significantly associated with knowledge
hiding via envy (b = .04, SE = .02, 95% CI = [.0064, .0694]). Thus, both H9a and H10a were
supported. To summarize, the patterns of findings associated with threat processes were not
altered by the inclusion of the control variables.
Moderation Results
LGO was significantly correlated with negative affectivity (r = -.15, p < .05), positive
affectivity (r = .46, p < .01), trait self-esteem (r = .18, p < .01), social desirability (r = .18, p
< .01), proactive personality (r = .59, p < .01). Following the same approach as the main
analyses, I controlled for PPGO and PAGO as well. Neither H11a and H11b were not supported
that LGO did not moderate the effects of coworker relative performance on either inspiration (b
= -.27, SE = .18, 95% CI = [-.6300, .0739]) or perceived gain of work resources (b = -.26, SE
= .14, 95% CI = [-.5318, .0130]).
PPGO was significantly correlated with positive affectivity (r = .28, p < .01), social
desirability (r = -.23, p < .01), and proactive personality (r = .18, p < .01). After adding those
variables as well as the two other goal orientation as covariates, the results showed that PPGO
did not moderate the effect of coworker relative performance on either envy (b = -.04, SE = .13,
95% CI = [-.2855, .2130]) or perceived loss of work resources (b = -.09, SE = .17=8, 95% CI =
[-.4539, .2680]), therefore, H12a and H12b were not supported.
PAGO was only correlated with social desirability (r = -.42, p < .01). No significant
interactions between PAGO and coworker relative performance were found on inspiration (b
= .06, SE = .11, 95% CI = [-.1524, .2764]), perceived gain of work resources (b = .12, SE = .08,
95% CI = [-.0416, .2880]), envy (b = -.03, SE = .09, 95% CI = [-.2031, .1505]), or perceived loss
of work resources (b = -.02, SE = .13, 95% CI = [-.2734, .2311]).

