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The purpose of this study is to explore the impact of challenge and hindrance 
stressors on employees’ knowledge-hiding behavior, based on self-reported data 
from 493 Chinese preschool teachers. The findings indicate that both challenge 
and hindrance stressors significantly increase knowledge hiding, with hindrance 
stressors exerting a more pronounced effect. Furthermore, the study reveals the 
mediating roles of job crafting and work withdrawal, highlighting the distinct 
mechanisms involved with these stressors. Specifically, challenge stressors increase 
the likelihood of knowledge hiding through work withdrawal while simultaneously 
decreasing it through job crafting; notably, the former pathway has a greater effect. 
In contrast, hindrance stressors consistently exert detrimental effects, amplifying 
the probability of knowledge hiding through both mediators, which explains 
their stronger impact compared to challenge stressors. Additionally, empowering 
leadership plays a crucial moderating role in this relationship. The adverse influence 
of hindrance stressors on knowledge hiding, as mediated by job crafting, intensifies 
under high levels of empowering leadership. These findings not only validate 
the newly constructed parallel mediation model within an educational context 
but also provide practical strategies for kindergarten administrators regarding 
knowledge management. Such strategies include effectively distinguishing and 
managing different types of job stressors, enhancing skills to empower employees, 
and organizing regular knowledge-sharing activities.

KEYWORDS

challenge stressors, hindrance stressors, knowledge hiding, job crafting, work 
withdrawal, empowering leadership

1 Introduction

In the knowledge economy era, knowledge has become an essential strategic resource for 
organizations (Rhee and Choi, 2017). Therefore, fostering knowledge sharing is crucial for 
promoting organizational innovation and sustaining competitive advantages (Garg and 
Anand, 2020). Despite numerous efforts made by organizations to motivate employees to 
engage in knowledge-sharing behavior, the prevalence of knowledge-hiding behavior remains 
high (Connelly et al., 2019). Knowledge hiding refers to the intentional act of withholding 
requested information or providing non-requested information in response to a colleague’s 
inquiry. This behavior includes playing dumb (i.e., feigning ignorance of relevant information), 
evasive hiding (i.e., providing inaccurate information or a misleading promise of a complete 
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answer in the future), and rationalized hiding (i.e., offering 
justifications for withholding the information). The defining 
characteristics of knowledge hiding are that the knowledge is 
requested and the act of hiding is intentional (Connelly et al., 2012). 
Although considered counterproductive behavior inhibiting 
employees’ innovation and undermining organizational performance 
(Hernaus et al., 2019), organizations cannot compel their members to 
cease engaging in knowledge hiding due to its value as a personal 
resource aiding individual success (Pereira and Mohiya, 2021). 
Consequently, knowledge sharing does not occur spontaneously. 
Previous studies have highlighted the significant influence of various 
variables—such as knowledge characteristics (e.g., knowledge 
complexity, refer to Chen, 2020), individual factors (e.g., self-efficacy, 
refer to Kumar Jha and Varkkey, 2018), and contextual factors (e.g., 
ethical leadership, refer to Belschak et  al., 2018)—on knowledge-
hiding behavior.

The challenge-hindrance stressor framework (CHSF) posits that, 
based on an individual’s assessment of their ability to cope with 
stressors, job stressors can be classified into challenge stressors and 
hindrance stressors (Cavanaugh et al., 2000). Challenge stressors refer 
to those that individuals can overcome, providing subsequent benefits. 
They have a motivating effect that helps employee’s complete tasks and 
promotes self-growth. Examples of challenge stressors include time 
pressure, high workload, and diverse responsibilities. Conversely, 
hindrance stressors, such as role ambiguity, job insecurity, 
bureaucracy, and red tape, are those that individuals cannot overcome. 
These stressors impede goal attainment and self-growth without 
offering any subsequent advantages. While there are fundamental 
distinctions between challenge and hindrance stressors, findings 
regarding their correlation with knowledge hiding are conflicting. 
Some studies indicate a positive correlation between both types of 
stressors and knowledge hiding (Zhang and Min, 2022), while others 
suggest that only hindrance stressors are positively correlated with 
knowledge hiding, with challenge stressors showing a negative 
correlation (Montani et  al., 2024). Despite these inconsistent 
conclusions, the results imply that the influence of job stressors on 
knowledge-hiding behavior may operate through both motivation and 
depletion paths. The hypothesis of these two paths stems from the job 
demands-resources (JD-R) model proposed by Demerouti et  al. 
(2001). According to the JD-R model, job characteristics can 
be categorized into job demands (e.g., physical workload and time 
pressure) and job resources (e.g., colleague assistance and performance 
feedback). Job demands exhaust employees’ energy, leading to negative 
outcomes like job burnout and low organizational commitment, 
illustrating the depletion path mechanism. Conversely, job resources 
facilitate task completion and lessen employees’ physical and mental 
strain, resulting in positive effects like work engagement and high 
organizational commitment, thereby displaying the motivation path 
mechanism. Notably, within this model, all types of job stressors are 
considered job demands that lead to negative outcomes.

Limited evidence exists regarding the impact of the distinct job 
stressors—challenge and hindrance—on employees’ knowledge-hiding 
behavior (Škerlavaj et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2024). Previous studies 
have primarily focused on specific stressors (e.g., time pressure, refer 
to Škerlavaj et al., 2018) or have only examined the positive or negative 
effects of certain types of stressors (Zhang and Min, 2022; Montani 
et  al., 2024). Moreover, the conclusions of the existing studies are 
inconsistent. Therefore, the primary aim of this study is to investigate 

the influence of both challenge and hindrance stressors on employees’ 
knowledge-hiding behavior. Unlike the JD-R model, which considers 
job stressors solely as demands leading to negative outcomes, and the 
CHSF, which evaluates challenge stressors positively and hindrance 
stressors negatively, this study proposes a parallel mediation model that 
integrates both the CHSF and JD-R. Specifically, this model explores 
the underlying mechanisms through which both types of job stressors 
influence knowledge hiding via dual pathways of motivation and 
depletion. Furthermore, leaders play a crucial role within organizations, 
and their management style significantly affects employees’ attitudes 
and behaviors (Kim et al., 2018). Research confirms that leadership 
style has a substantial impact on employees’ evaluations of both the 
challenge and hindrance aspects of stressors (Arnold, 2017; She et al., 
2024). Therefore, it is reasonable to incorporate leadership style as a 
moderating variable within the theoretical model.

Regarding mediating variables, significant correlations have been 
identified between challenge stressors and job crafting (Chen et al., 
2021), as well as between hindrance stressors and work withdrawal 
(Piccoli et al., 2019). Therefore, job crafting and work withdrawal are 
considered mediating variables representing the motivation path and 
depletion path, respectively. This approach enhances our understanding 
of the relationships among job crafting, work withdrawal, and 
knowledge hiding while addressing the current lack of evidence in this 
area. Furthermore, in terms of the moderating variable, this study 
selects empowering leadership from various leadership styles. This 
choice is based on its sensitivity to resource ownership and its dual 
potential to act as either a beneficial resource or a detrimental burden, 
depending on the availability of personal resources (Wang and Sun, 
2019). Thus, it functions as a double-edged sword (Cheong et  al., 
2016). Given the differing impacts of challenge stressors and hindrance 
stressors on employees’ ownership of personal resources (Cavanaugh 
et al., 2000), the interaction terms between empowering leadership and 
these two types of stressors may display varying moderating effects on 
the mediating pathways. This exploration contributes to a clearer 
understanding of the boundary conditions under which empowering 
leadership exerts distinct influences, thereby addressing ongoing 
controversies surrounding this topic (Wang and Sun, 2019).

Notably, this study focuses on preschool teachers who encounter 
significant job stressors (Nislin et al., 2015; Zheng et al., 2020). The 
typical stressors faced by Chinese preschool teachers include heavy 
workloads due to large class sizes, substantial responsibilities for 
ensuring children’s safety, bureaucratic challenges in kindergarten 
management, and a lack of support for career development (Zheng et al., 
2020). It is evident that preschool teachers are exposed to both challenge 
and hindrance stressors. Additionally, as a highly specialized profession, 
knowledge sharing is crucial for the development of teachers, students, 
and schools alike (Li, 2021). Studies conducted in various regions of 
China, utilizing cluster sampling methods, have revealed that preschool 
teachers experience a significant issue regarding limited professional 
knowledge. Over 30% of these teachers have less than 3 years of teaching 
experience, and approximately 15% lack a professional background in 
preschool education (Huang et al., 2024; Qiu et al., 2020). This situation 
underscores the urgent need for enhanced knowledge sharing among 
these educators. The dual dilemma of job stressors and knowledge 
hiding among Chinese preschool teachers makes them a representative 
sample of this study. Thus, this study investigates how challenge and 
hindrance stressors impact preschool teachers’ knowledge-hiding 
behavior. It examines the mediating roles of job crafting and work 
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withdrawal while also exploring the moderating role of empowering 
leadership. The aim is to uncover the underlying mechanisms within an 
educational context and provide practical suggestions for kindergarten 
administrators to implement effective knowledge management strategies.

2 Research hypotheses and model 
construction

2.1 Challenge-hindrance stressors and 
knowledge hiding

Although the CHSF acknowledges the clear distinctions between 
challenge stressors and hindrance stressors, their impact on knowledge 
hiding could be  similarly positive. According to the COR theory, 
resources are defined as “anything perceived by the individual to help 
attain his or her goals” (Halbesleben and Wheeler, 2015). Tenure, 
seniority, time, knowledge, and social support are all valuable resources 
for individuals. Intrinsic motivation drives individuals to acquire, 
conserve, and maintain resources throughout their lives. When exposed 
to challenge or hindrance stressors, individuals perceive the need to 
consume additional personal resources to cope with job demands. This 
creates a significant threat to their existing resources. Notably, individuals 
are more sensitive to resource loss than to resource acquisition (Hobfoll 
et al., 2018). The impact of resource loss is both rapid and persistent. The 
perception of a potential threat to resource loss often results in 
considerable strain and emotional exhaustion (Lepine et  al., 2005). 
Consequently, individuals tend to adopt primacy-of-loss coping 
behaviors. These behaviors aim to minimize resource expenditure, thus 
alleviating the speed and extent of resource depletion. Therefore, when 
confronted with knowledge requests from peers, individuals may choose 
to hide knowledge as a valuable resource for several reasons. First, 
knowledge hiding serves as a means to avoid immediate depletion of 
time, energy, and other personal resources. Second, it helps prevent 
potential loss of personal resources, such as competitive advantages and 
opportunities for job promotion. Therefore, we hypothesize that:

H1a: Challenge stressors have a positive impact on 
knowledge hiding.

