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Abstract: As emerging knowledge management platforms, enterprise social media (ESM) provide
an important way for employees to engage in knowledge sharing and information communication
within their organization. However, the question of how to encourage employees to engage in
continuous knowledge sharing rather than knowledge hiding on ESM has not received sufficient
attention from scholars. In contrast to previous studies that focused on a single theory perspective
and a single knowledge behavior, in this study, we took a user cognition and emotion perspective
and constructed a mechanism model for the impact of knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding
among employees on ESM based on social cognition theory and emotion as social information
theory. A total of 240 valid questionnaires were collected and used to empirically test the model.
The results indicate that reciprocity and outcome expectancy have a significant positive effect on
employees’ knowledge-sharing behavior, while reciprocity and trust have a significant negative
effect on employees’ knowledge-hiding behavior. Positive emotions play a positive (enhancing)
moderating role on the path between outcome expectancy and knowledge-sharing behavior, while
negative emotions play a negative (weakening) moderating role on the path between reciprocity
and knowledge-hiding behavior, as well as between trust and knowledge-hiding behavior. By
incorporating employee emotions into the framework of social cognition’s impact on employee
knowledge behavior, this study enriches theories related to enterprise social media, knowledge
management, and user behaviors. Our research findings have practical implications for guiding
employees to engage in positive knowledge sharing and reducing knowledge hiding on enterprise
social media.

Keywords: enterprise social media; social cognition; emotion; knowledge sharing; knowledge hiding

1. Introduction

In the digital era, an increasing number of businesses are adopting enterprise social
media (ESM) to foster internal collaboration, communication, and knowledge exchange
between employees [1–4]. Enterprise social media (ESM) represent an intuitive and cost-
effective digital technology. They serve as internal social software within an enterprise,
integrating various functions such as social networking, wikis, instant messaging, blogs, so-
cial bookmarking, and more [5,6]. They allow the employees of a company to communicate,
collaborate, and interact with knowledge within that company by creating, editing, and
commenting on content, with the potential to drive digital transformation strategies [1,2,7].
In particular, in the unique context of the global COVID-19 pandemic in 2020, ESM played
a significant role in enabling businesses to combat the pandemic while maintaining normal
production and operations successfully.

According to research conducted by McKinsey, the effective utilization of ESM can
potentially increase employee productivity by 20–25%. Additionally, over 90% of Fortune
500 companies have implemented ESM technology into their daily business operations [8,9].
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Relevant research reports indicate that the market for enterprise social applications, pro-
grams, and related services is projected to grow at a compound annual growth rate of
61% [10,11]. It is estimated that the investment in the social media market will reach USD
251.45 billion in 2024.

ESM offer technical capabilities such as visibility, editability, durability, and connec-
tivity, which render them superior to traditional knowledge management systems and
make them considered effective knowledge management tools [12–15]. However, in reality,
the effectiveness of ESM in internal company usage is still not ideal. Research indicates
that more than 80% of ESM fail to achieve the expected benefits and eventually become
unsuccessful [16,17]. The author gained insights from a field survey conducted in several
large IT companies, revealing that the efficiency of employees’ knowledge interactions on
ESM remains relatively low. In fact, without a clear understanding of employees’ moti-
vations and driving factors for knowledge interactions on ESM, it becomes challenging
to understand their knowledge behaviors. This, in turn, impacts the efficiency of using
ESM for internal knowledge exchange and collaboration among employees, hindering the
achievement of the true value of ESM. Therefore, it is crucial to identify the antecedents of
knowledge behavior on the ESM platforms from both theoretical and practical perspectives
and develop appropriate incentive measures [18–20].

Scholars have extensively researched user knowledge behavior in online communities
and public-orientated social media [21–23], examining various precedents, such as technol-
ogy, organizational environment, user cognition, and motivation [18,20,24–26]. However,
there is still a lack of research focusing on ESM specifically designed for internal use
within organizations and for work-related purposes [4,27–29]. A few studies on enterprise
social media have also focused on specific platforms, such as enterprise blogs, forums,
and wikis [16,30]. They have examined the definition and characteristics of enterprise
social media, the factors influencing their adoption within organizations, and the potential
impacts of ESM on both individuals and organizations [21,31–33].

ESM allows managers to manage employees’ knowledge behaviors [34]. Moreover,
some scholars have also started exploring knowledge behaviors within ESM, primar-
ily focusing on a single knowledge behavior from a positive perspective [35–37]. Most
of the research has predominantly focused on the positive side of ESM usage, such as
knowledge sharing that can bring substantial benefits to businesses and unlock their true
value [18,19,27,34,38]. It is indeed critical and significantly contributes to identifying and
understanding the positive impact of ESM on organizations. However, many studies have
failed to recognize the potential negative consequences of ESM usage, such as hindering
employee productivity, impacting employee performance, and knowledge hiding [4,27,39].
These negative outcomes can also have implications for organizations [6,28,40]. Currently,
the issue of knowledge hiding during the sharing process among employees within ESM
has not received adequate attention from scholars and practical managers [12,36,37,41].
Nevertheless, knowledge hiding is equally critical because it hinders employee learning,
productivity, and cooperation within the organization [37,38]. Hence, there remains a
notable gap in the research regarding the negative perspectives surrounding knowledge
behaviors in ESM. Moreover, it is insufficient to solely consider the positive or negative
impacts of ESM usage in isolation. It necessitates considering both positive and negative
outcomes into a theoretical framework for research to explain and predict the potential
driving mechanisms behind different knowledge behaviors (such as knowledge sharing
and knowledge hiding within ESM) [27,36,42,43].

In addition, the existing literature about knowledge behavior in ESM has examined the
predictor’s factors either from the perspective of user motivation and self-characteristics
(such as personal knowledge self-efficacy, self-presentation, identification, helping behav-
ior) [16,27,44–46] or the social or organizational environmental factors (such as norms
of reciprocity, social interaction, social trust, organizational support, and ESM affor-
dances) [4,19,30,47,48]. There is a lack of comprehensive research frameworks from the
ESM network environment and the employees’ psychological and cognitive perspectives
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to examine the influence mechanisms and boundary conditions [24,41,49,50]. However,
both may play a significant role in developing knowledge interaction behavior on ESM
platforms [51]. Social cognitive theory integrates individual and environmental factors, pro-
viding a comprehensive framework for understanding users’ online behavior [7,23,44,51].
This theory may be an ideal and comprehensive research framework for explaining the
knowledge behaviors of ESM users.

Nevertheless, their emotional states may influence employees’ cognitive processes and
subsequent behavioral decision making [52,53]. Positive emotions will facilitate employee
beliefs and social media knowledge-sharing behavior but negative emotions will inhibit
them [54–56]. Prior ESM and knowledge behavior research has been primarily based on
cognitive and behavior models but rarely investigated the role of emotions [40,55,57,58].
Moreover, these studies have dealt with emotions as antecedents or mediation, and few
have considered emotions as moderators [55,58–60]. Employees’ emotional states are
essential components of work, and controlling emotions is considered a critical factor in
determining employee success in the workplace [61–63]. Therefore, this study further
assesses the possible moderation of emotions between employee social cognition and
knowledge behavior in the ESM context.

This study aims to explore how social cognition and emotional factors influence
employee knowledge-sharing and knowledge-hiding behaviors on the ESM platform. It
contributes to the current ESM and knowledge management literature in the following
aspects. Firstly, this study explored the paradoxically positive and negative knowledge
behaviors—knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding—simultaneously within the con-
text of ESM use in the workplace. Secondly, it revealed the mechanisms of how ESM
context and employee individual cognition influence their knowledge-sharing and hiding
behaviors. Thirdly, it highlighted the moderation role of employee emotion between social
cognition and knowledge behaviors. This research will help managers gain a comprehen-
sive and in-depth understanding of employee knowledge-interaction behavior, enabling
targeted improvements and fostering effective knowledge exchange and management
within organizations.

2. Theoretical Framework and Hypothesis
2.1. User Knowledge Sharing and Knowledge Hiding in Enterprise Social Media
2.1.1. Knowledge-Sharing Behavior

Knowledge sharing is a prominent topic in knowledge management research, con-
sistently attracting significant attention [15,18,48,64]. As various social media platforms
have gained widespread usage, scholars have increasingly shifted their focus toward
exploring knowledge-sharing behaviors within online communities and social media plat-
forms [15,27,48,51]. As a web-based platform, ESM offers distinct characteristics that
facilitate knowledge sharing. It allows employees to communicate online to contact any-
one at anytime and anywhere through posting, editing, viewing, and sorting text and
files in the organization [5,47,65]. The visualization features on ESM enable previously
hidden employee communications to become visible to third parties [2,21,32]. Employees
utilize ESM for activities such as sharing status updates, publishing opinions, engaging in
project discussions, searching for experts, and exchanging knowledge and experience [2,51].
This enables the sharing of experts’ knowledge, experience, and skills among employees,
fostering improved quality and efficiency in knowledge transfer [2,12]. ESM have the
potential to combat organizational hierarchy and geographical boundaries by creating a
platform that encourages the convergence of diverse employee ideas and facilitates the
generation of fresh concepts [65]. They promote professional and complex knowledge
sharing among employees, fostering a culture of collaboration and learning [15,48]. By
effectively leveraging knowledge, employees can avoid redundant tasks, enhance their
work efficiency, and accomplish more valuable tasks. This ultimately leads to faster and
more comprehensive problem solving [2,15].
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Previous research defines knowledge sharing in various contexts, such as online
communities and social media. For instance, Razmerita et al. (2016) define knowledge
sharing as a process wherein employees exchange tacit and explicit knowledge to gener-
ate new knowledge [30]. Connelly and Kelloway (2003) view knowledge sharing as an
exchange process where platform members share information and knowledge with others,
anticipating reciprocation in the future [66]. Knowledge sharing is also recognized as a
dynamic process wherein users are willing and able to freely discuss and exchange their
knowledge with others on a platform. Knowledge exchange enhances knowledge’s value
and effectiveness, leading to positive outcomes [67]. Kwahk and Park (2016) define knowl-
edge sharing as the behavior of individuals disseminating knowledge to other members
within an organization [51]. Obrenovic and Du et al. (2022) deem knowledge sharing a
voluntary exchange or transmission of knowledge, such as opinions, ideas, theories, and
principles between individuals and organizations [19]. Therefore, considering the specific
characteristics of ESM and the definition of knowledge sharing put forth by previous
scholars, this study defines knowledge sharing as the process through which employees
exchange and share their knowledge with other members within ESM, ultimately leading
to higher-value knowledge.

