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ABSTRACT: Employee creativity is crucial for fostering organisational
iInnovation and maintaining competitiveness. This research investigates the
relationship between psychological safety (PS) and employee creativity (EC),
emphasising the mediating effects of knowledge sharing (KS) and knowledge
concealment (KH), grounded in organisational support theory (OST). We
hypothesise that PS enhances EC, with KS and KH serving as mediators, and
that organisational safety climate (OSC) moderates these relationships. To test
these hypotheses, we conducted a survey of 757 skilled workers in Chinese
manufacturing firms using a quantitative approach. The direct and indirect
relationships between PS and EC, as well as KS and KH, were examined
through path analysis using structural equation modelling. The moderating
effect of OSC was assessed via regression analysis. The findings indicate
that PS positively influences EC, while KS and KH mediate the relationship
between the two. This study suggests that fostering psychological security for
employees can be effectively approached from the perspective of organisational
support theory. Organisations should prioritise employee well-being, enhancing
their psychological security to stimulate their initiative and willingness to
share knowledge, thereby promoting creativity development. Furthermore,
a robust OSC strengthens the positive impact of PS on KS and mitigates its
relationship with KH. This moderating effect challenges conventional notions
that organisational climate solely influences employee behaviour. By exploring
the moderating role of OSC in the relationship between employee PS and
both KS and KH, this study offers a more intuitive and systematic insight
into the impact of organisational-level factors on EC performance. The study
concludes with discussions on both theoretical and practical implications.

Keywords: PS Psychological Safety, Knowledge Sharing, Knowledge Hiding,
Organizational Safety Climate, Employee Creativity, Organizational Support.

PAGE 181

JOURNALMODERNPM.COM

1. Introduction

Creativity is vital for driving innovation and enhancing
competitiveness in today’s challenging business
landscape. Organisations are increasingly focusing
on stimulating employee creativity (EC), where
psychological safety (PS) emerges as a key factor
closely linked to employees’ creative performance.
Mura et al. (2016) demonstrated from a social exchange
perspective that employees’ PS positively influences
innovative behaviour. These findings suggest that
PS contributes to improving employees’ creative
thinking. However, there has been limited scholarly
exploration of the boundaries of this relationship. This
research aims to elucidate the mechanisms underlying
this relationship and address the existing gap in the
field. Knowledge sharing (KS) and knowledge hiding
(KH), as two critical aspects of knowledge flow within
organisations, may mediate the relationship between
PS and creativity. Prior studies indicate that PS fosters
KS behaviour among employees (Rivera, Rodriguez-
Aceves, & Mojarro-Duran, 2021).

Moreover, KS is positively associated with creativity

(Carmeli & Paulus, 2015) and enhances employees’
learning and innovation capabilities. Conversely, KH can
have a detrimental effect on EC (Connelly et al., 2012).
Empirical data, including a survey by the Globe and
Mail, revealed that 1,292 out of 1,700 readers admitted
to concealing knowledge. Employees often resort to KH
to protect their resources, power, and status within the
organisation (Feng & Wang, 2019; Yao et al., 2020),
or even for retaliatory purposes (Pradhan, Srivastava,
& Mishra, 2020). Such behaviours impede knowledge
sharing and flow, ultimately diminishing learning and
innovation capabilities. Therefore, promoting KS and
mitigating KH is essential for fostering innovation within
businesses. An in-depth examination of the mechanisms
involving PS, KS, and KH can significantly contribute to
the theoretical understanding of these concepts. OSC
refers to employees’ perceptions of trust and security
within the organisation (Weale, Wells, & Oakman,
2019), which may significantly influence KS and KH
behaviours.

Notably, there is a lack of research exploring how
OSC moderates the relationship between PS and
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KS or KH. Our literature review indicates that OSC
primarily promotes physical health and safety (Coyle,
Sleeman, & Adams, 1995), often prioritising physical
well-being over mental health and security. However,
employees in environments valuing OSC tend to feel
more psychologically secure and are thus more likely
to express themselves and engage in KS (Griffin &
Neal, 2000). In contrast, those in environments where
OSC is overlooked may experience stress and anxiety,
leading to reduced idea expression and increased KH
(Sofyan, De Clercq, & Shang, 2023). Thus, OSC may
serve as a potential moderating variable influencing
the relationship between PS and KS or KH. This study
aims to explore OSC'’s moderating role to deepen our
understanding of this complex interplay.

Drawing on social exchange theory, many studies
have elucidated the mechanisms involved in PS
(Curcuruto, Mearns, & Mariani, 2016), often emphasising
employees’ loyalty to the organisation while neglecting
the reciprocal obligations of organisations to their
employees (Lee, 2021). This study investigates how
PS affects EC through KS or KH, framed within the
context of organisational support theory. Organisational
support practices enhance employees’ sense of security
and trust, thereby reducing perceived work risks. Such
an environment encourages employees to express
themselves and engage in knowledge sharing, thereby
positively impacting EC while diminishing KH. This
research aims to reveal the intricate dynamics of the
relationship between PS and EC. A clear understanding
of how PS influences the creative process, whether KS
and KH mediate this effect, and whether OSC plays a
moderating role is an under-explored area. The findings
from this study will provide valuable insights and suggest
new avenues for future research in related domains.