H2b: Hindrance stressors have a positive impact on 
knowledge hiding.

2.2 Mediating role of job crafting

Job crafting refers to the process through which employees 
proactively redesign their work tasks, cognitive perceptions, and social 
relationships to better align with their personal values, preferences, 
abilities, and motivations. These autonomous behaviors allow 
individuals to redefine the purpose and meaning of their work 
(Wrzesniewski and Dutton, 2001). Job crafting encompasses three 
dimensions: task crafting (i.e., involving changes to the order, quantity, 
and scope of work tasks), cognitive crafting (i.e., enhancing one’s 
perception of work itself), and relational crafting (i.e., improving 
social relationships within the workplace).

Distinct from knowledge hiding, the impacts of challenge and 
hindrance stressors on employees’ job crafting are fundamentally 

different. Challenge stressors, on one hand, are perceived by employees 
as opportunities for self-growth and career advancement (Lepine et al., 
2005). They motivate individuals to deliver outstanding performance 
to obtain resources in return. An optimistic anticipation of resource 
rewards fosters positive work attitudes and behaviors, making job 
crafting identified as one of the most effective coping strategies. 
Through task crafting, employees can independently redesign work 
tasks, allowing them to allocate personal resources more efficiently and 
cope better with challenge stressors. Similarly, cognitive crafting 
enables employees to view work meaning in a more positive light, 
helping them recognize the inherent challenges and opportunities 
present in their roles. Finally, relationship crafting improves the quality, 
scope, and frequency of interpersonal interactions with colleagues, 
thereby creating a robust interpersonal network that facilitates greater 
resource support from peers (Wrzesniewski and Dutton, 2001). On the 
contrary, hindrance stressors are perceived by employees as detrimental 
factors that exacerbate the depletion of personal resources. Pessimistic 
expectations regarding resource depletion hinder positive attitudes and 
behaviors among employees, including job crafting. When faced with 
hindrance stressors, individuals are required to invest significant 
personal resources to cope with them. This requirement can lead to 
increased resource depletion if individuals must allocate additional 
resources to job crafting. Consequently, those who are highly sensitive 
to resource loss (Hobfoll et al., 2018) typically refrain from job crafting. 
Instead, they may opt to minimize their resource investment in work 
endeavors as a strategy of mitigating potential losses.

According to the COR theory, individuals’ initial access to resources 
also facilitates further resource acquisition, resulting in what is known 
as resource gain spirals (Halbesleben and Wheeler, 2015). Once 
employees achieve resource rewards through job crafting, they enter a 
motivation pathway that encourages further investment behavior. In 
response to knowledge requests from colleagues, individuals often 
engage in knowledge sharing as a form of resource investment. The 
strong interpersonal networks developed through relationship crafting 
promote mutual assistance among employees (Kira et  al., 2010), 
particularly regarding knowledge sharing. Additionally, the enhanced 
sense of meaning at work derived from cognitive crafting encourages 
employees to share knowledge for the benefit of the organization 
(Ghitulescu, 2007). Furthermore, improvements in job performance 
and self-efficacy resulting from task crafting alleviate concerns about 
potential loss of personal resources (Chatman, 1989). This, in turn, 
lessens the likelihood of knowledge hiding as a strategy for resource 
protection. Conversely, hindrance stressors interfere with employees’ 
job crafting, leading to a loss of motivation for further resource-
investment behavior and an increased tendency to engaging in 
knowledge hiding. Therefore, we hypothesize that:

H2a: Job crafting mediates the relationship between challenge 
stressors and knowledge hiding.

H2b: Job crafting mediates the relationship between hindrance 
stressors and knowledge hiding.

2.3 Mediating role of work withdrawal

Work withdrawal refers to a series of covert retaliatory actions 
taken by employees who perceive unfavorable circumstances within 
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their organization. These actions aim to disengage from work tasks 
and weaken connections with colleagues (Gupta and Jenkins, 1991). 
Work withdrawal can be  categorized into two dimensions: 
psychological withdrawal behavior and physical withdrawal behavior 
(Lehman and Simpson, 1992).

In contrast to job crafting, challenge and hindrances stressors are 
likely to have a consistent impact on work withdrawal. Both types of 
stressors can inevitably endanger an individual’s available resources 
(Rodell and Judge, 2009), triggering a series of work withdrawal 
behaviors among employees (Schaubroeck et al., 1989). On the one 
hand, employees may exhibit psychological withdrawal behavior, such 
as inattention and negative work attitudes. On the other hand, they 
may engage in physical withdrawal behavior, displaying more serious 
avoidance actions like tardiness, early departure, and absence. These 
work disengagement behaviors effectively reduce resource depletion 
for employees. It is noteworthy that, compared to the straightforward 
adverse impact caused by hindrance stressors, challenge stressors 
result in more intricate outcomes. This effect is characterized by a 
“double-edged sword” phenomenon that yields both beneficial and 
detrimental outcomes (Webster et al., 2010; Lepine et al., 2004).

According to COR theory, when resources are continuously lost 
without effective compensation, individuals enter resource loss spirals. 
This means that an initial loss of resources leads to further losses, 
potentially resulting in resource desperation (Demerouti and Bulters, 
2004). Although employees attempt to reduce resource loss through 
work withdrawal, this strategy merely decelerates rather than eradicates 
such loss through resource recovery. Therefore, once employees choose 
work withdrawal as an adaptive coping behavior, they enter a depletion 
path that reduces their willingness to invest further in resources. 
Consequently, when faced with knowledge requests from colleagues, 
individuals are more likely to opt for knowledge hiding for the 
following reasons. Firstly, work withdrawal by employees engenders 
dissatisfaction among leaders and colleagues due to task avoidance and 
decreased performance. This dissatisfaction increases the impetus 
behind knowledge hiding through heightened interpersonal conflict. 
Secondly, work withdrawal causes employees to become unfamiliar 
with job content while their professional competence declines and 
their initiative for self-improvement diminishes. This decline reduces 
their ability to share knowledge (Afrahi et  al., 2022). Lastly, work 
withdrawal serves as a response to discontentment with the 
organizational working environment. In this context, knowledge 
hiding may be perceived as a covert retaliatory behavior against the 
organization (Gupta and Jenkins, 1991). Therefore, we hypothesize that:

H3a: Work withdrawal mediates the relationship between 
challenge stressors and knowledge hiding.

H3b: Work withdrawal mediates the relationship between 
hindrance stressors and knowledge hiding.

2.4 Moderating role of empowering 
leadership

Empowering leadership encompasses a variety of behaviors and 
processes that leaders use to empower employees. These include 
delegating authority, involving employees in decision-making, sharing 
information, and assigning responsibility (Konczak et al., 2000). It can 

be considered a form of “super leadership,” (Manz and Sims, 1991) 
designed to enhance employees’ sense of the meaningfulness of work, 
as well as their self-efficacy, work autonomy, and influence at work 
(Ahearne et al., 2005).

However, contrary to early findings, an increasing body of 
evidence supports the double-edged sword effect of empowering 
leadership (Cheong et  al., 2016). It can serve as both a valuable 
resource (Amundsen and Martinsen, 2014) and an excessive burden 
(Wong and Giessner, 2018). A crucial boundary condition that 
determines the specific effects of empowering leadership is the 
individual’s status regarding resource ownership. When resources are 
abundant, empowering leadership tends to yield beneficial effects 
more easily. Conversely, in resource-scarce situations, it is more likely 
to result in detrimental consequences (Wang and Sun, 2019). 
Challenge stressors can effectively enhance employees’ work 
motivation, improve job performance, and generate resource rewards 
(Cavanaugh et al., 2000). Consequently, empowering leadership is 
more likely to function as a powerful resource when employees 
manage these stressors. According to the “coping” hypothesis in the 
JD-R model, the positive impact of high-level job resources is more 
pronounced in situations characterized by high-level job demands 
(Lewig et al., 2007). Moreover, the “buffering” hypothesis suggests that 
work-related resources can help mitigate the adverse effects of 
resource depletion (Bakker et al., 2005). In environments where ample 
resources are provided through highly empowering leadership, 
challenge stressors are more likely to inspire employees to engage in 
job crafting. This, in turn, reduces their inclination toward work 
withdrawal and ultimately decreases instances of knowledge hiding. 
Specifically, a leader’s empowering behavior builds trust in 
subordinates’ capabilities and performance. This enhances their self-
efficacy (Konczak et al., 2000) while fostering psychological security 
(Srivastava et al., 2006). Additionally, it cultivates a more inclusive 
working environment, which helps alleviate cognitive and emotional 
resource depletion (Harris et  al., 2014). Empowering leaders also 
provide subordinates with greater autonomy, stimulating their 
motivation for job crafting (Wrzesniewski and Dutton, 2001). 
Conversely, less empowering leadership diminishes the support and 
resources available to employees, restricts their ability to engage in job 
crafting, and fosters feelings of insecurity. Ultimately, this results in 
disengagement from work and a higher incidence of knowledge-
hiding behavior. Therefore, we hypothesize that:

H4a: Empowering leadership moderates the indirect relationship 
between challenge stressors and knowledge hiding through job 
crafting, such that this indirect relationship is stronger when 
empowering leadership is high.

H4b: Empowering leadership moderates the indirect relationship 
between challenge stressors and knowledge hiding through work 
withdrawal, such that this indirect relationship is weaker when 
empowering leadership is high.