2.1.2. Knowledge-Hiding Behavior

The concept of knowledge hiding, introduced by Connelly and Zweig et al. [68] in
2012, has gained considerable attention from scholars in knowledge management in recent
years. Knowledge hiding not only hampers the smooth flow of knowledge within ESM
but also undermines employees’ creativity on these platforms, significantly diminishing
knowledge creation and sharing [69]. Knowledge hiding is a prevalent individual behavior
phenomenon within organizations [35,38,70,71]. Especially in the context of ESM usage,
knowledge hiding is also prevalent [36,37].

Research indicates that as the costs and perceived risks associated with knowledge
sharing increase, individuals tend to reduce their knowledge-sharing behavior and lean
toward hiding their efforts [42,68]. Situational factors, complexity, and the difficulty of
articulating knowledge all contribute to individuals’ inclination to accept knowledge shared
by others while being hesitant to disclose their knowledge fully [69,70]. In the absence of
pressure or triggers to engage in knowledge sharing, individuals often choose to withhold
their knowledge, which is known as knowledge hiding.

Connelly defines knowledge hiding as a behavior in which individuals deliberately
withhold or intentionally conceal knowledge requested by their colleagues within an orga-
nization [68]. Subsequently, based on Connelly’s definition, related scholars unanimously
defined knowledge hiding as a deliberate attempt by employees to withhold or conceal
knowledge from their fellow colleagues when related knowledge and information was re-
quested. It is different from partial knowledge sharing or lack of knowledge sharing [72,73],
and they may represent the opposite sides of the same continuum [42]. For example, lack of
knowledge sharing occurs when employees genuinely do not know this knowledge, rather
than intentionally hiding it [73]. Partial knowledge sharing occurs when some knowledge
is shared, but the shared knowledge does not provide all the crucial information requested
by the knowledge seeker. Additionally, partial knowledge sharing may result from inade-
quate absorption by the recipients rather than being an intentional act of not sharing [72].
Nevertheless, knowledge hiding must include both request and intention [35,37]. On the
one hand, it emphasizes that knowledge hiding occurs in situations where there is someone
to inquire or ask questions. On the other hand, it emphasizes the individual’s deliberate
effort to conceal or withhold relevant knowledge, such as individuals exerting less effort
or not giving their best when performing work-related tasks [41] and contributing less
knowledge to others in the organization than they are capable of providing [24]. Therefore,
it poses greater harm to organizations compared to a lack of knowledge sharing and partial
knowledge sharing.
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This article integrates the definitions of knowledge hiding provided by previous
scholars to reach a definition of knowledge hiding on ESM as follows: deliberate behavior
in employees, driven by personal interests, colleague relationships, or the sensitivity of
knowledge and information, with the intention of withholding certain information or
knowledge when faced with inquiries from other colleagues, rather than fully sharing it.

2.2. The Impact of Social Cognition on Knowledge Sharing and Knowledge Hiding
2.2.1. Social Cognitive Theory

Social cognitive theory (SCT), proposed by Bandura in 1986, is widely applied to
understand and predict individual motivations and behaviors in various contexts [74].
Social cognition theory states that individual behavior is controlled and determined by
the social network environment, as well as by personal expectations and beliefs, which
are the result of the interaction between the social environment and personal cognitive
factors [23,72,75,76]. In other words, a specific behavioral pattern of social media users
is influenced by their surrounding environment and their intrinsic cognition [51]. Hence,
this theory provides an “environment-cognition-behavior” framework for explaining and
predicting individual behaviors [44,64,76].

Previous IS research has extensively utilized this theory to study the adoption and
acceptance of information technology, the use of information systems by users, computer
training, and Internet behavior [77,78]. These studies have demonstrated the significant
role of individual user’s cognitive factors, such as computer self-efficacy and outcome ex-
pectancy, in the adoption and use of information systems (IS) [77]. Currently, scholars have
expanded the application of this theory to online communities and social media to explore
user behaviors and knowledge-related activities [46,51,64]. It has been found that social cog-
nitive theory provides a strong explanatory framework for understanding individual user
behaviors and knowledge activities (knowledge sharing, knowledge creativity, knowledge
contribution) within online communities and on social media platforms [7,51,79].

However, the application of social cognitive theory in the research of ESM is lim-
ited at present [7,76], and it has overlooked the influence of the social network environ-
ment [6,51,56]. In particular, there need to be more scholars who explain and predict
the knowledge behavior of employees in ESM from the perspective of social cognitive
theory [7,44,76]. ESM is the application of social media within an organization. The impor-
tant user behaviors in ESM, such as knowledge interaction, may be the result of the joint
action of ESM context factors and individual cognitive factors [7,51,76]. It is important to
understand why employees are willing to invest their valuable time and effort in knowl-
edge sharing with other members on these ESM platforms from both the ESM context
and personal user cognition perspectives [43,44,75]. Therefore, social cognitive theory
may also be applicable to the context of ESM, providing a possible theoretical framework
for knowledge behaviors in ESM. To address the limitations of prior research, this paper
adopts social cognitive theory as the theoretical framework to explore the driving impact
of environmental factors and personal cognitive factors on employee knowledge-sharing
and knowledge-hiding behaviors within ESM.

Previous research on online communities and social media has indicated that reci-
procity and trust are important environmental and relational factors that drive users’
knowledge-related behaviors [78,80]. Reciprocity refers to the fair exchange of knowledge
between users who recognize and accept each other [51,65,81]. By establishing connections
and engaging in exchanges, users can acquire valuable resources for themselves, thereby
maximizing their interests [78]. Trust, on the other hand, refers to the degree to which users
believe in and are willing to take action based on the statements, actions, and decisions of
others. Trust and a sense of responsibility among users on the platform are key factors in
shaping their knowledge-related behaviors [27,64,70,80].

Furthermore, regarding users’ personal cognition, scholars have demonstrated that
self-efficacy and outcome expectations exert significant influence on user behavior. Addi-
tionally, it has been pointed out that in voluntary knowledge-sharing situations, individuals
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who lack confidence in their ability to share knowledge are less likely to engage in such be-
havior [75]. Therefore, this study only considers the cognitive factor of outcome expectancy.
Outcome expectancy refers to an individual’s anticipation of the possible outcomes that
may result from implementing a particular behavior [64,70,82]. When employees use ESM,
they make judgments about the expected impact and value of their knowledge-related
behaviors [83], which, in turn, guide their subsequent knowledge behaviors.

2.2.2. The Impact of Users’ Social Cognition on ESM Knowledge Sharing

Knowledge sharing in ESM refers to the behaviors in which employees exchange and
share their knowledge on a platform [27,43,65]. This behavior plays a crucial role in facili-
tating the flow and transformation of knowledge, ultimately enhancing the effectiveness of
knowledge sharing. However, the effectiveness of knowledge sharing can be influenced by
various social cognition factors, such as reciprocity and trust.

Reciprocity is a norm that serves as the foundation for human communication and
behavior [84]. It often serves as an internalized moral obligation to reciprocate the favors
and efforts of others in a similar manner [84,85]. Previous research has indicated that it is
considered an important factor in activities such as knowledge sharing and exchange among
employees within organizations [46,51,85]. In the context of using ESM in the workplace,
employees usually engage in activities such as reading, posting, asking questions, and
seeking answers on ESM to facilitate information exchange and knowledge sharing [43,86].
Within ESM, knowledge sharing among employees is voluntary. However, knowledge
sharing is not solely the result of a single person’s efforts but rather the outcome of
interactive behaviors among users who possess the necessary knowledge [51]. Due to
the limitations of their time, energy, and knowledge, employees generally expect favorable
returns from their actions [81].

In addition, reciprocity is the perception of mutual assistance and fairness in knowledge-
exchange behavior [51,87]. With more and more platform users believing in the existence
of reciprocity, it is increasingly seen as a benefit of knowledge exchange [43,85,88]. Most
users of ESM expect that their knowledge sharing will result in future returns [43,86]; that
is, users who contribute more assistance tend to receive increased feedback and timely
support from others when they are in need of help [89,90]. This virtuous circle continuously
encourages knowledge contributors, fostering a strong sense of fairness and interactivity
in the knowledge-exchange process. They believe that their efforts in ESM are valuable
and rewarding, leading to a more positive attitude toward knowledge sharing [89] and
increased participation in knowledge-sharing activities [81].