2. Theoretical and Research Hypotheses
2.1. Psychological Safety and Employee Creativity

PS has garnered substantial scholarly attention since the
1990s, with research linking it to individual engagement,
group learning, and overall effectiveness (Edmondson,
1999; Kahn, 1990). Kahn (1990) posits that individuals
who feel psychologically safe can present themselves
authentically within an organisation without fearing
detrimental consequences to their career, reputation,
or self-esteem. Edmondson (1999) elaborates on
PS at the team level, arguing that teams feel secure
to engage in risky interpersonal interactions based
on shared beliefs among team members. Several
studies have highlighted important precursors of PS,
such as leadership style, personality traits, and job

characteristics (Donyavi et al., 2023; Frazier et al.,
2017). Furthermore, research indicates that PS has
significant motivational and facilitative effects on various
individual, organisational, and team outcome variables,
including psychological well-being (Hasan & Kashif,
2021), psychological empowerment (Jha, 2019), team
learning outcomes (Kwon, Han, & Nicolaides, 2020),
and effective organisational decision-making (Barkhi
& Kao, 2011; Sierra-Rodriguez, Arroyo-Machado, &
Barroso-Hurtado, 2022). However, the impact of PS on
EC remains underexplored. While some scholars have
examined the role of PS in fostering innovation and
creativity, the literature has not adequately addressed
the boundary conditions of this relationship. This
study aims to fill that gap. Amabile et al. (1996) define
creativity as the ability of employees to generate novel
and practical perspectives or ideas concerning an
organisation’s products, services, and management
processes. Previous studies have explored creativity
across various levels, including organisational, team, and
individual (Rouse, 2020; Shin & Zhou, 2007; Woodman,
Sawyer, & Griffin, 1993). It is evident that numerous
factors at different levels influence individual creative
behaviour. Creativity is increasingly relevant to the entire
workforce, extending beyond the confines of research
and development (Bai, Lin, & Li, 2016). However, new
ideas do not always produce the desired outcomes.
Thus, the high demand for creativity and innovation
underscores the necessity for employees to be creative
within their teams and organisations (Al-Harthi et al.,
2022; Edmondson & Lei, 2014). Research suggests that
employees who feel psychologically secure are more
likely to engage in innovative thinking and behaviours
(Cao & Zhang, 2020; Mura et al., 2016), leading to
greater creative outputs. This leads us to propose the
following hypothesis:

H1: PS has a positive and positive effect on EC.

2.2. The Mediating Role of Knowledge Sharing

Davenport and Prusak (1998) define KS as a voluntary
behaviour where knowledge owners actively pass
on knowledge to others, who can then utilise that
knowledge. Employees often view knowledge as a
personal resource, status, and advantage, leading to
reluctance in voluntarily sharing it (Feng & Wang, 2019).
Among the many factors influencing KS, numerous
studies affirm the positive role of various leadership
styles in promoting KS by enhancing employee
motivation and underlying traits (Na-Nan & Arunyaphum,
2021). Additionally, factors such as affective commitment
have been shown to positively influence KS (Li et al.,
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2015), and PS has been suggested to benefit inter-
organisational KS (Rivera et al., 2021). PS can be
understood as a state of comfort in which individuals
feel accepted and trusted, enabling a conducive
environment for knowledge exchange (Kamaluddin,
2023; Rivera et al., 2021). When employees feel safe,
they are more likely to be vocal and self-expressive.
However, Bogenrieder and Nooteboom (2004) note that
KS can also have negative consequences for employees,
such as diminished personal competitiveness due to
the loss of exclusive knowledge or the exposure of their
deficiencies. Therefore, employees are more inclined
to engage in KS when they perceive a supportive
and psychologically safe environment. Prior studies
consistently indicate that PS positively contributes to
KS (Bunderson & Boumgarden, 2010; Mu & Gnyawali,
2003). This leads us to hypothesise:

H2: Employees’ PS has an upbeat positive effect on
their Knowledge-Sharing Behaviour.

KS facilitates interaction between knowledge holders
and seekers (Luchman & Gonzélez-Morales, 2013),
leading to the exchange of ideas and information that
promotes creativity. Through KS, employees frequently
communicate with one another, broadening the scope
and depth of their knowledge, which in turn increases
the likelihood of generating innovative perspectives
and ideas (Lu & Liang, 2009). Organisational learning
theory suggests that the collective learning of
organisational members is continuous, staged, and
dynamic (Nooteboom et al., 2007), encompassing
unidirectional learning, bidirectional learning, and
relearning (Argyris & Schon, 1997). This process
fosters the flow of knowledge within organisations,
emphasising learning interactions and knowledge
sharing that contribute to knowledge creation (Mousa,
Massoud, & Ayoubi, 2020). Lyman et al. (2020)
advocate for applying newly acquired knowledge in
real-world contexts to enhance employees’ creative
performance. Zarraga and Bonache (2003) suggest
that knowledge innovation arises from interweaving
various types of knowledge among team members,
thereby enhancing the innovation capabilities of
employees. Accordingly, we hypothesise:

H3: KS has a positive effect on EC.