Considering that hindrance stressors lead to continual resource 
depletion for employee’s striving to complete their tasks (Cavanaugh 
et al., 2000), individuals often find themselves in resource-deficient 
situations. Consequently, empowering leadership can become an 
excessive burden for employees facing hindrance stressors, negatively 
affecting their well-being and work performance (Lee et al., 2017). In 
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environments where empowering leadership is prevalent, the adverse 
impacts of hindrance stressors on employees’ job crafting and work 
withdrawal are significantly amplified, ultimately increasing instances 
of knowledge-hiding behavior. Firstly, the self-leadership and self-
management encouraged by empowering leadership can increase task 
complexity (Magni and Maruping, 2013). This may lead to role stress 
(Humborstad et al., 2014) and further drain employees’ resources. 
Moreover, employees may misinterpret empowering behaviors from 
leaders as a lack of responsibility (Hinkin and Schriesheim, 2008), or 
underestimate the importance of certain tasks (Lee et  al., 2017), 
leading to decreased work motivation (Skogstad et al., 2014). As a 
result, highly empowering leadership can induce stress responses in 
employees (Cheong et al., 2016), diminishing their engagement in job 
crafting while increasing occurrences of work withdrawal and 
knowledge hiding. Conversely, less empowering leadership can 
alleviate resource depletion caused by task complexity and extra-role 
behaviors at work. This approach ultimately reduces resource 
depletion among employees. Additionally, it encourages greater job 
crafting, decreases tendencies for work withdrawal, and diminishes 
instances of knowledge-hiding behavior. Therefore, 
we hypothesize that:

H4c: Empowering leadership moderates the indirect relationship 
between hindrance stressors and knowledge hiding through job 
crafting, such that this indirect relationship is stronger when 
empowering leadership is high.

H4d: Empowering leadership moderates the indirect relationship 
between hindrance stressors and knowledge hiding through work 
withdrawal, such that this indirect relationship is stronger when 
empowering leadership is high.

As such, the theoretical model of the present study is illustrated in 
Figure 1.

3 Materials and methods

3.1 Participants and procedure

The principals of the kindergartens disseminated the information 
regarding the open recruitment of volunteers for this study to the 
preschool teachers’ WeChat work groups. The information included 
details about the research purpose, research procedure, the principle of 
voluntary participation, and assurance of anonymity and confidentiality. 
Questionnaires were distributed through the Wenjuanxing online 
platform.1 Preschool teachers who wished to participate in this study 
could scan the QR code generated by Wenjuanxing on WeChat to 
complete the questionnaires on their mobile phones.

To address the potential issue of common method bias and the risk 
of invalid responses caused by respondent fatigue, this study adopted a 
three-time data collection method. Data were collected at one-month 
intervals, consistent with the methodologies used by Tong et al. (2021) 
and Qiu et al. (2023). During time 1, challenge stressors, hindrance 

1 https://www.wjx.cn/

stressors, and empowering leadership were measured, resulting in 
obtaining 574 questionnaires. During time 2, job crafting and work 
withdrawal were measured, resulting in obtaining 569 questionnaires. 
During time 3, knowledge hiding was measured while demographic 
information was collected, resulting in obtaining 551 questionnaires. 
Several participants withdrew during the process due to resignation or 
personal reasons. Ultimately, a total of 493 valid questionnaires were 
obtained by matching the data from the three time points using the last 
six digits of phone numbers and filtering out invalid responses. The final 
sample primarily consists of females (97.4%). Most of them were under 
34 years old (85.0%) and held either college degrees (46.5%) or 
undergraduate degrees (47.9%). Additionally, over half of the participants 
work in public kindergartens (59.4%) and have less than 6 years of 
experience (66.7%). Sample characteristics are presented in Table 1.

Additionally, results from a one-sample T-test indicated that there 
were no significant differences in age (t = 0.86, p > 0.05), gender (t = 0.39, 
p > 0.05), education level (t = −0.65, p > 0.05), years of experience (t = 0.77, 
p > 0.05), and type of institution (t = 1.58, p > 0.05) between valid samples 
(N = 493) and invalid samples (N = 81). This suggests that the loss of 
samples did not significantly impact the representativeness of the data.

3.2 Measures

All measures were assessed using a five-point Likert scale, ranging 
from 1 (indicating strong disagreement) to 5 (indicating 
strong agreement).

Challenge and hindrance stressors were measured with the 
11-item scale from Cavanaugh et al. (2000). An example item was 
“The amount of time I spend at work is significant.” The Cronbach’s α 
coefficient of the scale was 0.861.

Knowledge hiding was assessed using the 12-item scale from 
Connelly et al. (2012). An example item was “I pretended that I did 
not know the information.” The Cronbach’s α coefficient of the scale 
was 0.896.

Job crafting was evaluated with the 15-item scale developed by 
Slemp and Vella-Brodrick (2013). An example item was “I make an 
effort to get to know people well at work.” The Cronbach’s α coefficient 
of the scale was 0.938.

Work withdrawal was measured using the 12-item scale from 
Lehman and Simpson (1992). An example item was “I left work early 
without permission.” The Cronbach’s α coefficient of the scale was 0.968.

Empowering leadership was assessed with the 10-item scale 
developed by Ahearne et  al. (2005). An example item was “My 
manager allows me to do my job my way.” The Cronbach’s α coefficient 
of the scale was 0.963.

3.3 Data analysis

Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted using Amos 26.0. 
Various statistical analyses were performed using SPSS 25.0, including 
one-sample T-test, common method bias tests, multicollinearity 
diagnostics, descriptive analysis, correlation analysis, hierarchical 
regression analysis, and one-way ANOVA. To explore the mediating 
and the moderated mediating effects, Models 4 and 7 of the SPSS 
macro program PROCESS 4.1 developed by Hayes (2017) were 
applied. A 95% confidence interval (CI) and 5,000 bootstraps were 
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utilized for these analyses. Additionally, if a statistically significant 
interaction term was identified, simple slope analyses using the pick-
a-point method were conducted to illustrate the moderating role.

4 Results

4.1 Common method bias test and 
multicollinearity diagnostics

To address potential common method bias, this study utilized 
both program control and statistical control methods. Program 

control involved collecting questionnaire data at three different 
time points, while statistical control included conducting the 
Harman single-factor test and confirmatory factor analysis. The 
results of the Harman single-factor test showed the extraction of 
nine factors from the principal component analysis, accounting for 
74.543% of the total variance. However, Factor 1 only explained 
32.273% of the total variance, which was significantly below the 
critical threshold of 40%. Additionally, the results of the 
confirmatory factor analysis (refer to Table 2) indicated that, among 
the various models considered, including alternative factor models, 
the six-factor model demonstrated superior fit indices (χ2/
df = 2.758; CFI = 0.904; TLI = 0.900; IFI = 0.905; RMSEA = 0.060). 
These findings suggest that significant common method bias was 
not present in this study.

To assess potential multicollinearity, this study employed the 
variance inflation factor (VIF). The results indicated that the VIF values 
for all predictor variables within the regression models ranged from 
1.043 to 2.196, all of which fell below the threshold of 3. Additionally, 
the tolerance values varied from 0.455 to 0.958, exceeding the minimum 
acceptable threshold of 0.1. These findings suggest that multicollinearity 
was not a significant issue within the regression models.

4.2 Descriptive statistics and correlation 
analysis

The results of the correlation analysis (refer to Table  3) 
demonstrated significant positive correlations between challenge 
stressors and both job crafting (r = 0.156, p < 0.01) and work withdrawal 
(r = 0.277, p < 0.01). Conversely, hindrance stressors exhibited a negative 
correlation with job crafting (r = −0.383, p < 0.01) and a positive 
correlation with work withdrawal (r = 0.586, p < 0.01). Additionally, a 
significant negative correlation was found between job crafting and 
knowledge hiding (r = −0.420, p < 0.01). Moreover, a significant positive 
correlation existed between work withdrawal and knowledge hiding 
(r = 0.674, p < 0.01), providing initial support for the hypotheses.

Furthermore, gender, age, education level, years of experience, 
and type of institution were found to have significant correlations with 
several focal variables. Therefore, they were included as control 
variables in the subsequent data analysis.

FIGURE 1

Theoretical model of the present study.

TABLE 1 Sample descriptive statistics (N  =  493).

Characteristic Category Percentage

Gender
Male 2.6%

Female 97.4%

Age

≤25 30.4%

26–34 54.6%

35–44 9.7%

≥45 5.3%

Education level

Junior high school and 

below
0.8%

High school 4.7%

Junior college 46.5%

Undergraduate 47.9%

Master or above 0.2%

Years of experience

≤3 30.8%

4–6 35.9%

7–10 14.2%

11–14 10.1%

≥15 8.9%

Type of institution
Public kindergarten 59.4%

Private kindergarten 40.6%
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4.3 Hypothesis testing

4.3.1 Tests of main effect and mediating effect
The results of the hierarchical regression analysis (refer to Table 4) 

revealed significant positive impacts of both challenge stressors (M9, 
β = 0.151, p < 0.01) and hindrance stressors (M11, β = 0.300, p < 0.01) 
on knowledge hiding. Notably, hindrance stressors demonstrated a 
stronger influence, thus supporting both H1a and H1b.

Furthermore, it was found that challenge stressors positively 
influenced job crafting (M1, β = 0.098, p < 0.01) and work withdrawal 
(M5, b = 0.425, p < 0.01). From M10, it was evident that job crafting 
(β = −0.244, p < 0.01) negatively impacted knowledge hiding, while 
work withdrawal (β = 0.366, p < 0.01) positively affected knowledge 
hiding. In contrast, hindrance stressors were associated with a negative 
effect on job crafting (M3, β = −0.205, p < 0.01) and a positive effect on 
work withdrawal (M7, β = 0.598, p < 0.01). Again, from M12, it was 
evident that job crafting (β = −0.221, p < 0.01) negatively impacted 
knowledge hiding, while work withdrawal (β = 0.348, p < 0.01) 

positively affected knowledge hiding. Therefore, job crafting and work 
withdrawal were identified as mediators in the relationship between 
challenge and hindrance stressors with knowledge hiding.