Hence, we hypothesized the following:

H1: Reciprocity has a positive effect on knowledge-sharing behaviors in ESM.

Trust is characterized as a set of specific beliefs regarding the reliability and integrity
of an exchange relationship [30,51,65]. It has been widely discussed in the prior knowledge
management literature and is considered another crucial factor in the network environment
that influences employee cognition and knowledge-sharing behaviors [27,36,91].

In the process of using ESM, informal interactions among employees constitute a
prominent feature. During these interactions, trust serves as the binding element that
promotes cooperation between individuals [92–94]. When there is sufficient trust between
the knowledge provider and the knowledge seeker, knowledge-sharing behaviors are
more likely to occur [36]. Extensive research has been conducted on knowledge-sharing
behaviors from the perspective of trust, demonstrating its essential role in fostering the
development of social networks and creating an atmosphere conducive to knowledge
sharing within an organization [27,95]. Furthermore, many scholars assert that trust creates
and maintains exchange relationships and plays a vital role in high-quality knowledge
sharing [27,96,97]. At the same time, lack of trust is considered the primary reason why
users withhold their knowledge of the ESM platform [36].
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Hence, we hypothesized the following:

H2: Trust has a positive effect on knowledge-sharing behaviors in ESM.

Outcome expectancy, which is a knowledge contributor’s belief in the potential
outcomes of their knowledge-sharing behavior, may determine the occurrence of their
knowledge-sharing behavior on the ESM platform (Bandura, 1986) [74]. Previous research
in online communities and social media has demonstrated the positive impact of outcome
expectancy on knowledge-sharing behaviors [64,75,82]. Drawing from expectancy theory,
individuals are more likely to engage in knowledge sharing rather than knowledge hiding
in ESM when the benefits of knowledge sharing outweigh the associated costs [98].

Previous research has indicated that individuals and employees may have both per-
sonal and social aspects of outcome expectations when they share knowledge on the ESM
platform [32,51,99]. On the one hand, by using ESM for knowledge sharing, employees
can gain expected individual benefits, such as self-presentation, exchanging ideas, seeking
assistance, enhancing their platform status, and acquiring new knowledge and insights.
On the other hand, using ESM for knowledge sharing can help employees expand their
social network, develop new collaborations, earn respect, and achieve personal goals more
efficiently, thereby achieving social effects. Thus, if employees have positive outcome
expectations of knowledge sharing in ESM, they are more inclined to engage in sustained
knowledge-sharing behaviors [82,83,100].

Hence, we hypothesized the following:

H3: Outcome expectancy has a positive effect on knowledge-sharing behavior in ESM.

2.2.3. The Impact of Users’ Social Cognition on Knowledge Hiding in Enterprise
Social Media

Knowledge hiding in ESM refers to the behavior in which employees choose not to
share or withhold their own knowledge from others for various reasons. Prior studies
found that a lack of reciprocity and trust and dissatisfaction with outcome expectancy
may serve as the primary reasons why individuals opt for knowledge hiding rather than
knowledge sharing [43,70]. Such behaviors significantly hamper the accumulation and
development of knowledge within ESM.

Reciprocal norms influence the establishment and maintenance of knowledge-sharing
behaviors. However, in the absence of reciprocity and without coercion or appropriate
incentives, employees are more inclined to engage in knowledge hiding [24]. On the one
hand, individuals who possess knowledge often perceive that sharing it will diminish its
value while benefiting others. What is more, knowledge and context are complex and
challenging to articulate, making it difficult to assess the effort exerted by an individual and
the value of the shared knowledge. On the other hand, according to the norm of reciprocity
theory, people should assist those who have helped them rather than harm them. However,
this theory also acknowledges that individuals may seek retribution against those who have
caused them harm [84]. In particular, individuals who have been rejected when seeking
help in the past may retaliate through knowledge hiding. Previous studies have indicated
that when a user is denied knowledge necessary for creativity, in turn, the same person is
likely to reciprocate hidden knowledge back to the original knowledge hider. As a result,
this behavior can subsequently hinder the creativity of the knowledge hider [35,38,101].
In other words, when employees hide knowledge, they will trigger a cycle of reciprocal
distrust, in which colleagues become unwilling to share knowledge with them.

Thus, users who frequently experience disappointment from others are more likely to
feel uneasy and distressed on a platform, making their behaviors more susceptible to others’
actions. These negative reciprocal experiences among employees in ESM can significantly
increase knowledge-hiding behaviors [68]. On the contrary, in the presence of reciprocity,
knowledge hiding decreases [70,101].
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Hence, we hypothesized the following:

H4: Reciprocity has a negative effect on knowledge-hiding behaviors in ESM.

Trust is a crucial factor in individuals achieving high-quality knowledge exchanges
during social interactions, and trust among employees in ESM serves as a significant
foundation for fostering knowledge exchange [71,102]. Trust stems from the emotional
connection between employees and serves as a critical psychological and emotional element
in their willingness to maintain and contribute knowledge [65,97,103]. It plays a vital role
in determining whether individuals choose to participate in or remain on ESM and whether
they actively contribute knowledge to these platforms [24]. From an individual perspective,
people who feel a sense of emotional attachment and connection are more likely to value
the relationship, and a high level of trust generally reduces the uncertainty of knowledge
sharing and the concern of losing valuable knowledge [27]. So, they are less inclined to
hide knowledge. However, the absence of interpersonal trust can lead to the emergence
of hiding behaviors [101]. The existing research has shown that individuals are unwilling
to share their knowledge with others if there is a lack of trust [70,103]. And employees
are more likely to hide knowledge from individuals they distrust. Moreover, the extent of
knowledge hiding tends to increase in contexts of high distrust and competition [68–70,101].
Scholars have also pointed out that distrust and knowledge hiding interact and influence
each other [36,65,97]. Knowledge hiding diminishes trust, and the decline in trust further
exacerbates the occurrence of knowledge-hiding behaviors, ultimately forming a vicious
cycle [68]. Hence, we hypothesized the following:

H5: Trust has a negative effect on knowledge-hiding behaviors in ESM.

Social cognitive theory highlights the idea that employees’ knowledge behaviors
are primarily driven by their expectations and motivations for personal benefits, such as
enjoyment and outcome expectancy [64]. Outcome expectations are in relation to the reward
systems, which have a significant impact on individuals’ decisions to engage in knowledge
sharing, whether or not [36]. When employees perceive that the effort they invest in ESM
falls below or fails to meet their expectations, they are more likely to allocate less time
and energy toward contributing to the platform [75]. Just as Alshahrani and Pennington
(2021) indicate, there are three negative personal expected outcomes (distractions, privacy
concerns, and time-consuming) and two negative social outcomes (distrust and plagiarism
of their ideas) from the use of social media for knowledge sharing [82]. If employees expect
that engaging in those sharing activities can lead to such negative outcomes, they will
not share knowledge on the social media platform [64,82]. Therefore, during their usage
of ESM, employees who have lower expectations regarding the outcomes of knowledge
sharing are less inclined to engage in knowledge interactions and communication with
other employees. Instead, they are more likely to choose silence and knowledge hiding.
Hence, we hypothesized the following:

H6: Outcome expectancy has a negative effect on knowledge-hiding behaviors in ESM.

2.3. The Moderation of Emotions

The above discussion examines the antecedents of knowledge sharing and knowledge
hiding among employees in ESM from a social cognitive perspective. However, these
pathways may be influenced by employees’ emotional states [27,52,53].

Emotion as social information theory posits that emotions carry informative value, as
the information expressed through emotional states aligns with individuals’ social judg-
ments, cognitive processes, and user behaviors [53,104]. Emotion is a psychological state
and a form of information. It not only provides individuals with information cues and
signals about their environment but also feedback for individuals’ thoughts and cogni-



Behav. Sci. 2024, 14, 653 9 of 27

tive tendencies [55,60,105], and then helps them make sense of complex situations and
guides their behavior. It can stimulate cognitive processes and help people prioritize their
behaviors by optimizing their regulatory responses to environmental demands [57]. Cur-
rently, an increasing number of scholars are recognizing the important role of emotions
in organizational behavior research. For example, Beaudry and Pinsonneault (2010) indi-
cated that emotions are an important driver of employee behavior, and they also play a
significant role in employees’ understanding and utilization of emerging IT technologies
and online platforms [57]. Wang and Zhou et al. (2015) developed a research model and
found that positive emotion cues are a crucial enabler in driving users to instantly share
information on microblogs [106]. Luqman, Zhang, and Kaur et al. (2023) demonstrated
positive emotions as a connection element of colleagues, and teamwork can allow them to
promote collaboration and knowledge sharing [55]. Masood, Zhang, and Ali et al. (2023)
indicated that negative emotions embedded in the employees’ network might cause their
social experiences greater harm than benefits in the workplace [27].

In ESM, due to the transparency of network connections and the visibility of commu-
nication content, employees tend to make emotional judgments and develop emotional
inclinations toward the viewpoints and ideas expressed by their colleagues [55], thereby
influencing their subsequent knowledge-related behaviors. Emotion as social information
theory will help us better understand the differences in how different emotions can moder-
ate employees making judgments about their ESM environment and personal cognition by
evaluating the emotions expressed by others in social media interactions and subsequent
knowledge-related decision making. In previous studies, it has also been treated as a mod-
erating variable [60,105,107]. In light of this, this section aims to explore the moderating
role of employee emotions in the aforementioned direct influence pathway.