115

Task interdependence was only correlated with positive affectivity (r = .20, p < .01). The
results revealed that after including the relevant control variables, task interdependence did not
moderate the effects of inspiration (b = .04, SE = .04, 95% CI = [-0321, .1130]) and perceived
gain of work resources (b = -.00, SE = .04, 95% CI = [-.0845, .0785]) on knowledge sharing,
respectively. Task interdependence did not moderate the effects of envy (b = .04, SE = .05, 95%
CI = [-.0586, .1413]) nor the effect of perceived loss of work resources (b = -.03, SE = .03, 95%
CI = [-.0924, .0328]) on knowledge hiding. To summarize, all of the results associated with the
moderation hypotheses remained the same including and excluding control variables.
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Supplementary Materials B.
Data of Study 2 were analyzed without and with control variables that were significantly
correlated with one or more focal variables in each analysis. Below, I report the results with
control variables. To summarize, two hypotheses—the effect of coworker relative performance
on inspiration (H1a) and the moderating effect of PPGO on envy (H12a)—that were not initially
significant became significant in hypothesized directions after including the relevant control
variables.
Benefit Processes
Given that inspiration was significantly correlated with negative affectivity (r = -.19, p
< .05), positive affectivity (r = .21, p < .05), trait self-esteem (r = .20, p < .05), and social
desirability (r = .20, p < .05), the four control variables were entered to a regression model when
analyzing the effect of coworker relative performance on inspiration. As predicted by H1a,
participants in the high-performing coworker condition felt more inspired by their coworkers
(adjusted M = 4.19, SE = .14) than those in the average-performing coworker condition (adjusted
M = 3.79, SE = .13), F(1, 133) = 4.29, p = .04, partial η2 = .03.
To examine the effect of inspiration on knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding
behaviors after adjusting the control variables, I had the four control variables entered in the first
step of the hierarchical linear regressions. Contrary to H2a and H3a, inspiration did not predict
knowledge sharing (b = -.13, SE = .10, p = .20) and knowledge hiding (b = .12, SE = .10, p
= .28), respectively.
The mediating hypotheses (H4a and H5a) regarding inspiration were not analyzed due to
the non-significant relationships of inspiration with knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding.
To summarize, except for H1a, the same result patterns held the same when control variables
were added to the models.
Threat Processes
Envy was significantly correlated with negative affectivity (r = .21, p < .05) and positive
affectivity (r = -.26, p < .01), and thus, the two control variables were entered to a regression
model. As predicted by H6a, participants in the high-performing coworker condition felt stronger
envy towards their coworkers (adjusted M = 2.41, SE = .10) than those in the average-performing
coworker condition (adjusted M = 1.98, SE = .09), F(1, 135) = 9.85, p = .002, partial η2 = .07.
Consistent with H7a and H8a, results of hierarchical linear regressions revealed that after
including the two control variables, envy predicted knowledge sharing (b = -.34, SE = .14, p
= .02) and knowledge hiding (b = .29, SE = .14, p = .04), respectively.
Envy was examined as a mediator after the inclusion of the two control variables. As
predicted by H9a, coworker relative performance was negatively associated with knowledge
sharing via envy (b = -.15, SE = .07, 95% CI = [-.3065, -.0319]). Also, consistent with H10a,
coworker relative performance was positively associated with knowledge hiding via envy (b
= .14, SE = .08, 95% CI = [.0068, .3143]). To summarize, the patterns of findings were not
altered by the inclusion of the control variables.
Moderation Results
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LGO was significantly correlated with five control variables: negative affectivity (r =
-.24, p < .01), positive affectivity (r = .50, p < .01), trait self-esteem (r = .33, p < .01), social
desirability (r = .31, p < .01), and proactive personality (r = .49, p < .01). Following the same
approach as the main analyses, I controlled for PPGO and PAGO as well. LGO did not moderate
the effect of coworker relative performance on inspiration (b = .04, SE = .21, 95% CI =
[-.3756, .4516]), thereby, H11a was not supported.
PPGO was not significantly correlated with any control variable. Thus, negative
affectivity and positive affectivity (both of which were significantly correlated with envy) along
with LGO and PAGO were entered as covariates. PPGO moderated the effect of coworker
relative performance on envy (b = .27, SE = .13, 95% CI = [.0159, .5185]). As hypothesized by
H12a, those with higher PPGO felt stronger envy toward their high-performing coworker than
those with lower PPGO (Effect = .20, SE = .10, 95% CI = [.0194, .3981]). However, participants
felt a low level of envy toward the average-performing coworker regardless of their PPGO level
(Effect = .00, SE = -.06, 95% CI = [-.2686, .1517]). See the graph below.

PAGO was correlated with all five control variables: negative affectivity (r = .33, p
< .01), positive affectivity (r = -.26, p < .01), trait self-esteem (r = .33, p < .01), social
desirability (r = .31, p < .01), and proactive personality (r = .49, p < .01). After including the five
control variables, no significant interactions between PAGO and coworker relative performance
were found on inspiration (b = -.13, SE = .14, 95% CI = [-.4209, .1514]) and envy (b = .07, SE
= .10, 95% CI = [-.1292, .2787]), respectively.
Task interdependence manipulation was not significantly correlated with any control
variables. Thus, the four control variables (i.e., negative affectivity, positive affectivity, trait selfesteem, and social desirability) that were significantly correlated with inspiration were entered as
covariates. Contrary to H13a, after including the four control variables, task interdependence did
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not moderate the effects of inspiration on knowledge sharing (b = -.12, SE = .20, 95% CI =
[-.5156, .2833]).
To examine the moderating effect of task interdependence on the relationship between
envy and knowledge hiding, the two control variables (i.e., negative affectivity and positive
affectivity) that were significantly correlated with envy were entered into the model. Task
interdependence did not moderate the effects of envy on knowledge hiding (b = -.20, SE = .27,
95% CI = [-.7450, .3384]). To sum up, except for PPGO, all of the results regarding the
moderating hypotheses remained the same before and after the inclusion of relevant control
variables.
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