In addition, a mediation effect analysis was conducted using Model 
4 in PROCESS 4.1 (Hayes, 2017), with a sample size of 5,000 and a 95% 
confidence interval. Tables 5, 6 revealed that the 95% confidence 
intervals for all direct paths include 0. In contrast, the 95% confidence 
intervals for all mediated paths exclude 0, indicating a significant perfect 
mediation effect. Specifically, the indirect effect value for the path 
“challenge stressors → job crafting → knowledge hiding” was −0.024 
(95% CI = [−0.049, −0.004]). In comparison, the value for “challenge 
stressors → work withdrawal → knowledge hiding” was 0.155 (95% 
CI = [0.107, 0.209]), with the latter mediation path showing a significantly 
greater effect. Moreover, the indirect effect value for “hindrance stressors 
→ job crafting → knowledge hiding” was 0.045 (95% CI = [0.023, 0.072]). 
For “hindrance stressors → work withdrawal → knowledge hiding,” it 
was 0.208 (95% CI = [0.164, 0.254]), again indicating that the latter 
mediation path had a significantly higher impact. These results further 

TABLE 2 Results of confirmatory factor analysis (CFA).

Model χ2 df χ2/df IFI TLI CFI RMSEA

Six factors: CS; HS; EL; JC; WW; KH 4675.368 1,695 2.758 0.905 0.900 0.904 0.060

Five factors: CS + HS; EL; JC; WW; KH 5301.307 1700 3.118 0.885 0.880 0.885 0.066

Four factors: CS + HS + EL; JC; WW; KH 6906.572 1704 4.053 0.834 0.827 0.833 0.079

Three factors: CS + HS + EL; JC + WW; KH 12787.992 1707 7.492 0.645 0.632 0.645 0.115

Two factors: CS + HS + EL; JC + WW + KH 18355.900 1709 10.741 0.467 0.447 0.466 0.141

One factor: CS + HS + EL + JC + WW + KH 22732.839 1710 13.294 0.327 0.302 0.326 0.158

CS, Challenge stressors; HS, Hindrance stressors; EL, Empowering leadership; JC, Job crafting; WW, Work withdrawal; and KH, Knowledge hiding.

TABLE 3 Means, standard deviations (SD), and intercorrelations among the main variables.

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1. Gender 1

2. Age −0.022 1

3. Education level −0.061 −0.121** 1

4. Years of 

experience
0.003 0.687** 0.044 1

5. Type of 

institution
0.049 0.044 −0.194** −0.047 1

6. Challenge 

stressors
−0.062 0.154** 0.095* 0.152** −0.095* 1

7. Hindrance 

stressors
−0.061 −0.107* 0.125** −0.082 −0.066 0.204** 1

8. Empowering 

leadership
0.057 0.191** −0.147** 0.126** 0.049 0.086 −0.394** 1

9. Job crafting 0.044 0.296** −0.105* 0.230** 0.048 0.156** −0.383** 0.707** 1

10. Work 

withdrawal
−0.079 −0.209** 0.159** −0.143** −0.094* 0.277** 0.586** −0.337** −0.366** 1

11. Knowledge 

hiding
−0.130** −0.155** 0.175** −0.077 −0.153** 0.171** 0.476** −0.306** −0.420** 0.674** 1

Mean 1.972 1.899 3.420 2.304 1.428 4.226 2.777 3.807 3.815 2.952 2.981

SD 0.166 0.777 0.625 1.253 0.495 0.689 0.909 0.710 0.534 0.974 0.615

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01.

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1465480
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org


W
an

g
 et al. 

10
.3

3
8

9
/fp

syg
.2

0
24

.14
6

54
8

0

Fro
n

tie
rs in

 P
sych

o
lo

g
y

0
8

fro
n

tie
rsin

.o
rg

TABLE 4 Results of the hierarchical regression analysis.

Job crafting Work withdrawal Knowledge hiding

M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M7 M8 M9 M10 M11 M12

Control variables

Gender 0.162 0.044 0.082 0.018 −0.334 −0.222 −0.248 −0.231 −0.411* −0.249* −0.355* −0.250*

Age 0.153** 0.084** 0.150** 0.087** −0.259** −0.195** −0.169** −0.152* −0.131** 0.001 −0.093* −0.001

Education level −0.071 0.002 −0.029 0.019 0.150* 0.085 0.098 0.086 0.111* 0.038 0.078 0.038

Years of experience 0.027 0.022 0.023 0.018 −0.041 −0.037 −0.007 −0.007 0.001 0.022 0.016 0.023

Type of institution 0.037 0.022 0.011 0.012 −0.074 −0.055 −0.074 −0.073 −0.127* −0.091* −0.121* −0.093*

Independent variables

Challenge stressors 0.098** 0.157 0.425** 0.745** 0.151** 0.019

Hindrance stressors −0.205** 0.164* 0.598** 0.554** 0.300** 0.047

Mediators

Job crafting −0.244** −0.221**

Work withdrawal 0.366** 0.348**

Moderators

Empowering 

leadership
0.615** 0.659** −0.112 −0.134

Interaction terms

CS*EL −0.026 −0.076

HS*EL −0.059** 0.002

R2 0.113 0.301 0.216 0.548 0.157 0.254 0.374 0.381 0.104 0.506 0.268 0.509

ΔR2 0.102 0.290 0.206 0.540 0.147 0.241 0.366 0.370 0.093 0.498 0.259 0.500

F 8.392*** 26.071*** 22.258*** 73,333*** 15.119*** 20.569*** 48.294*** 37.181*** 9.415*** 61.953*** 29.712*** 62.604***

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.
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underscored the significant mediating roles of both job crafting and 
work withdrawal in the relationships between challenge and hindrance 
stressors with knowledge hiding, supporting H2a, H2b, H3a, and H3b.

4.3.2 Tests of moderating effect
Based on the results from the hierarchical regression analysis 

presented in Table 4, the interaction term between challenge stressors 
and empowering leadership did not exhibit a significant moderating 
effect on job crafting (M2, β = −0.026, n.s.) or work withdrawal (M6, 
β = −0.076, n.s.). Similarly, the interaction term between hindrance 
stressors and empowering leadership did not show a significant 
moderating effect on work withdrawal (M8, β = 0.002, n.s.). Therefore, 
none of H4a, H4b, or H4d were supported.

However, the interaction term between hindrance stressors and 
empowering leadership demonstrated a notable negative moderating 
effect on job crafting (M4, β = −0.059, p < 0.01). Furthermore, a 
moderated mediation effect test was conducted using Model 7  in 
PROCESS 4.1, with a sample size of 5,000 and a 95% confidence 
interval. The results (refer to Table 7) indicated that the indirect effect 

of job crafting between hindrance stressors and knowledge hiding was 
significant in the high empowering leadership group (βsimple = 0.023, 
95% CI = [0.009, 0.042], excludes 0). In contrast, it was not significant 
in the low empowering leadership group (βsimple = 0.004, 95% 
CI = [−0.015, 0.024], includes 0). A simple slope plot is depicted in 
Figure 2. Hence, H4c was supported.

4.4 Supplementary analysis

To further clarify the impact of challenge stressors and hindrance 
stressors on focal variables, a one-way ANOVA analysis was conducted 
to compare group differences. Following Kelley’s (1939) criterion of the 
top 27% and bottom 27%, challenge stressors and hindrance stressors 
were categorized into high and low groups based on the reported scores. 
Subsequently, the results from each group were matched, resulting in 
the formation of four distinct groups: low challenge stressors—low 
hindrance stressors (N = 53), high challenge stressors—low hindrance 
stressors (N = 41), low challenge stressors—high hindrance stressors 
(N = 20), and high challenge stressors—high hindrance stressors 
(N = 59). The results of one-way ANOVA (refer to Table 8) revealed 
significant differences among groups in job crafting, work withdrawal, 
and knowledge hiding (F = 21.686; F = 45.547; F = 26.481; all p < 0.001).

Post hoc multiple comparisons indicated that both the groups with 
low challenge stressors and high hindrance stressors, as well as the 
groups with high challenge stressors and high hindrance stressors, had 
the lowest scores in job crafting and the highest scores in work 
withdrawal and knowledge hiding. This suggests that employees facing 
high hindrance stressors are more likely to exhibit significantly decreased 
levels of job crafting, and increased tendencies for work withdrawal and 
knowledge hiding, regardless of their levels of challenge stressors.

5 Conclusion and discussion

5.1 Discussion

In accordance with the findings of Zhang and Min (2022), this 
study confirms the significant positive predictive impact of challenge 
stressors and hindrance stressors on knowledge-hiding behavior. 
Specifically, it has been found that a greater presence of these 
stressors among preschool teachers increase the likelihood of 
engaging in knowledge-hiding behavior. This outcome can 
be logically explained by COR theory. Since both types of stressors 

TABLE 5 Results of mediation effect test (independent 
variable  =  challenge stressors).

Effect SE 95% CI

Direct effect

Challenge stressors→Knowledge hiding 0.019 0.032 [−0.043, 0.082]

Indirect effect

Challenge stressors→Job 

crafting→Knowledge hiding
−0.024 0.012 [−0.049, −0.004]

Challenge stressors→Work 

withdrawal→Knowledge hiding
0.155 0.026 [0.107, 0.209]

Indirect effect contrast

Job crafting minus Work withdrawal −0.179 0.026 [−0.232, −0.132]

Total indirect effect 0.131 0.031 [0.073, 0.194]

Total effect 0.151 0.039 [0.073, 0.228]

TABLE 6 Results of mediation effect test (independent 
variable  =  hindrance stressors).

Effect SE 95% CI

Direct effect

Hindrance 

stressors→Knowledge hiding
0.047 0.027

[−0.007, 

0.101]

Indirect effect

Hindrance stressors→Job 

crafting→Knowledge hiding
0.045 0.013 [0.023, 0.072]

Hindrance stressors→Work 

withdrawal→Knowledge 

hiding

0.208 0.023 [0.164, 0.254]

Indirect effect contrast

Job crafting minus Work 

withdrawal
−0.163 0.024

[−0.211, 

−0.115]

Total indirect effect 0.253 0.029 [0.198, 0.310]

Total effect 0.300 0.027 [0.248, 0.353]

TABLE 7 Results of moderated mediation effect test.