Emotions are generally classified into two categories: positive emotions and negative
emotions [108]. Positive emotions encompass feelings such as enjoyment, happiness,
and satisfaction, while negative emotions include discontent, fear, anxiety, anger, and
tension [54,57,109]. Previous research has also indicated that positive and negative emotions
have different effects on beliefs in behavioral outcomes. Positive emotions facilitate such
beliefs, while negative emotions inhibit their influence [110]. Therefore, within the context
of ESM, different emotional states lead employees to experience distinct needs, judgments,
and behavioral outcome expectations concerning the social network environment, resulting
in differentiated behavioral manifestations.

Employees with positive emotions tend to have more positive judgments about their
environment and see engaging in ESM as a pleasant experience with expected outcomes [54].
Employees with positive emotions are more likely to feel safe about their organizational
environments, such as mutual trust among colleagues, reciprocity and mutual assistance,
resources, and support from their teams and organization [39,55], which increase their
trust level and make them more willing to invest effort in collaborative activities on
ESM, and thereby promoting knowledge sharing [40,55]. Furthermore, some studies have
found that positive emotional states encourage employees to pursue ideals, achievements,
and rational and positive outcome expectancy [39,58,59]. They believe their efforts in
the environment can bring them greater benefits, and they are more inclined to take
the initiative in collaborating and seeking information [39], thus exhibiting a stronger
enthusiasm for knowledge exchange and willingly sharing their thoughts, experience, and
valuable information in their work [104,110]. Consequently, as positive emotions increase,
employees’ social cognition factors (i.e., reciprocity, trust, and outcome expectancy) tend to
exert a greater influence, stimulating employees’ engagement in ESM and their willingness
to participate in knowledge sharing. Hence, we hypothesized the following:

H7a: Positive emotions play a positive moderating role in the relationship between reciprocity and
knowledge-sharing behaviors in ESM.



Behav. Sci. 2024, 14, 653 10 of 27

H7b: Positive emotions play a positive moderating role in the relationship between trust and
knowledge-sharing behaviors in ESM.

H7c: Positive emotions play a positive moderating role in the relationship between outcome
expectancy and knowledge-sharing behaviors in ESM.

On the contrary, employees with negative emotions tend to have more extreme in-
terpretations and judgments about their ESM environment, and these suppress their be-
havioral outcome expectations. Prior studies indicated that employees with higher levels
of negative emotions perceive a lower likelihood of benefiting from reciprocity and trust
in the environment. They distrust interpersonal relationships, and they usually feel that
working conditions are unsafe [55]. Moreover, they often harbor strong dissatisfaction with
their working environment and their work status [57]. Particularly, they are sensitive to the
lack of reciprocity and trust in the work environment, which reduces employees’ cognitive
resources and leads to counterproductive behaviors [55]. Several studies have found that
employees with negative emotions are more likely to be concerned about sharing their
information and knowledge. They tend to be more conservative and risk-averse [39,40].

In addition, employees with negative emotions often fail to meet their expectations
despite their efforts [110]. This results in an inability to exhibit high levels of enthusiasm
and motivation for work tasks, a lower willingness for self-development, and a reluctance
to actively participate in knowledge exchange [36,106]. Instead, they are inclined to with-
hold the information and knowledge that they possess [54]. Employees with higher levels
of negative emotions perceive a lower likelihood of benefiting from reciprocity and trust
in the environment, which may inhibit knowledge [55]; thus, they tend to hide knowl-
edge [57,111,112]. Therefore, we posit that negative emotions will weaken the negative
impact of social cognition factors such as trust, reciprocity, and outcome expectancy on
knowledge hiding.

H8a: Negative emotions play a negative moderating role in the relationship between reciprocity
and knowledge-hiding behaviors in ESM;

H8b: Negative emotions play a negative moderating role in the relationship between trust and
knowledge-hiding behaviors in ESM;

H8c: Negative emotions play a negative moderating role in the relationship between outcome
expectancy and knowledge-hiding behaviors in ESM.

2.4. Control Variables

Control variables may have a potential impact on the dependent variables of knowl-
edge sharing and knowledge hiding. For this research, we considered ‘age, gender, edu-
cational level, and frequency of use’ as the control variables since their role in ESM and
knowledge management had been demonstrated in previous studies [27,58]. On this basis,
we could deduce that employees with different ages, genders, educational levels, and
frequencies of use may also be different in their purpose, time, resources, experience, and
background, which may influence employee knowledge behaviors during the use of ESM.

Therefore, for this paper, the research model shown in Figure 1 was constructed.
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3. Research Methods and Data Collection
3.1. Measurements

To ensure the reliability and validity of the construct measurement, the current study
utilized existing scales for the measurement items whenever possible. These items were
then adapted and supplemented based on the specific objectives of this article and the
context of enterprise social media. In this study, a five-point Likert scale was developed,
ranging from “completely disagree = 1” to “completely agree = 5”.

Based on this, a pilot test was administered to ensure its validity. The questionnaire
was distributed to a sample of 10 professors and 50 employees who are currently studying
in the MBA and MEM programs at our school and have extensive experience using ESM
platforms. According to the preliminary analysis, we further modified and simplified the
measurement items to form the final version of the questionnaire (shown in Appendix A).

Trust was measured by a four-item scale combined from Tan et al. (2000) and Carter
et al. (2005), which addressed the level of trust that employees have in the reliability,
security, and transparency of the platform and related activities [113,114]. The measurement
of reciprocity drew on the works of Kankanhalli et al. (2005), which includes four questions
that described the mutual assistance and fairness in employee knowledge interactions
within enterprise social media [115]. The measure of outcome expectancy was developed by
incorporating the scales of Hsu et al. (2004) and Constant (1994). It included four questions
depicting the potential rewards and outcomes of using enterprise social media [98,116].
Inspired by the works of Cenfetelli (2004), Beaudry et al. (2010), and Watson (1988), a
four-item scale of positive emotions and negative emotions was developed to measure
psychological states and emotional tendencies [54,57,117]. Based on Bock’s study (2002),
a four-question scale was developed that depicts the process of exchanging and sharing
knowledge among employees on enterprise social media [83]. The knowledge-hiding scale
was developed based on Connelly’s scale (2012), which includes four items to measure
employees’ behaviors of intentionally concealing knowledge when faced with knowledge
requests from others on enterprise social media [68].

3.2. Data Collection

Employees who worked in knowledge-intensive enterprises (such as IT companies and
research institutions) were selected as the survey subjects. Knowledge-intensive enterprises
are characterized by a high knowledge intensity and specialized knowledge with high
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requirements for knowledge management. These organizations were the earliest adopters
of ESM for knowledge exchange and management in China and the employees may have
more extensive experience of ESM use. This will help us gain a better understanding and
investigation of employee knowledge behaviors in ESM.

This study adopted a convenience sampling method, utilizing MBA students, alumni
resources, and strategic partner companies of the university to help us establish connections
with some companies and conduct surveys in the Yangtze River Delta region. The data
collection was carried out through web-based questionnaires by using a professional online
survey platform, Wenjuanxing, in China.

The survey questionnaire consisted of two main parts. The first part included demo-
graphic questions aimed at collecting relevant information about the respondents, such
as their gender, age, educational level, and usage of enterprise social media. The second
part comprised measurement scales to assess the proposed model. Ultimately, a total
of 276 electronic questionnaires were collected for this survey. After excluding invalid
questionnaires with significant errors or inconsistent responses, a final sample of 240 valid
questionnaires was obtained, resulting in an effective response rate of 86.9%. Descriptive
statistical information regarding the sample is provided in Table 1.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics.

Project Classification Number of
People Percentage

Gender
Female 130 54.2%
Male 110 45.8%

Age

Under 25 22 9.2%
25–35 152 75.8%
35–45 58 11.7%

Over 45 8 3.3%

Education level

Below junior college 13 5.4%
Undergraduate 109 45.4%
Postgraduate 97 40.4%

PhD 21 8.8%

Usage frequency of enterprise
social media

Multiple times a day 54 22.5%
Once a day 43 17.9%

Once every two to
three days 75 31.3%

Once a week 60 25.0%
Rarely used 8 3.3%

4. Empirical Analysis and Hypothesis Testing

This research adopted the partial least squares (PLS) structural equation modeling
(SEM) method to measure and validate hypothetical relationships and conceptual models.
Smart PLS was utilized as the empirical data analysis tool [118]. The PLS-SEM method
was chosen for several reasons. Firstly, it allows for the measurement of latent variables
that are challenging to measure directly, thereby overcoming the measurement difficulties
associated with the study variables. Secondly, PLS-SEM requires a smaller sample size
compared to other SEM techniques, as long as the sample size is 10 times the maximum
number of measurement items for any constructs (the minimum sample size for this study
is 10 × 4 = 40 < 240) [119,120], so the sample size meets the minimum requirement for
the PLS method. Thirdly, it is less sensitive to distributional assumptions. As a result, it
was able to effectively measure and validate the formative and reflective indicators of the
conceptual model.
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4.1. Reliability and Validity Test

Firstly, this study examines the reliability and validity of the measurement model as
a prerequisite for subsequent structural model testing. Table 2 shows the reliability and
validity analysis of the measured variables in this study.