Mediating 
path

Moderator Effect SE 95% CI

Hindrance 

stressors→Job 

crafting→Knowledge 

hiding

Empowering 

leadership low 

(-1SD)

0.004 0.010
[−0.015, 

0.024]

Empowering 

leadership mean
0.014 0.006

[0.003, 

0.028]

Empowering 

leadership high 

(+1SD)

0.023 0.009
[0.009, 

0.042]
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FIGURE 2

Moderating impact of empowering leadership on hindrance stressors and job crafting.

TABLE 8 Results of one-way ANOVA (N  =  173).

Groups

Job 
crafting

Work 
withdrawal

Knowledge 
hiding

M SD M SD M SD

Low CS Low 

HS (N = 53)
3.97 0.48 2.14 0.73 2.57 0.57

High CS Low 

HS (N = 41)
4.37 0.44 2.46 1.07 2.63 0.66

Low CS High 

HS (N = 20)
3.37 0.42 3.32 0.93 3.19 0.38

High CS High 

HS (N = 59)
3.67 0.65 3.84 0.68 3.42 0.55

F 21.686*** 45.547*** 26.481***

Post hoc 

multiple 

comparisons

Dependent variable = Job crafting (Tamhane’s T2)

High CS Low HS>Low CS Low HS>Low CS High HS & High 

CS High HS

Dependent variable = Work withdrawal (Tamhane’s T2)

Low CS High HS & High CS High HS>Low CS Low HS & High 

CS Low HS

Dependent variable = Knowledge hiding (LSD)

Low CS High HS & High CS High HS>Low CS Low HS & High 

CS Low HS

CS, Challenge stressors; HS, Hindrance stressors. *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.

pose a threat to personal resources, employees tend to adopt the 
primacy-of-loss strategy of knowledge hiding to prevent resource 
depletion, which can ultimately lead to resource desperation 
(Hobfoll et al., 2018; Lepine et al., 2005).

5.1.1 The mediating role of job crafting and work 
withdrawal

Although both types of stressors have a significant positive effect 
on knowledge-hiding behavior, the impact of hindrance stressors is 
stronger. This difference can be attributed to the mediating roles of job 
crafting and work withdrawal. While both job crafting and work 
withdrawal serve as mediators between the two types of stressors and 
knowledge hiding, their internal mechanisms differ. Challenge 
stressors enhance employees’ job crafting, increasing their motivation 
and capacity to share knowledge (i.e., motivation path). However, they 
also lead to greater work withdrawal among employees, which in turn 
heightens the likelihood of knowledge-hiding behavior (i.e., depletion 
path). Despite the stronger influence of the depletion path, the 
motivation path somewhat mitigates the positive impact of challenge 
stressors on knowledge hiding. This study further confirms the 
“double-edged sword” effect discussed by Webster et al. (2010) and 
Lepine et al. (2004), indicating that challenge stressors can result in 
both positive and negative outcomes. In contrast, hindrance stressors 
consistently exhibit detrimental effects, aligning with the findings of 
Cavanaugh et al. (2000) and Boswell et al. (2004). Hindrance stressors 
significantly increase the probability of knowledge hiding by reducing 
employees’ job crafting and increasing work withdrawal. Comparative 
group analysis further indicates that employees experiencing high 
levels of hindrance stressors exhibit lower job crafting, higher work 
withdrawal, and increased knowledge hiding, reinforcing the notion 
of a more pronounced positive impact of hindrance stressors on 
knowledge hiding.

The differential mechanisms of challenge stressors and hindrance 
stressors align with the fundamental principles of COR theory 
(Hobfoll et al., 2018). Specifically, challenge stressors stimulate job 
crafting in employees by providing resource returns, consistent with 
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the resource-investment principle. However, individuals are more 
sensitive to resource loss than to resource acquisition, as suggested by 
the primacy-of-loss principle. Therefore, the level of work withdrawal 
triggered by challenge stressors exceeds job crafting, ultimately 
leading to increased knowledge hiding through the depletion path. 
The decrease in job crafting and the increase in work withdrawal 
caused by hindrance stressors, which only deplete personal resources, 
further support the primacy-of-loss principle.

5.1.2 The moderating effect of empowering 
leadership

Empowering leadership plays a significant moderating role in the 
pathway through which hindrance stressors influence knowledge 
hiding via job crafting. As levels of empowering leadership increase, 
hindrance stressors lead to more knowledge-hiding behaviors through 
this pathway, highlighting the detrimental effects of excessive burdens 
associated with empowering leadership (Wong and Giessner, 2018). 
Nevertheless, empowering leadership does not show a significant 
moderating effect on the other three mediating paths, failing to 
support the “coping” and “buffering” hypotheses of the JD-R model 
(Lewig et  al., 2007; Bakker et  al., 2005). To clarify these findings, 
we  conducted hierarchical regression analysis with empowering 
leadership as the independent variable (refer to Table 9). The results 
diverge from the poor performance of empowering leadership in its 
moderating role. Empowering leadership significantly negatively 
affects hindrance stressors (M4, β = −0.483, p < 0.01), work withdrawal 
(M8, β = −0.399, p < 0.01), and knowledge hiding (M10, β = −0.228, 
p < 0.01), while demonstrating a significant positive effect on job 
crafting (M6, β = 0.508, p < 0.01).

Empowering leadership serves as a moderator in the pathway of 
“hindrance stressors → job crafting → knowledge hiding.” This finding 
confirms that excessive empowering leadership can overwhelm 
employees facing high levels of hindrance stressors (Magni and 
Maruping, 2013). Employees have already utilized personal resources 
to cope with these stressors. However, when high levels of empowering 
leadership demand additional extra-role behaviors, it exacerbates their 

resource depletion. As a result, employees may engage in reducing job 
crafting, potentially leading to a rise in knowledge-hiding behaviors.

The absence of a significant mediating role of empowering 
leadership across other pathways may be  attributed to various 
reasons. Firstly, empowering leadership does not play a significant 
moderating role in the mediating pathway of “hinderance stressors 
→ work withdrawal → knowledge hiding.” One possible reason for 
this is that hinderance stressors are often too overwhelming for 
employees to overcome or change (Cavanaugh et  al., 2000). 
Regardless of whether leadership is empowering, the depletion of 
individual resources inevitably leads employees to engage in work 
withdrawal to conserve as many resources as possible. Secondly, 
empowering leadership does not exhibit a significant moderating 
effect in the two mediating pathways between challenge stressors 
and knowledge hiding. This is not the first instance of observing 
that leadership styles do not significantly moderate the relationship 
between challenge stressors and outcome variables in organizational 
contexts in China (Ding et  al., 2017; Yao and Luo, 2022). It is 
important to note that the effectiveness of leadership depends on 
the quality of interaction and cooperation between leaders and their 
members (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). Effective empowering leadership 
must be  built on a solid foundation of robust leader-member 
relationships and mutual trust (Martin et al., 2016; Zhang, 2017). 
Additionally, the range of empowerment provided by leaders should 
align with the capabilities of their members (Cheong et al., 2016). 
By meeting these two conditions, empowering leadership can 
potentially exert its expected positive effects, helping employees 
better cope with challenge stressors and achieve favorable 
organizational outcomes. However, China is considered a 
traditional high power-distance country (Arrindell, 2003; Rui et al., 
2023). In such context, employees typically accept the status 
differences between themselves and their leaders, as well as a work 
model that involves executing decisions made by their leaders (Lam 
and Xu, 2019). Consequently, employees are not adept at 
establishing an equitable exchange relationship with leaders (Farh 
et al., 2007). This cultural context presents a greater challenge for 

TABLE 9 Results of the hierarchical regression analysis (independent variable  =  empowering leadership).

Challenge 
stressors

Hindrance 
stressors

Job crafting Work withdrawal Knowledge 
hiding

M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M7 M8 M9 M10

Control variables

Gender −0.208 −0.225 −0.292 −0.184 0.141 0.028 −0.423 −0.334 −0.442** −0.391*

Age 0.113* 0.102 −0.071 0.001 0.164** 0.088** −0.211** −0.152* −0.114* −0.08

Education level 0.098 0.109* 0.157* 0.091 −0.061 0.009 0.192** 0.137* 0.126** 0.094*

Years of experience 0.032 0.031 −0.034 −0.028 0.03 0.024 −0.027 −0.023 0.006 0.008

Type of institution −0.108 −0.11 −0.077 −0.065 0.027 0.014 −0.119 −0.11 −0.144** −0.138*

Independent variable

Empowering leadership 0.076 −0.483** 0.508** −0.399** −0.228**

R2 0.047 0.053 0.03 0.164 0.097 0.528 0.071 0.151 0.077 0.143

ΔR2 0.037 0.041 0.02 0.154 0.088 0.523 0.062 0.141 0.068 0.132

F 4.830*** 4.534*** 2.997*** 15.877*** 10.502*** 90.771*** 7.470*** 14.421*** 8.130*** 13.476***

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.
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empowering leadership to have a positive impact within 
Chinese organizations.

5.2 Theoretical implications

This study validates the significant positive effects of challenge 
stressors and hindrance stressors on employees’ knowledge-hiding 
behavior. It addresses the ongoing debate in prior research about 
whether these two types of job stressors have positive or negative 
impacts on knowledge hiding. Additionally, it examines the 
consistency of these effects.

Furthermore, this study confirms the effectiveness of a newly 
developed parallel mediation model in explaining the relationship 
between job stressors and employees’ knowledge-hiding behavior. The 
discovery of two additional pathways, namely “job stressors → job 
crafting → knowledge hiding” and “job stressors → work withdrawal 
→ knowledge hiding,” enriches the existing understanding of the 
mechanisms influencing knowledge-hiding behavior. The study also 
offers a plausible explanation for the stronger positive impact of 
hindrance stressors compared to challenge stressors. Hindrance 
stressors primarily deplete personal resources and can exacerbate 
knowledge-hiding behavior through a dual pathway: by reducing job 
crafting and increasing work withdrawal. Conversely, challenge 
stressors not only deplete personal resources, leading individuals to 
escalate work withdrawal, but they also provide resource rewards. This 
dynamic can promote job crafting and reduce the rate of knowledge-
hiding behavior to some extent. These findings validate the CHSF’s 
binary distinction between challenge and hindrance stressors 
(Cavanaugh et  al., 2000), the JD-R model’s dual-path hypothesis 
regarding motivation and depletion (Demerouti et al., 2001), as well 
as the principles of the COR theory related to primacy-of-loss and 
resource-investment (Hobfoll et al., 2018).

Lastly, this study highlights inconsistencies in the moderating 
effects of empowering leadership across various mediating pathways. 
It also examines its role as both an independent variable and as a 
moderating variable that influences job crafting, work withdrawal, and 
knowledge hiding. The results underscore the complex nature of 
empowering leadership. It can either serve as a valuable resource 
yielding positive outcomes or act as a burden that triggers negative 
consequences via different mechanisms (Cheong et al., 2016).

5.3 Practical implications

The findings of this study also offer practical implications for 
kindergarten administrators aiming to reduce preschool teachers’ 
knowledge-hiding behavior. Administrators should differentiate 
between challenge stressors and hindrance stressors for refined 
employee stress management. When dealing with challenge stressors, 
it is essential to manage them within a moderate range to enhance 
preschool teachers’ work motivation. This approach will promote job 
crafting and knowledge sharing among employees. If challenge 
stressors are too low, employees may resolve issues independently 
without feeling stimulated. Conversely, excessively high challenge 
stressors can overwhelm employees. This can lead to feelings of 
powerlessness and withdrawal from work, which may result in 
knowledge-hiding behaviors. The core principle of moderate challenge 

stressors involves setting realistic deadlines that convey a sense of 
urgency, as well as assigning challenging workloads and responsibilities. 
However, it is important to recognize that each teacher’s capacity to 
cope with challenge stressors varies. To appropriately set challenge 
stressors, it is crucial to consider each teacher’s teaching experience and 
professional background. This ensures that the tasks assigned are 
suitable for teachers at different stages of professional development. 
Additionally, comprehensive profiles for teachers should be developed. 
By consistently monitoring their performance, kindergarten 
administrators can gain a clearer understanding of each teacher’s 
capacity to handle challenge stressors. It is also vital to emphasize that 
any increase in challenge stressors should be  accompanied by a 
corresponding increase in job resources (Lewig et  al., 2007). Such 
resources include enhanced support from leadership and colleagues, 
timely feedback on performance, and greater autonomy in one’s work.

When it comes to hindrance stressors, the focus should be on 
minimizing them as much as possible. By reducing these stressors, 
administrators can alleviate preschool teachers’ concerns regarding 
resource loss. They also decrease work withdrawal and ultimately 
mitigate the likelihood of knowledge hiding. Kindergarten 
administrators should establish well-defined management systems 
and ensure their effective implementation in practice. This includes 
clarifying teachers’ responsibilities to reduce role ambiguity, 
streamlining workflows to eliminate bureaucratic obstacles, 
conducting fair performance evaluations to provide appropriate 
rewards, and safeguarding teachers’ rights to enhance job security. 
These strategies are expected to effectively lessen the hindrance 
stressors that preschool teachers may encounter (Zheng et al., 2020). 
By doing so, teachers can minimize the depletion of their time, energy, 
and emotional resources spent on managing these stressors.

Furthermore, kindergarten administrators should focus on 
enhancing their empowering skills to establish the necessary boundary 
conditions for empowering leadership to have a positive impact. Firstly, 
administrators should cultivate strong leader-member relationships and 
foster trust among teachers (Harris et al., 2014). This will enable teachers 
to establish better leader-member exchanges, resulting in their feeling 
strong support from their leaders and maintaining adequate resource 
status. Secondly, it is crucial for administrators to assess the levels of 
stressors that teachers face in a scientific manner. They should avoid 
excessive empowerment when employees are already heavily burdened 
by their workloads (Magni and Maruping, 2013). When employees 
experience high levels of job stressors, empowering leadership can 
become overwhelming rather than beneficial. Finally, administrators 
must recognize the importance of aligning their perceptions of 
empowerment with those of their members. They should strive to 
minimize potential misunderstandings among teachers regarding 
empowerment, particularly the idea that trivial tasks are assigned to 
them by leaders. When delegating responsibilities to preschool teachers, 
administrators must clearly articulate the objectives and significance of 
the tasks, convey their confidence in the teachers’ abilities, and specify 
the scope of autonomy granted. This approach encourages teachers to 
perceive empowering leadership as a recognition of their skills and 
contributions, ultimately enhancing the benefits of such leadership.

Additionally, it is recommended that kindergartens establish 
regular staff training programs and platforms for experience sharing, 
utilizing both face-to-face and online formats. This approach will help 
teachers continuously acquire knowledge and foster a culture of 
sharing and mutual assistance among them. If resources allow, 
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material or spiritual rewards can also be  offered to teachers who 
actively engage in knowledge-sharing activities.

5.4 Limitations and future research

While this study has made contributions to the field of knowledge 
hiding, there are several limitations that require discussion. Firstly, 
knowledge hiding is an adaptive coping behavior that manifests in 
specific situations, showing high variability among individuals. 
Therefore, we  propose incorporating diary studies for follow-up 
investigations. Not only do they yield more accurate data, but they also 
shed light on how job stressors influence employees’ knowledge-
hiding behavior over both short and long periods. Secondly, this study 
focused solely on preschool teachers in Jiangxi, Hubei, and Guangdong 
provinces in China, with female subjects accounting for over 97% of 
the participants. Although the gender distribution mirrors the actual 
scenario among preschool teachers in China, and gender was 
considered as a control variable in data analysis, it is recommended to 
include more diverse samples in future studies to enhance the 
generalizability of the findings. Thirdly, the factors contributing to 
employees’ knowledge-hiding behavior are multifaceted and involve 
intricate underlying mechanisms. Future research should consider 
incorporating new theories, such as affective events theory and the 
stimulus-organism-response model. Additionally, integrating new 
variables, such as personality traits and job characteristics, would allow 
for a more holistic examination. Furthermore, this study did not delve 
deeply into the impacts and mechanisms of empowering leadership on 
job crafting, work withdrawal, and knowledge hiding. Hence, future 
studies should not solely focus on empowering leadership but should 
also examine leader-member exchange. It is equally important to 
consider both administrators’ and employees’ perceptions of 
empowering leadership. This dual approach will enhance our 
understanding of the boundary conditions and underlying 
mechanisms through which empowering leadership operates.

5.5 Conclusion

Knowledge is an essential resource for individuals, and people 
exhibit heightened sensitivity toward it. The sharing of knowledge may 
be driven by a desire to acquire personal resources in return, while the 
hiding of knowledge may stem from a desire to avoid personal resource 
loss. Hindrance stressors play a significant role in driving knowledge-
hiding behavior by limiting the potential for job crafting and increasing 
work withdrawal. Conversely, challenge stressors function as a double-
edged sword. They encourage knowledge-hiding behavior by fostering 
work withdrawal but also discourage it by promoting job crafting. This 
results in a weaker overall impact. The dual effect underscores the 
intricate relationship between job stressors and knowledge-hiding 
behavior. Moreover, the dynamics of empowering leadership are 
complex and can lead to a range of outcomes, both beneficial and 
detrimental, under differing circumstances. The outcomes of this study 
support the idea that there is an increasing body of evidence suggesting 
that what is traditionally deemed a “good” factor may sometimes yield 
“bad” results (Ma and Tang, 2022). This is similar to the case of 
challenge stressors and empowering leadership in this research. Hence, 
it is crucial to recognize that a “good” factor may yield beneficial effects 

only under specific conditions. Therefore, further evidence is required 
to clarify the boundary conditions and the underlying mechanisms.

Data availability statement

The raw data supporting the conclusions of this article will 
be made available by the authors, without undue reservation.

Ethics statement

Ethical review and approval was not required for the study on 
human participants in accordance with the local legislation and 
institutional requirements. Written informed consent from the 
patients/participants or patients/participants legal guardian/next of 
kin was not required to participate in this study in accordance with 
the national legislation and the institutional requirements.

Author contributions

LW: Conceptualization, Formal analysis, Funding acquisition, 
Investigation, Methodology, Writing – original draft. YJ: 
Conceptualization, Methodology, Supervision, Writing – review & 
editing. KX: Data curation, Formal analysis, Investigation, Writing – 
review & editing.

Funding

The author(s) declare that financial support was received for the 
research, authorship, and/or publication of this article. This work was 
supported by the Educational Science Research Program of Jiangxi 
Province (19ZD086).

Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the 
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could 
be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Publisher’s note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors 
and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, 
or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product 
that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its 
manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.

Supplementary material

The Supplementary material for this article can be found online 
at: https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1465480/
full#supplementary-material

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1465480
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1465480/full#supplementary-material
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1465480/full#supplementary-material


Wang et al. 10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1465480

Frontiers in Psychology 14 frontiersin.org

References
Afrahi, B., Blenkinsopp, J., de Arroyabe, J. C. F., and Karim, M. S. (2022). Work 

disengagement: a review of the literature. Hum. Resour. Manag. Rev. 32, 100822–100816. 
doi: 10.1016/j.hrmr.2021.100822

Ahearne, M., Mathieu, J., and Rapp, A. (2005). To empower or not to empower your 
sales force? An empirical examination of the influence of leadership empowerment 
behavior on customer satisfaction and performance. J. Appl. Psychol. 90, 945–955. doi: 
10.1037/0021-9010.90.5.945

Amundsen, S., and Martinsen, Ø. L. (2014). Empowering leadership: construct 
clarification, conceptualization, and validation of a new scale. Leadersh. Q. 25, 487–511. 
doi: 10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.11.009

Arnold, K. A. (2017). Transformational leadership and employee psychological 
wellbeing: a review and directions for future research. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 22, 
381–393. doi: 10.1037/ocp0000062

Arrindell, W. A. (2003). Review of Cultures' consequences: comparing values, 
behaviors, institutions, and organizations across nations [review of the book Cultures' 
consequences: comparing values, behaviors, institutions, and organizations across 
nations, by G. Hofstede]. Behav. Res. Ther. 41, 861–862. doi: 10.1016/
S0005-7967(02)00184-5

Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., and Euwema, M. C. (2005). Job resources buffer the 
impact of job demands on burnout. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 10, 170–180. doi: 
10.1037/1076-8998.10.2.170