(1) Reliability test. The internal consistency coefficient (Cronbach’s α) values for all
variables exceed 0.7, and the composite reliability (CR) values are more than 0.8, indicating
acceptable construct reliability.

(2) Validity test. Firstly, as shown in Table 2, the average extraction variance (AVE) val-
ues of the validity measurement variables are all above 0.6, and the factor loads correspond-
ing to all variables are close to 0.7 or above 0.7, which also shows that the measurement
has good convergence validity. In addition, correlation coefficients were calculated among
constructs such as reciprocity, trust, outcome expectancy, positive emotions, negative emo-
tions, knowledge sharing, and knowledge hiding, and the square root of the AVE is placed
on the diagonal of the correlation coefficient matrix for comparative analysis. As shown in
Table 3, the square root of the AVE is larger than the correlation coefficients among all other
constructs, indicating better discriminant validity in the construct measurement.

Table 2. Reliability and validity analysis of the construct.

Construct Measure Factor Loading Cronbach’s α CR AVE VIF

Reciprocity

RE1 0.875

0.884 0.920 0.742 2.289
RE2 0.853
RE3 0.852
RE4 0.865

Trust

TR1 0.792

0.846 0.897 0.684 1.910
TR2 0.848
TR3 0.805
TR4 0.862

Outcome
expectancy

OE1 0.876

0.903 0.932 0.774 2.596
OE 2 0.880
OE 3 0.892
OE 4 0.871

Positive
emotions

PE1 0.828

0.834 0.889 0.667 1.807
PE2 0.793
PE3 0.827
PE4 0.820

Negative
emotions

NE1 0.888

0.901 0.931 0.771 2.558
NE2 0.871
NE3 0.878
NE4 0.874

Knowledge
sharing

KS1 0.897

0.902 0.931 0.773 2.648
KS2 0.856
KS3 0.863
KS4 0.899

Knowledge
hiding

KH1 0.851

0.842 0.894 0.680 1.926
KH2 0.809
KH3 0.773
KH4 0.862
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Table 3. Correlation coefficients between constructs.

Construct Number Reciprocity Trust Outcome
Expectancy

Positive
Emotions

Negative
Emotions

Knowledge
Sharing

Knowledge
Hiding

Reciprocity 0.861
Trust 0.628 0.827

Outcome
expectancy 0.568 0.826 0.880

Positive emotions 0.843 0.588 0.481 0.817
Negative emotions −0.679 −0.479 −0.624 −0.596 0.878

Knowledge
sharing 0.762 0.552 0.698 0.648 −0.848 0.879

Knowledge hiding −0.847 −0.689 −0.592 −0.785 0.737 −0.800 0.824

Note: the diagonal of the correlation coefficient matrix is the square root of the AVE.

4.2. Common Method Variance

This study primarily employed procedural controls (such as anonymous responses
and multiple questions) and Harmon’s single-factor analysis method to control and reduce
the potential common method bias. All measurement indicators of first-order variables
related to reciprocity, trust, outcome expectancy, positive emotions, negative emotions,
knowledge sharing, and knowledge hiding, as mentioned in previous research, were
included in the factor analysis. The analysis obtained five factors with eigenvalues larger
than 1. The maximum variance explained by a single factor was 22.29%, which is less than
50% [121]. These results indicate that the influence of common method bias on this study
was not significant.

4.3. Structural Model and Hypothesis Testing

The results of the reliability and validity testing of the aforementioned measurement
model indicate that further testing of the structural equation model can be conducted. We
use the values of the VIF, R2, Q2, and goodness of fit (GoF) to verify the quality of the
complete structural model.

As shown in Table 2, all the variance inflation factor (VIF) values of the constructs
range from l.807 to 2.648, which meets the requirement of being below 3.33, indicating that
there is no presence of collinearity [15]. As Figure 2 exhibits, the R2 values of knowledge
sharing and knowledge hiding are 0.751 and 0.852, respectively, which demonstrate that the
three aspects of social cognition factors and employee emotion factors together explain over
75% of the variance for knowledge sharing and over 85% of the variance for knowledge
hiding. The results indicate that social cognition theory and emotion as social information
theory have a certain explanatory power over knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding.
Meanwhile, the cross-validated redundancy index Q2 value was calculated to examine
the predictive accuracy of the structural model. The Q2 values for knowledge sharing
and knowledge hiding are 0.705 and 0.824, higher than 0.5, confirming the high predictive
relevance of the model [122]. In addition, the goodness of fit (GoF) of the structural model
displays a figure of 0.554, larger than the recommended threshold of 0.36 [123], which
further proves the quality of our structural model.

The result in Table 4 demonstrates that reciprocity (β = 0.621 ***, t = 8.450, p < 0.001)
and outcome expectancy (β = 0.640 ***, t = 6.124, p < 0.001) both have a significant pos-
itive impact on knowledge sharing; thus, H1 and H3 pass the examination. However,
trust has a significant negative impact on knowledge sharing (β = −0.382 ***, t = 3.650,
p < 0.001), contrary to hypothesis H2, which is not supported by the findings. Reciprocity
(β = −0.676 ***, t = 8.456, p < 0.001) and trust (β = −0.308 ***, t = 4.067, p < 0.001) both
have a significant negative impact on knowledge hiding; that is, H4 and H5 are proven.
However, the path coefficients for the influence of outcome expectancy (β = 0.047, t = 0.647,
p > 0.05) on knowledge hiding are not significant; that is, H6 is not supported.
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Table 4. Analysis results of knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding.

Independent Variable

Dependent Variable

Direct Effect Direct Effect Moderate Effect Moderate Effect

Knowledge
Sharing

Knowledge
Hiding

Knowledge
Sharing

Knowledge
Hiding

Reciprocity 0.621 ***
(8.450)

−0.676 ***
(8.456)

0.494 ***
(4.965)

−0.443 ***
(5.406)

Trust −0.382 ***
(3.650)

−0.308 ***
(4.067)

−0.237 *
(2.048)

−0.223 **
(3.235)

Outcome expectancy 0.640 ***
(6.124)

0.047
(0.647)

0.488 ***
(3.939)

0.115
(1.752)

Positive emotions 0.149
(1.858)

Positive emotions × Reciprocity 0.014
(0.256)

Positive emotions × Trust −0.278 **
(3.131)

Positive emotions × Outcome expectancy 0.200 *
(2.105)

Negative emotions 0.387 ***
(6.268)

Negative emotions × Reciprocity −0.178 ***
(3.885)

Negative emotions × Trust −0.125 *
(1.961)

Negative emotions × Outcome expectancy 0.146 *
(2.409)

Gender 0.041
(0.628)

−0.027
(1.024)

0.020
(0.158)

−0.014
(0.838)

Age −0.026
(0.744)

0.007
(0.207)

−0.032
(1.122)

0.007
(0.693)

Educational level −0.037
(1.159)

0.024
(0.899)

0.059
(1.748)

−0.041
(1.432)

Using frequency 0.001
(0.007)

−0.039
(1.121)

0.022
(0.547)

−0.073
(0.103)

R2 0.725 0.757 0.751 0.852
Q2 0.703 0.735 0.705 0.824

Note: the t-values are enclosed in parentheses. ***, **, and *, respectively, denote p < 0.001, p < 0.01, and p < 0.05.

In order to examine the moderating effects of positive emotions and negative emotions,
we further added interaction terms for positive (negative) emotions and reciprocity, positive
(negative) emotions and trust, and positive (negative) emotions and outcome expectancy.
As Figure 2 and Table 4 indicate that positive emotions do not significantly moderate the
relationship between reciprocity and knowledge sharing (β = 0.014, t = 0.256, p > 0.05), H7a
is not proven. At the same time, positive emotions negatively moderate the relationship
between trust and knowledge sharing (β = −0.278 ***, t = 3.131, p < 0.01), which is contrary
to H7b, so this hypothesis is not supported. Meanwhile, positive emotions play a role
in strengthening the positive relationship between outcome expectancy and knowledge
sharing (β = 0.200 *, t = 2.105, p < 0.05); that is, H7c is proven. The moderating effect is
shown in Figure 3.

At the same time, the resulting values reveal that negative emotions negatively mod-
erate the relationship between reciprocity and knowledge hiding (β = −0.178 ***, t = 3.885,
p < 0.001), supporting H8a. The moderating effect is shown in Figure 4. The moderation
effect of negative emotions on the relationship between trust and knowledge hiding is
significantly negative (β = −0.125 *, t = 1.961, p < 0.05), leading to the acceptance of H8b.
The moderating effect is shown in Figure 5. Negative emotions positively moderate the
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relationship between outcome expectancy and knowledge hiding (β = 0.146 *, t = 2.409,
p < 0.05). Hence, H8c is not supported.
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Figure 2 further shows the results of the control variables’ impacts on knowledge
sharing and knowledge hiding are −0.032, 0.020, 0.059, and 0.022 and 0.007, −0.014, −0.041,
and −0.073, respectively, indicating no significance. This suggests that variables such as
age, gender, educational level, and frequency of use have not played important roles in
this model.
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5. Discussion

Drawing upon social cognition theory and emotion as social information theory, this
study presents a comprehensive model that explores the influence mechanisms underlying
employee knowledge-sharing and knowledge-hiding behavior in enterprise social media.
It thoroughly examines the impact of the EMS environment and personal cognitive factors,
including reciprocity, trust, and outcome expectancy on employee knowledge-sharing and
knowledge-hiding behaviors. Moreover, it investigates the moderating role of positive and
negative emotions in the aforementioned influence paths.