Belschak, F. D., Den Hartog, D. N., and De Hoogh, A. H. B. (2018). Angels and 
demons: the effect of ethical leadership on Machiavellian Employees' work behaviors. 
Front. Psychol. 9:1082. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01082

Boswell, W. R., Olson-Buchanan, J. B., and LePine, M. A. (2004). Relations between 
stress and work outcomes: the role of felt challenge, job control, and psychological strain. 
J. Vocat. Behav. 64, 165–181. doi: 10.1016/S0001-8791(03)00049-6

Cavanaugh, M. A., Boswell, W. R., Roehling, M. V., and Boudreau, J. W. (2000). An 
empirical examination of self-reported work stress among U.S. managers. J. Appl. 
Psychol. 85, 65–74. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.85.1.65

Chatman, J. A. (1989). Improving interactional organizational research: a model of 
person-organization fit. Acad. Manag. Rev. 14, 333–349. doi: 10.2307/258171

Chen, C. (2020). The effect of leader knowledge hiding on employee voice behavior—
the role of leader-member exchange and knowledge distance. Open J. Soc. Sci. 8, 69–95. 
doi: 10.4236/jss.2020.84006

Chen, C. H., Liao, L., Li, Y. Y., and Wang, T. (2021). Motivation comes from pressure: 
impact of challenge stressors on individual innovation behavior. Sci. Technol. Progr. 
Policy 38, 135–142. doi: 10.6049/kjjbydc.2020040483

Cheong, M., Spain, S. M., Yammarino, F. J., and Yun, S. (2016). Two faces of 
empowering leadership: enabling and burdening. Leadersh. Q. 27, 602–616. doi: 
10.1016/j.leaqua.2016.01.006

Connelly, C. E., Černe, M., Dysvik, A., and Škerlavaj, M. (2019). Understanding 
knowledge hiding in organizations. J. Organ. Behav. 40, 779–782. doi: 10.1002/
job.2407

Connelly, C. E., Zweig, D., Webster, J., and Trougakos, J. P. (2012). Knowledge hiding 
in organizations. J. Organ. Behav. 33, 64–88. doi: 10.1002/job.737

Demerouti, E., Bakker, A. B., Nachreiner, F., and Schaufeli, W. B. (2001). The job 
demands-resources model of burnout. J. Appl. Psychol. 86, 499–512. doi: 
10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.499

Demerouti, E., and Bulters, A. (2004). The loss spiral of work pressure, work–home 
interference and exhaustion: reciprocal relations in a three-wave study. J. Vocat. Behav. 
64, 131–149. doi: 10.1016/S0001-8791(03)00030-7

Ding, L., Geng, Z., and Bai, S. (2017). The contingent relationship between work 
stressor and employee creativity: the moderating role of psychological empowerment. 
Sci. Technol. Progress Policy 17, 148–153. doi: 10.6049/kjjbydc.2016100443

Farh, J., Hackett, R. D., and Liang, J. (2007). Individual-level cultural values as 
moderators of perceived organizational support–employee outcome relationships in 
China: comparing the effects of power distance and Traditionality. Acad. Manag. J. 50, 
715–729. doi: 10.5465/amj.2007.25530866

Garg, N., and Anand, P. (2020). Knowledge hiding, conscientiousness, loneliness and 
affective commitment: a moderated mediation model. Int. J. Educ. Manag. 34, 
1417–1437. doi: 10.1108/IJEM-08-2018-0231

Ghitulescu, B.E. (2007). Shaping tasks and relationships at work: Examining the 
antecedents and consequences of employee job crafting. Available online at: 
http://d-scholarship.pitt.edu/10312/1/ghitulescube_etd.pdf (Accessed January, 16 2007).

Gupta, N. K., and Jenkins, G. D. (1991). Rethinking dysfunctional employee behaviors. 
Hum. Resour. Manag. Rev. 1, 39–59. doi: 10.1016/1053-4822(91)90010-A

Halbesleben, J. R. B., and Wheeler, A. R. (2015). To invest or not? The role of coworker 
support and Trust in Daily Reciprocal Gain Spirals of helping behavior. J. Manag. 41, 
1628–1650. doi: 10.1177/0149206312455246

Harris, T. B., Li, N., and Boswell, W. R., Zhang, X.-a., & Xie, Z. (2014). Getting what's 
new from newcomers: empowering leadership, creativity, and adjustment in the 
socialization context. Pers. Psychol. 67, 567–604. doi: 10.1111/peps.12053

Hayes, A. F. (2017). Introduction to Mediation, Moderation, and Conditional Process 
Analysis: A Regression-Based Approach. New York: Guilford Publications.

Hernaus, T., Cerne, M., Connelly, C., Poloski Vokic, N., and Škerlavaj, M. (2019). 
Evasive knowledge hiding in academia: when competitive individuals are asked to 
collaborate. J. Knowl. Manag. 23, 597–618. doi: 10.1108/JKM-11-2017-0531

Hinkin, T. R., and Schriesheim, C. A. (2008). An examination of "nonleadership": 
from laissez-faire leadership to leader reward omission and punishment omission. J. 
Appl. Psychol. 93, 1234–1248. doi: 10.1037/a0012875

Hobfoll, S. E., Halbesleben, J., Neveu, J.-P., and Westman, M. (2018). Conservation of 
resources in the organizational context: the reality of resources and their consequences. 
Annu. Rev. Organ. Psych. Organ. Behav. 5, 103–128. doi: 10.1146/annurev-
orgpsych-032117-104640

Huang, M., Guo, L., Chen, L., and Zhao, S. (2024). The relationship of person: 
organization fit and preschool Teachers' job burnout: a moderated meditating model. J. 
Psychol. Sci. 3, 622–629. doi: 10.16719/j.cnki.1671-6981.20240314

Humborstad, S. I. W., Nerstad, C. G. L., and Dysvik, A. (2014). Empowering 
leadership, employee goal orientations and work performance: a competing hypothesis 
approach. Pers. Rev. 43, 246–271. doi: 10.1108/PR-01-2012-0008

Kelley, T. L. (1939). The selection of upper and lower groups for the validation of test 
items. J. Educ. Psychol. 30, 17–24. doi: 10.1037/h0057123

Kim, M., and Beehr, T. (2018). Empowering leadership: leading people to be present 
through affective organizational commitment?. Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manag. 31, 1–25. 
doi: 10.1080/09585192.2018.1424017

Kira, M., van Eijnatten, F. M., and Balkin, D. B. (2010). Crafting sustainable work: 
development of personal resources. J. Organ. Chang. Manag. 23, 616–632. doi: 
10.1108/09534811011071315

Konczak, L. J., Stelly, D. J., and Trusty, M. L. (2000). Defining and measuring 
empowering leader behaviors: development of an upward feedback instrument. Educ. 
Psychol. Meas. 60, 301–313. doi: 10.1177/00131640021970420

Kumar Jha, J., and Varkkey, B. (2018). Are you a cistern or a channel? Exploring factors 
triggering knowledge-hiding behavior at the workplace: evidence from the Indian R&D 
professionals. J. Knowl. Manag. 22, 824–849. doi: 10.1108/JKM-02-2017-0048

Lam, L. W., and Xu, A. J. (2019). Power imbalance and employee silence: the role of 
abusive leadership, power distance orientation, and perceived organisational politics. 
Appl. Psychol. Int. Rev. 68, 513–546. doi: 10.1111/apps.12170

Lee, S., Cheong, M., Kim, M., and Yun, S. (2017). Never too much? The curvilinear 
relationship between empowering leadership and task performance. Group Org. Manag. 
42, 11–38. doi: 10.1177/1059601116646474

Lehman, W. E., and Simpson, D. D. (1992). Employee substance use and on-the-job 
behaviors. J. Appl. Psychol. 77, 309–321. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.77.3.309

LePine, J. A., LePine, M. A., and Jackson, C. L. (2004). Challenge and hindrance stress: 
relationships with exhaustion, motivation to learn, and learning performance. J. Appl. 
Psychol. 89, 883–891. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.89.5.883

Lepine, J., Podsakoff, N., and Lepine, M. (2005). A Meta-analytic test of the challenge 
stressor-hindrance stressor framework: an explanation for inconsistent relationships among 
stressors and performance. Acad. Manag. J. 48, 764–775. doi: 10.5465/amj.2005.18803921

Lewig, K. A., Xanthopoulou, D., Bakker, A. B., Dollard, M. F., and Metzer, J. C. (2007). 
Burnout and connectedness among Australian volunteers: a test of the job demands-
resources model. J. Vocat. Behav. 71, 429–445. doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2007.07.003

Li, W. (2021). Teacher knowledge sharing: bottlenecks, processes and systematic 
promotion strategies. Res. Educ. Dev. 12, 28–36. doi: 10.14121/j.cnki.1008-3855.2021.12.006

Ma, Q., and Tang, N. (2022). Too much of a good thing: the curvilinear relation 
between inclusive leadership and team innovative behaviors. Asia Pac. J. Manag. 40, 
929–952. doi: 10.1007/s10490-022-09862-5

Magni, M., and Maruping, L. M. (2013). Sink or swim: empowering leadership and 
overload in teams' ability to deal with the unexpected. Hum. Resour. Manag. 52, 
715–739. doi: 10.1002/hrm.21561

Manz, C. C., and Sims, H. P. (1991). Super-leadership: beyond the myth of heroic 
leadership. Organ. Dyn. 19, 18–35. doi: 10.1016/0090-2616(91)90051-A

Martin, R., Guillaume, Y., Thomas, G., Lee, A., and Epitropaki, O. (2016). Leader–
member exchange (LMX) and performance: a meta-analytic review. Pers. Psychol. 69, 
67–121. doi: 10.1111/peps.12100

Montani, F., Sommovigo, V., and Staglianò, R. (2024). Sharing and hiding knowledge 
under pandemics: the role of stressor appraisals, perceived supervisor behaviors and 
attributions of supervisor motives. Hum. Resour. Manag. J. 34, 1154–1183. doi: 
10.1111/1748-8583.12548