5.1. The Impact of Cognitive Factors on User Knowledge Behaviors in Enterprise Social Media

The above theoretical analysis and empirical results indicate that employees’ cognitive
perception of the ESM environment and their personal cognition have a significant impact
on their various knowledge behaviors.

Specifically, reciprocity and outcome expectancy have a positive impact on knowledge
sharing, which aligns with the findings from previous research [51,82], such as Kwahk
and Park (2016), who explored the impact of individual factors and social factors on
knowledge-sharing activities, then on job performance. They concluded that the norm of
reciprocity has a positive impact on knowledge sharing and personal performance in the
ESM environment [51]. Nguyen, Malik, and Sharma (2021) combine the planned behavior
theory and a motivational framework to study the online knowledge sharing of posters
and lurkers in an organization. They found that reciprocity significantly affects posters’
knowledge-sharing intentions [43]. Hsu, Ju, and Yen et al. (2007), based on social cognitive
theory, examined the impact of the environment and personal factors on knowledge sharing
in virtual communities [64]. The results indicated that personal outcome expectations had
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a significant positive influence on knowledge sharing. The current results on knowledge-
sharing behavior show that reciprocity and outcome expectancy serve as crucial driving
factors for employees’ knowledge-sharing behavior, providing assurance for knowledge
sharing and facilitating knowledge exchange among employees.

However, contrary to our expectations and prior research conclusions, trust exhibits a
negative influence on knowledge sharing in the ESM context. Most scholars believe that
trust, as an environmental factor, is beneficial for user participation on virtual platforms,
as it helps individuals mitigate or reduce risks in various aspects such as economic ben-
efits, recognition of abilities, respect, and status, thereby exerting a positive influence on
knowledge sharing [27,36,65,66]. Unexpectedly, the current result did not obtain those
similar results. But it was also found that trust had a poor explanatory for knowledge
sharing. Especially, the effect of capability trust on knowledge sharing is negative, which is
similar with our result [18,124]. One possible reason may be that the ESM is implemented
within the company, and it is open communication in a virtual environment. And the use
of ESM continuously accumulates trust among employees, enhancing the level of trust
in the ESM environment, where there is a higher level of mutual trust among employees
compared to public-orientated online communities and social media [27]. Highly trusting
employees may be inclined to share less of their expertise because they anticipate that
capable employees already possess the similar relevant knowledge [68].

Another possible explanation is that even in a high-trust ESM environment, there
may still be competition (such as opportunities for honor, promotion, salary increase, etc.)
among employees. According to communication visibility theory, ESM have effectively
transformed the previously invisible nature of workplace communication [2,25,47], making
communication between users more transparent. Communication interaction, network
connectivity, and the content, opinions, and ideas expressed will be visible to other em-
ployees. Unless employees have sufficient self-confidence, they may otherwise fear losing
their competitive advantage and may be especially unwilling to share tacit knowledge
such as core knowledge and technical know-how with other colleagues, especially those
with whom they have close business relationships and frequent interactions. Therefore, on
an ESM platform, trust may be a necessary condition for employee knowledge sharing,
but it may not have a positive impact on knowledge sharing in trust-based ESM contexts.
A lack of trust may hinder people’s motivation to share knowledge with others, and highly
trusting individuals may not necessarily be more willing to share knowledge than those
with moderate or low levels of trust [78]. In a situation where professionals work together
to accomplish tasks, there may be a sufficient level of trust. However, trust, at least in this
case, may not adequately explain knowledge sharing [18,124].

Regarding the results on knowledge hiding, the above research findings demonstrate
that reciprocity and trust have a significant negative impact on employee knowledge-hiding
behaviors on ESM platforms. These findings align with previous research findings [36,101].
For example, Černe et al. (2014) found that knowledge hiding can trigger a cycle of
reciprocal distrust, leading to colleagues being unwilling to share knowledge. However,
in the context of reciprocal social exchange and a mastery climate, knowledge hiding is
reduced [101]. Su (2021) used a social network approach to explore the influence of work
and social relationships on knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding. The analysis results
indicated that the trust network, interpersonal justice, and social communication have a
negative impact on knowledge hiding [36]. This indicates that when employees establish
certain reciprocity and trust norms within the organization, they are not inclined toward
negative knowledge behaviors.

Outcome expectancy does not have a significant negative impact on knowledge hid-
ing. This suggests that outcome expectancy may not be the primary influencing factor for
knowledge hiding. One possible explanation is that ESM serves as a knowledge-sharing
platform among internal employees, where employees are constrained by organizational
power rules and routines while also experiencing the characteristics of a virtual community
within the platform [70,82]. On the one hand, employees’ positive outcome expectations
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may enhance their engagement on the platform, leading to rewards from the organization
and fostering knowledge sharing [64,82]. For example, in the process of employee partici-
pation in ESM, in addition to their own expectations of behavioral outcomes, the behavior
of their colleagues also influences their behavior [51]. In order to avoid being labeled an
“outsider”, and to gain recognition from leaders and colleagues, employees tend to align
with their peers and engage in interactive communication within the ESM. However, out
of self-interest and security considerations, employees selectively hide certain knowledge
or provide vague answers. Through this discreet knowledge-hiding behavior, they ensure
that they can obtain better benefits within the ESM. On the other hand, their positive
outcome expectations may not necessarily reduce the possibility of hiding their perceived
core techniques, valuable knowledge, and experience. This visualized communication
carries the risk of exposing such knowledge to others [70]. Hence, it may be strategically
and selectively hidden. Alshahrani’s and Pennington’s (2020) research indicate that indi-
viduals rationally pursue their own interests and carefully calculate the benefits of sharing
knowledge by considering the types of resources that could potentially be exchanged [82].
In other words, positive outcome expectations can stimulate knowledge sharing, but they
may not necessarily prevent a decrease in knowledge hiding [70].

5.2. The Moderating Effect of Positive Emotions and Negative Emotions

This study incorporates employee emotions into the context of ESM and examines
the moderating effects of positive and negative emotions on the path from employees’
social cognition to knowledge behaviors. Very few studies have examined employee
emotions in the ESM context and investigated its impact on employee knowledge-sharing
and knowledge-hiding behavior.

The results indicate that positive emotions have a positive moderating effect on the
path from outcome expectancy to knowledge sharing. This suggests that higher levels
of positive emotions in employees are associated with more positive expectations and
judgments about their behavioral outcomes [55,105,106], thereby promoting knowledge
sharing on the ESM. Additionally, consistent with our predictions, negative emotions
have a negative moderating effect on the path from reciprocity and trust to knowledge
hiding, indicating that negative emotions weaken the negative impact of positive envi-
ronments [27,54], such as reciprocity and trust, on knowledge hiding. It indicates that
employees’ knowledge-hiding behaviors on the ESM are highly influenced by their nega-
tive emotions. Even if a positive environment with reciprocity rules and trust is established,
employees’ negative emotions can still affect the effectiveness of their implementation. It
is similar with the prior research result that negative emotions as a moderator have an
amplifying effect [125]. This study advances the knowledge-behavior literature in the ESM
context by verifying the role of emotions in employee social cognition and the effect on
reducing knowledge-hiding behavior.

The moderating effects of positive emotions on the reciprocity–knowledge sharing
link and trust–knowledge sharing link are not supported by empirical evidence. The results
show that positive emotions did not significantly enhance the effect of reciprocity on knowl-
edge sharing, but the path coefficient is a positive direction. Similarly, as demonstrated in
the above discussion, trust did not bring significant positive effects to knowledge sharing
in the ESM context whereas positive emotions can mitigate such an effect. Both of them
indicate that positive emotions still play a positive role in fostering employees’ cognition
and subsequent knowledge-sharing behaviors. Also, the moderating effects of negative
emotions on the outcome expectancy–knowledge hiding link is not proved. This may
be because negative emotions can influence individuals’ cognition and emotional state,
thereby disrupting their perception and evaluation of outcome expectations [53,55,109].
Individuals consumed by negative emotions may increase the emotional burden, making
it difficult for them to effectively process and utilize positive outcome expectations. In
such cases, the situation where outcome expectations do not alleviate knowledge-hiding
behaviors may be even worse.



Behav. Sci. 2024, 14, 653 20 of 27

6. Conclusions
6.1. Theoretical Contributions

This study contributes to the theoretical understanding and empirical examination
of factors deemed significant in explaining how a user’s social cognition and emotion
influence their different knowledge behaviors in the ESM context from a cognition and
emotion perspective.

Firstly, this study contributes to the research on knowledge-sharing and knowledge-
hiding behaviors in the ESM context. In contrast to previous studies on user knowledge
behaviors in online communities and public-orientated social media, this paper extends
the research to the internal enterprise social media context [4,9,20]. In addition, not only
focusing on single and positive knowledge behavior [4,20,27], the current research exam-
ined the paradoxically positive and negative knowledge behaviors in ESM-based work-
places [36,38,39,126], which incorporated knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding within
the same theoretical and empirical framework, and investigated both knowledge-sharing
behaviors that bring real value to the use of ESM and knowledge-hiding behaviors that
hinder the attainment of that value. The current results not only help us better understand
positive knowledge behavior, but also aid in understanding negative knowledge behavior
in the ESM context, which can potentially provide a reference for future research.

Secondly, this study expands the application of social cognitive theory to show how
employees’ environmental and individual cognition influence their knowledge-sharing
and knowledge-hiding behaviors in the virtual online context of ESM within the internal
organizational setting. The existing research primarily focuses on applying this theory
in technology adoption and usage and knowledge behaviors in online public communi-
ties [6,44,64,127], while the application of this theory in ESM within the workplace has not
been thoroughly explored. From a social cognitive perspective, this study subdivides ESM
context cognition into trust and reciprocity, considering outcome expectations as individual
cognitive variables and exploring the differential impact of employees’ cognitive factors
on the competing knowledge behavior (knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding). Our
work provides empirical evidence to support the concept that employees’ context cognition
and personal cognition are the critical factors that affect employee knowledge-sharing and
knowledge-hiding behaviors [23,44,76], which provides an alternative theoretical research
framework for future research on knowledge behaviors within the ESM context.

Thirdly, this study contributes to an increased understanding of the impact of employ-
ees’ emotional states on their social cognition and subsequent decision making regarding
knowledge behaviors. It reveals a boundary condition of social cognitive theory about its
influence on employees’ knowledge behaviors within the ESM context. The current study
incorporates employees’ positive and negative emotions into the research framework of
knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding, revealing the distinct influencing pathways
of employee environmental cognition factors and individual cognitive factors on their
knowledge-sharing and knowledge-hiding behaviors under different emotional states. This
contributes to the existing literature by providing a more comprehensive picture and a
compound theoretical framework to explain knowledge-sharing and knowledge-hiding
behaviors on the ESM platform.

6.2. Practical Implications

The conclusions of this study also contribute to a better understanding of employee
knowledge-sharing and knowledge-hiding behaviors on ESM platforms for businesses
and the significant role played by various social cognition and emotion factors in those
behaviors. This provides a theoretical basis for effectively utilizing knowledge resources
within ESM and promoting ESM platforms’ sustainable and healthy development.

First of all, in the process of ESM usage, there are not only positive knowledge-sharing
behaviors but also negative knowledge-hiding behaviors. Guiding employees from hiding
to sharing knowledge is crucial for innovation, team cooperation, and organizational
development [20,27,34,126].
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During the process of designing, selecting, and implementing ESM, organizations
need to build effective and comprehensive knowledge-interaction features. These fea-
tures may include browsing, posting, replying, commenting, or engaging in interactions,
recommending, sharing, private messaging, and more. Simultaneously, from a technical
perspective, the platform should ensure that it offers characteristics such as protecting
employee privacy and security, has a user-friendly interface, and is easy to use. Managers
and leaders should actively participate in knowledge-sharing activities on the ESM plat-
form and demonstrate the value of sharing knowledge. By setting a positive example,
leaders can inspire employees to follow and create a culture of knowledge sharing within
the organization.

Secondly, the research results indicate that employees’ cognition of trust and reciprocity
in the ESM environment, and their personal outcome expectations, can help promote pos-
itive knowledge-sharing behaviors and inhibit knowledge-hiding behaviors. Research
findings suggest that when an enterprise is designing ESM platform management policies
and operational procedures, it is important to ensure the fairness and reasonableness of
the policies. Firms should establish a positive and healthy ESM environment based on
trust and reciprocity to encourage and stimulate employee knowledge-sharing behaviors
while reducing and avoiding knowledge-hiding behaviors. On the one hand, firms need
to pay attention to the reasonableness of their ESM platform management policies and
operational procedures and ensure transparency in information access (for example, avoid-
ing setting information-viewing permissions based on employee hierarchical differences).
This fosters employee trust, ensures equality in communication among employees, and
increases their motivation for knowledge sharing. On the other hand, when formulating
platform regulations, firms should emphasize reciprocity and fairness. Platform operators
should take employee feedback and suggestions seriously, establishing reward and penalty
mechanisms to encourage knowledge sharing and interactions.

In addition, firms need to continuously improve the incentive and allocation systems
for platform usage to ensure that employees can achieve their expected outcome through
their own efforts. This is essential to effectively motivate employees, promoting continuous
knowledge sharing within ESM, enhancing user engagement and platform activity, and
contributing to the sustained and healthy development of ESM.

Thirdly, the research findings of the current study also suggest that firms should pay
attention to employees’ emotional states. Because emotions can affect employees’ cognition
and subsequent knowledge behavioral decisions, employee care and training should be
implemented in the organization to cultivate positive emotions and foster employees’ self-
development beliefs, thereby guiding positive knowledge behaviors. At the same time,
offering tips and advice and blocking the insertion of bad advertisements and pop-ups
on the platform can create a good emotional environment for employees on ESM and
encourage them to engage in knowledge-sharing behaviors, rather than hiding knowledge.

6.3. Limitations and Future Research

Although this study has theoretical and practical significance, there are also some
limitations. Firstly, regarding the research content, this article only explores the influence of
reciprocity, trust, outcome expectancy, and other environmental and individual cognitive
factors on employee knowledge-sharing and knowledge-hiding behaviors. Future research
can deepen our understanding of employee knowledge-interaction behaviors in ESM by
adopting new theoretical perspectives. Secondly, the data collection in this study was
limited to a few selected companies, and the sample size needed to be bigger, which may
introduce limitations. Subsequent research should expand the sample size to enhance the
generalizability of the findings. Thirdly, the current study does not consider the influence
of knowledge attributes that different factors may influence. The next step of research will
distinguish between tacit and explicit knowledge, expanding the findings of this study.
Lastly, relying solely on questionnaire surveys to collect data makes it difficult to fully
capture employees’ emotional states during their participation in enterprise social media.
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Future research could combine web scraping and sentiment analysis methods to collect and
analyze data, providing further validation and supplementation of the research results.
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Appendix A

Items of Constructs:
Trust:

1. I feel secure and ease when using enterprise social media.
2. I believe that the employee privacy policies and security measures of enterprise social

media are stringent.
3. I have no concerns about personal information shared on enterprise social being

leaked.
4. I believe that it is safe to post personal opinions on enterprise social media.

Reciprocity:

1. By sharing my knowledge, I believe that others will help me after I assist them in
solving problems.

2. By sharing my knowledge, I hold deep respect those who respond when I am in need.
3. When I share knowledge, I hope to regain that knowledge when I require it in the

future.
4. By sharing my knowledge, I believe that more people will answer my questions in

the future.

Outcome Expectancy:

1. When I participate in enterprise social media, I will receive greater recognition and
respect.

2. When I participate in the enterprise social media, I will strengthen my connections
with other employees.

3. When I participate in enterprise social media, I will be perceived as trustworthy.
4. When I participate in enterprise social media, I will attain better returns or rewards.

Positive Emotions:

1. In the past month of using enterprise social media, I often feel satisfied.
2. In the past month of using enterprise social media, I often feel proud and accom-

plished.
3. In the past month of using enterprise social media, I often feel active and engaged.
4. In the past month of using enterprise social media, I often feel enthusiastic and

energized.
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Negative Emotions:

1. In the past month of using enterprise social media, I often feel nervous.
2. In the past month of using enterprise social media, I often feel depressed.
3. In the past month of using enterprise social media, I often feel guilty.
4. In the past month of using enterprise social media, I often feel sad.

Knowledge Sharing:

1. I often allocate time to share knowledge with other members in the enterprise social
media.

2. I often take the initiative to share knowledge with other members in the enterprise
social media.

3. I often enhance myself through engaging in discussions on various topics in the
enterprise social media.

4. I often respond to comments from other members in the enterprise social media using
various approaches.

Knowledge Hiding:

1. when using enterprise social media, I have the ability to provide relevant information
and knowledge to other employees, but I choose not to do so.

2. when using enterprise social media, I sometimes choose not to answer questions from
other employees.

3. when using enterprise social media, there are certain private information that I cannot
disclose to others. some information is private and cannot be let others know.

4. when using enterprise social media, I sometimes provide answers that differ from
what other employees need or expect.
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63. Śmieja, M. Emotional Intelligence and Emotion Regulation Strategies. Psychol. Stud. 2011, 49, 55–64. [CrossRef]
64. Hsu, M.H.; Ju, T.L.; Yen, C.H.; Chang, C.-M. Knowledge Sharing Behavior in Virtual Communities: The Relationship between

Trust, Self-Efficacy, and Outcome Expectations. Int. J. Hum. Comput. Stud. 2007, 65, 153–169. [CrossRef]
65. Al-Mawali, H.; Al-Busaidi, K.A. Knowledge Sharing through Enterprise Social Media in a Telecommunications Context. Int. J.

Knowl. Manag. 2022, 18, 1–27. [CrossRef]
66. Connelly, C.E.; Kevin Kelloway, E. Predictors of Employees’ Perceptions of Knowledge Sharing Cultures. Leadersh. Organ. Dev. J.

2003, 24, 294–301. [CrossRef]
67. Barbour, L.; Armstrong, R.; Condron, P.; Palermo, C. Communities of Practice to Improve Public Health Outcomes: A Systematic

Review. J. Knowl. Manag. 2018, 22, 326–343. [CrossRef]
68. Connelly, C.E.; Zweig, D.; Webster, J.; Trougakos, J.P. Knowledge Hiding in Organizations. J. Organ. Behav. 2012, 33, 64–88.