Nislin, M. A., Sajaniemi, N. K., Sims, M., Suhonen, E., Maldonado Montero, E. F., 
Hirvonen, A., et al. (2015). Pedagogical work, stress regulation and work-related well-
being among early childhood professionals in integrated special day-care groups. Eur. J. 
Spec. Needs Educ. 31, 27–43. doi: 10.1080/08856257.2015.1087127

Pereira, V. E., and Mohiya, M. (2021). Share or hide? Investigating positive and 
negative employee intentions and organizational support in the context of knowledge 
sharing and hiding. J. Bus. Res. 129, 368–381. doi: 10.1016/J.JBUSRES.2021.03.011

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1465480
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2021.100822
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.5.945
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000062
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0005-7967(02)00184-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0005-7967(02)00184-5
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.10.2.170
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01082
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0001-8791(03)00049-6
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.1.65
https://doi.org/10.2307/258171
https://doi.org/10.4236/jss.2020.84006
https://doi.org/10.6049/kjjbydc.2020040483
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2016.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2407
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2407
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.737
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.499
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0001-8791(03)00030-7
https://doi.org/10.6049/kjjbydc.2016100443
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2007.25530866
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEM-08-2018-0231
http://d-scholarship.pitt.edu/10312/1/ghitulescube_etd.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/1053-4822(91)90010-A
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206312455246
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12053
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-11-2017-0531
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012875
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104640
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104640
https://doi.org/10.16719/j.cnki.1671-6981.20240314
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-01-2012-0008
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0057123
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2018.1424017
https://doi.org/10.1108/09534811011071315
https://doi.org/10.1177/00131640021970420
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-02-2017-0048
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12170
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601116646474
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.77.3.309
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.5.883
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2005.18803921
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2007.07.003
https://doi.org/10.14121/j.cnki.1008-3855.2021.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-022-09862-5
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21561
https://doi.org/10.1016/0090-2616(91)90051-A
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12100
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12548
https://doi.org/10.1080/08856257.2015.1087127
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JBUSRES.2021.03.011


Wang et al. 10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1465480

Frontiers in Psychology 15 frontiersin.org

Piccoli, B., Reisel, W., and De Witte, H. (2019). Understanding the relationship 
between job insecurity and performance: hindrance or challenge effect? J. Career Dev. 
48, 150–165. doi: 10.1177/0894845319833189

Qiu, M., Wang, L., and Li, L. (2020). Research on the obstacles of preschool teachers’ 
career: a comparison between private kindergartens and public ones. Educ. Res. Monthly 
12, 88–93. doi: 10.16477/j.cnki.issn1674-2311.2020.12.013

Qiu, X., Yu, G., and Sun, X. (2023). “Enabling” or “overloading”? Double-edged sword 
effect of feeling trusted on employees’ proactive behavior. Manag. Rev. 1, 199–208. doi: 
10.14120/j.cnki.cn11-5057/f.2023.01.005

Rhee, Y. W., and Choi, J. N. (2017). Knowledge management behavior and individual 
creativity: goal orientations as antecedents and in-group social status as moderating 
contingency. J. Organ. Behav. 38, 813–832. doi: 10.1002/job.2168

Rodell, J. B., and Judge, T. A. (2009). Can “good” stressors spark “bad” behaviors? The 
mediating role of emotions in links of challenge and hindrance stressors with citizenship 
and counterproductive behaviors. J. Appl. Psychol. 94, 1438–1451. doi: 10.1037/a0016752

Rui, J. R., Chen, J., Wang, L., and Xu, P. (2023). Freedom as right or privilege? 
Comparing the effect of power distance on psychological reactance between China and 
the United States. Health Commun. 39, 1320–1332. doi: 10.1080/10410236.2023.2212138

Schaubroeck, J., Cotton, J. L., and Jennings, K. R. (1989). Antecedents and 
consequences of role stress: a covariance structure analysis. J. Organ. Behav. 10, 35–58. 
doi: 10.1002/job.4030100104

She, Z., Ma, L., Li, Q., and Jiang, P. (2024). Help or hindrance? The effects of leader 
workaholism on employee creativity. J. Bus. Res. 182:114767. doi: 10.1016/j.
jbusres.2024.114767

Škerlavaj, M., Connelly, C. E., Cerne, M., and Dysvik, A. (2018). Tell me if you can: 
time pressure, prosocial motivation, perspective taking, and knowledge hiding. J. Knowl. 
Manag. 22, 1489–1509. doi: 10.1108/JKM-05-2017-0179

Skogstad, A., Hetland, J., Glasø, L., and Einarsen, S. (2014). Is avoidant leadership a root 
cause of subordinate stress? Longitudinal relationships between laissez-faire leadership and 
role ambiguity. Work Stress. 28, 323–341. doi: 10.1080/02678373.2014.957362

Slemp, G. R., and Vella-Brodrick, D. A. (2013). The job crafting questionnaire: a new 
scale to measure the extent to which employees engage in job crafting. Int. J. Wellbeing 
3, 126–146. doi: 10.5502/ijw.v3i2.1

Škerlavaj, M., Černe, M., and Batistič, S. (2023). Knowledge Hiding in Organizations: 
Meta-Analysis 10 Years Later. Econ. Bus. Rev. 25, 79–102. doi: 10.15458/2335-4216.1319

Srivastava, A., Bartol, K., and Locke, E. (2006). Empowering leadership in 
management teams: effects on knowledge sharing, efficacy, and performance. Acad. 
Manag. J. 49, 1239–1251. doi: 10.5465/amj.2006.23478718

Tong, J., Oh, J. K., and Johnson, R. E. (2021). Being mindful at work: a moderated 
mediation model of the effects of challenge stressors on employee dedication and 
cynicism. Eur. J. Work Organ. Psychol. 30, 887–898. doi: 
10.1080/1359432X.2021.1882423

Uhl-Bien, M., Riggio, R. E., Lowe, K. B., and Carsten, M. K. (2014). Followership 
theory: a review and research agenda. Leadersh. Q. 25, 83–104. doi: 10.1016/j.
leaqua.2013.11.007

Wang, H., and Sun, J. (2019). The negative effects of empowering leadership: 
theoretical mechanisms and boundary conditions. Adv. Psychol. Sci. 27, 858–870. doi: 
10.3724/SP.J.1042.2019.00858

Wang, Z., Wang, S., and Liang, Y. (2024). A review of research on the influencing 
factors and effects of knowledge hiding. J. Hubei Univ. Econ. 8, 70–77.

Webster, J. R., Beehr, T. A., and Christiansen, N. D. (2010). Toward a better 
understanding of the effects of hindrance and challenge stressors on work behavior. J. 
Vocat. Behav. 76, 68–77. doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2009.06.012

Wong, S. I., and Giessner, S. R. (2018). The thin line between empowering and laissez-
faire leadership: an expectancy-match perspective. J. Manag. 44, 757–783. doi: 
10.1177/0149206315574597

Wrzesniewski, A., and Dutton, J. (2001). Crafting a job: Revisioning employees as 
active crafters of their work. Acad. Manag. Rev. 26, 179–201. doi: 10.2307/259118

Yao, Z., and Luo, J. (2022). Study on the effect of time pressure on knowledge hiding: 
dual paths of motivation and emotion. Manag. Rev. 8, 180–191. doi: 10.3969/j.issn.100
3-1952.2022.8.glpl202208015

Zhang, Y. (2017). Ethical leadership and counterproductive work behavior: 
mechanism of Trust in Leadership. Manag Rev 12, 106–115. doi: 10.14120/j.cnki.
cn11-5057/f.2017.12.010

Zhang, Z., and Min, M. (2022). Project manager knowledge hiding,  
subordinates’ work-related stress and turnover intentions: empirical evidence from 
Chinese NPD projects. J. Knowl. Manag. 26, 1921–1944. doi: 10.1108/
JKM-02-2021-0155

Zheng, H., Yang, W., and Gu, P. (2020). Research on influencing factors and 
countermeasures of job stressors of preschool teachers. Surv. Educ. 48, 48–49. doi: 
10.16070/j.cnki.cn45-1388/g4s.2020.48.016

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1465480
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894845319833189
https://doi.org/10.16477/j.cnki.issn1674-2311.2020.12.013
https://doi.org/10.14120/j.cnki.cn11-5057/f.2023.01.005
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2168
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016752
https://doi.org/10.1080/10410236.2023.2212138
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.4030100104
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2024.114767
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2024.114767
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-05-2017-0179
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2014.957362
https://doi.org/10.5502/ijw.v3i2.1
https://doi.org/10.15458/2335-4216.1319
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2006.23478718
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2021.1882423
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.11.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.11.007
https://doi.org/10.3724/SP.J.1042.2019.00858
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2009.06.012
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206315574597
https://doi.org/10.2307/259118
https://doi.org/10.3969/j.issn.1003-1952.2022.8.glpl202208015
https://doi.org/10.3969/j.issn.1003-1952.2022.8.glpl202208015
https://doi.org/10.14120/j.cnki.cn11-5057/f.2017.12.010
https://doi.org/10.14120/j.cnki.cn11-5057/f.2017.12.010
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-02-2021-0155
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-02-2021-0155
https://doi.org/10.16070/j.cnki.cn45-1388/g4s.2020.48.016

	The impact of challenge and hindrance stressors on knowledge hiding: the mediating role of job crafting and work withdrawal
	1 Introduction
	2 Research hypotheses and model construction
	2.1 Challenge-hindrance stressors and knowledge hiding
	2.2 Mediating role of job crafting
	2.3 Mediating role of work withdrawal
	2.4 Moderating role of empowering leadership

	3 Materials and methods
	3.1 Participants and procedure
	3.2 Measures
	3.3 Data analysis

	4 Results
	4.1 Common method bias test and multicollinearity diagnostics
	4.2 Descriptive statistics and correlation analysis
	4.3 Hypothesis testing
	4.3.1 Tests of main effect and mediating effect
	4.3.2 Tests of moderating effect
	4.4 Supplementary analysis

	5 Conclusion and discussion
	5.1 Discussion
	5.1.1 The mediating role of job crafting and work withdrawal
	5.1.2 The moderating effect of empowering leadership
	5.2 Theoretical implications
	5.3 Practical implications
	5.4 Limitations and future research
	5.5 Conclusion


	 References