[CrossRef]
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101. Černe, M.; Nerstad, C.G.L.; Dysvik, A.; Škerlavaj, M. What Goes Around Comes Around: Knowledge Hiding, Perceived

Motivational Climate, and Creativity. Acad. Manag. J. 2014, 57, 172–192. [CrossRef]
102. Caliendo, M.; Fossen, F.; Kritikos, A. Trust, Positive Reciprocity, and Negative Reciprocity: Do These Traits Impact Entrepreneurial

Dynamics? J. Econ. Psychol. 2012, 33, 394–409. [CrossRef]
103. Lee, Y.L.A.; Malik, A.; Rosenberger Iii, P.J.; Sharma, P. Demystifying the Differences in the Impact of Training and Incentives on

Employee Performance: Mediating Roles of Trust and Knowledge Sharing. J. Knowl. Manag. 2020, 24, 1987–2006. [CrossRef]
104. Schwarz, N.; Clore, G.L. Mood, Misattribution, and Judgments of Well-Being: Informative and Directive Functions of Affective

States. J. Personal. Soc. Psychol. 1983, 45, 513–523. [CrossRef]
105. Islam, S.; Muhamad, N.; Rokonuzzaman, M.; Iyer, P.; Leong, V.S. Customer Perceived Quality of Life in Provider Value Cocreation:

The Mediating Role of Customer Value Cocreation and the Moderating Role of Customer Emotions. J. Consum. Behav. 2023, 23,
186–202. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1108/ITP-12-2022-0990
https://doi.org/10.1287/isre.6.2.118
https://doi.org/10.2307/249749
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2014.03.038
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.7.2.119
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2014.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1108/GKMC-07-2020-0093
https://doi.org/10.4018/irmj.2002040102
https://doi.org/10.2307/2092623
https://doi.org/10.1093/jcmc/zmac036
https://doi.org/10.1108/ITP-10-2021-0753
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2020.103286
https://doi.org/10.2307/25148669
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2008.08.009
https://doi.org/10.2307/258792
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2008.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1108/ITP-04-2019-0186
https://doi.org/10.1080/16258312.2022.2130006
https://doi.org/10.1108/VJIKMS-01-2021-0012
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203792643
https://doi.org/10.1080/19331681.2020.1805086
https://doi.org/10.1287/isre.5.4.400
https://doi.org/10.4018/IJHCITP.2020010104
https://doi.org/10.1108/13673270910971824
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2012.0122
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joep.2011.01.005
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-04-2020-0309
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.45.3.513
https://doi.org/10.1002/cb.2167


Behav. Sci. 2024, 14, 653 27 of 27

106. Wang, C.; Zhou, Z.; Jin, X.; Fang, Y.; Matthew, K.O. Lee The Influence of Affective Cues on Positive Emotion in Predicting Instant
Information Sharing on Microblogs: Gender as a Moderator. Inf. Process. Manag. 2017, 53, 721–734. [CrossRef]

107. Kyung, S.; Jin, K.; Kim, K. A Study on the Relationship between Internet Overdependence and Anger Response among Young
Adults during COVID-19 Pandemic: Moderating Effect on Negative Emotions. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2023, 20, 2435.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

108. Zhao, Y.; Yan, L.; Keh, H.T. The Effects of Employee Behaviours on Customer Participation in the Service Encounter: The
Mediating Role of Customer Emotions. Eur. J. Mark. 2018, 52, 1203–1222. [CrossRef]

109. Tsai, H.T.; Bagozzi, R.P. University of Michigan Contribution Behavior in Virtual Communities: Cogntiive, Emotional, and Social
Influences. MIS Q. 2014, 38, 143–163. [CrossRef]

110. Lazarus, R.S. Progress on a Cognitive-Motivational-Relational Theory of Emotion. Am. Psychol. 1991, 46, 819–834. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

111. Zhao, H.; Jiang, J. Role Stress, Emotional Exhaustion, and Knowledge Hiding: The Joint Moderating Effects of Network Centrality
and Structural Holes. Curr. Psychol. 2022, 41, 8829–8841. [CrossRef]

112. Ma, B.; Zhang, J. Are Overqualified Individuals Hiding Knowledge: The Mediating Role of Negative Emotion State. J. Knowl.
Manag. 2022, 26, 506–527. [CrossRef]

113. Tan, Y.; Thoen, W. Toward a Generic Model of Trust for Electronic Commerce. Int. J. Electron. Commer. 2000, 5, 61–74. [CrossRef]
114. Carter, L.; Bélanger, F. The Utilization of E-government Services: Citizen Trust, Innovation and Acceptance Factors*. Inf. Syst. J.

2005, 15, 5–25. [CrossRef]
115. Kankanhalli, A.; Tan, B.C.Y.; Wei, K. Understanding Seeking from Electronic Knowledge Repositories: An Empirical Study. J. Am.

Soc. Inf. Sci. Technol. 2005, 56, 1156–1166. [CrossRef]
116. Hsu, M.-H.; Chiu, C.-M. Predicting Electronic Service Continuance with a Decomposed Theory of Planned Behaviour. Behav. Inf.

Technol. 2004, 23, 359–373. [CrossRef]
117. Watson, D.; Clark, L.A.; Tellegen, A. Development and Validation of Brief Measures of Positive and Negative Affect: The PANAS

Scales. J. Personal. Soc. Psychol. 1988, 54, 1063–1070. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
118. Andersen, A.H.; Rayens, W.S.; Liu, Y.; Smith, C.D. Partial Least Squares for Discrimination in fMRI Data. Magn. Reson. Imaging

2012, 30, 446–452. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
119. Qureshi, I.; Compeau, D. Assessing Between-Group Differences in Information Systems Research: A Comparison of Covariance-

and Component-Based SEM. MIS Q. 2009, 33, 197. [CrossRef]
120. Hair, J.F.; Sarstedt, M.; Ringle, C.M.; Mena, J.A. An Assessment of the Use of Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling

in Marketing Research. J. Acad. Mark. Sci. 2012, 40, 414–433. [CrossRef]
121. Podsakoff, P.M.; MacKenzie, S.B.; Podsakoff, N.P. Podsakoff Sources of Method Bias in Social Science Research and Recommenda-

tions on How to Control It. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 2012, 63, 539–569. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
122. Hair, J.F.; Risher, J.J.; Sarstedt, M.; Ringle, C.M. When to Use and How to Report the Results of PLS-SEM. Eur. Bus. Rev. 2019, 31,

2–24. [CrossRef]
123. Moqbel, M.; Nah, F.F. Enterprise Social Media Use and Impact on Performance: The Role of Workplace Integration and Positive

Emotions. AIS Trans. Hum. Comput. Interact. 2017, 9, 261–280. [CrossRef]
124. Bakker, M.; Leenders, R.T.A.; Gabbay, S.M.; Kratzer, J.; Van Engelen, J.M. Is Trust Really Social Capital? Knowledge Sharing in

Product Development Projects. Learn. Organ. 2006, 13, 594–605. [CrossRef]
125. Jeong, S.S.; Gong, Y.; Henderson, A. Correction to: Sympathy or Distress? The Moderating Role of Negative Emotion Differentia-

tion in Helping Behavior. Asia Pac. J. Manag. 2023, 40, 1459. [CrossRef]
126. Anand, A.; Centobelli, P.; Cerchione, R. Why Should I Share Knowledge with Others? A Review-Based Framework on Events

Leading to Knowledge Hiding. J. Organ. Chang. Manag. 2020, 33, 379–399. [CrossRef]
127. Zhang, X.; Liu, S.; Deng, Z.; Chen, X. Knowledge Sharing Motivations in Online Health Communities: A Comparative Study of

Health Professionals and Normal Users. Comput. Hum. Behav. 2017, 75, 797–810. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ipm.2017.02.003
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph20032435
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36767801
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-10-2016-0559
https://doi.org/10.25300/MISQ/2014/38.1.07
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.46.8.819
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1928936
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-021-01348-9
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-01-2021-0022
https://doi.org/10.1080/10864415.2000.11044201
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2575.2005.00183.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.20219
https://doi.org/10.1080/01449290410001669969
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.54.6.1063
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3397865
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mri.2011.11.001
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22227352
https://doi.org/10.2307/20650285
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-011-0261-6
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100452
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21838546
https://doi.org/10.1108/EBR-11-2018-0203
https://doi.org/10.17705/1thci.00098
https://doi.org/10.1108/09696470610705479
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-022-09828-7
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOCM-06-2019-0174
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.06.028

	Introduction 
	Theoretical Framework and Hypothesis 
	User Knowledge Sharing and Knowledge Hiding in Enterprise Social Media 
	Knowledge-Sharing Behavior 
	Knowledge-Hiding Behavior 

	The Impact of Social Cognition on Knowledge Sharing and Knowledge Hiding 
	Social Cognitive Theory 
	The Impact of Users’ Social Cognition on ESM Knowledge Sharing 
	The Impact of Users’ Social Cognition on Knowledge Hiding in Enterprise Social Media 

	The Moderation of Emotions 
	Control Variables 

	Research Methods and Data Collection 
	Measurements 
	Data Collection 

	Empirical Analysis and Hypothesis Testing 
	Reliability and Validity Test 
	Common Method Variance 
	Structural Model and Hypothesis Testing 

	Discussion 
	The Impact of Cognitive Factors on User Knowledge Behaviors in Enterprise Social Media 
	The Moderating Effect of Positive Emotions and Negative Emotions 

	Conclusions 
	Theoretical Contributions 
	Practical Implications 
	Limitations and Future Research 

	Appendix A
	References