PS cultivates an environment where employees feel
empowered to voice their opinions, share knowledge,
and generate new ideas (Roussin, 2008). In this secure
environment, employees are more likely to share their
experiences, fostering a process that transcends

mere information transfer to promote creative thinking
(Kuo, Kuo, & Ho, 2014). Organisational support theory
posits that employees perceive support from their
organisation when it promotes their opinions, cares for
their welfare, seeks their best interests, and provides
rewards, training, and enriching job opportunities
(Guchait, Pasamehmetoglu, & Dawson, 2014; Lee,
2021). When employees feel valued, they develop
emotional attachments that enhance their commitment
to the organisation. This sense of belonging and identity,
bolstered by organisational support, mitigates feelings
of uncertainty and job risk, thus fostering a supportive
environment where employees can express ideas freely.
Hence, based on the established positive correlation
between PS and KS (Bunderson & Boumgarden, 2010),
as well as the beneficial impact of KS on EC (Kuo et
al., 2014), we propose:

H4: Employees’ knowledge-sharing behaviour mediates
the relationship between PS and EC.

2.3. The Mediating Role of Knowledge Hiding

KH refers to the deliberate concealment of knowledge
that others require (Connelly et al., 2012). This
intentional behaviour can lead to significant
organisational losses (Babcock, 2004). Numerous
studies have examined factors contributing to KH,
indicating that individuals often engage in this
behaviour to maintain their competitive edge or due
to jealousy (Hernaus et al., 2019; Peng, Bell, & Li,
2021). Factors such as job insecurity (Ali et al., 2021)
and abusive supervision (Feng & Wang, 2019) can
compel employees to withhold information to avoid
negative consequences. Some recent research has
begun to explore factors that inhibit KH, such as
high-quality leader-member relationships (He et al.,
2022) and shared goals (Nadeem et al., 2021), while
ethical leadership has been found to reduce KH by
fostering equality and open communication (Anser
et al., 2021; Sever et al., 2023). However, limited
research has focused on the impediments to KH, and
we aim to contribute to this gap by linking KH to PS.
PS is characterised by mutual regard, acceptance,
and trust, alongside a supportive work environment
(Rivera et al., 2021). In scenarios where employees
experience high PS, they are more willing to express
their opinions and ideas. Conversely, those with low
PS often lack trust in their colleagues and may fear
unfavourable judgement. Therefore, employees with
high PS are less inclined to engage in KH as they feel
secure from negative repercussions (Gharbi, Touzi, &
Aliane, 2023; Jiang et al., 2019). We thus hypothesise:
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H5: Employees’ PS has a strong negative effect on KH.

Research has demonstrated that KH negatively impacts
the concealing individual’s capabilities (Cerne et al.,
2014). Employees who engage in KH tend to limit their
communication with colleagues, thereby diminishing the
potential for generating new ideas through dialogue.
Consequently, KH may adversely affect EC. Connelly
et al. (2012) argue from a social exchange theory
perspective that KH leads to poor social relations,
prompting employees to become more self-focused
and excluded from knowledge exchange networks. This
can result in two outcomes: either employees must
invest considerable effort to acquire knowledge held
by colleagues who are unwilling to share (Mudambi
& Navarra, 2015), or they may remain unaware of
organisational goals, hindering their ability to innovate
(Haas, Criscuolo, & George, 2015; Setyowati &
Herianto, 2022). In particular, a reluctance to share
knowledge can prevent employees from accessing
necessary information, stifling the innovation process
(Carmeli, Gelbard, & Reiter-Palmon, 2013). Given that
KS is vital for creative thinking and innovation, KH
may obstruct this process. Therefore, we propose:

H6: KH has a robust negative effect on EC.

PS mitigates the occurrence of KH behaviour. In a
supportive environment, employees are encouraged to
share ideas without fear of criticism (Liu, Keller, & Bartlett,
2021). Moreover, KH can obstruct innovation (Cerne et al.,
2017). When employees deliberately withhold knowledge
and creativity, they risk losing potential innovation
opportunities. Drawing from research indicating the
negative relationship between anticipation-based PS
and KH (Agarwal, Avey, & Wu, 2022) and the detrimental
effects of KH on EC (Syed et al., 2021), we hypothesise
that KH plays a critical mediating role. Previous studies
have also illustrated how KH mediates relationships
between abusive supervision, goal orientation (Jahanzeb
et al., 2019; Rhee & Choi, 2017), and EC. Thus, we
extend this research by proposing that KH serves as a
mediator between PS and EC:

H7: KH mediates the relationship between employee
PS and EC.

2.4. The Moderating Role of Organizational
Safety Climate

The concept of safety climate was first defined as the
collective perceptions of employees regarding the
environmental hazards associated with operations
(Zohar, 1980). Initially, the focus was on the physical
health and safety aspects of the workplace. However,

safety climate theory has evolved, demonstrating its
influence on employee knowledge and skills through
various training methods (Morrison, Upton, & Cordery,
1997) and behaviours in the workplace (Colley, Lincolne,
& Neal, 2013). While safety climate has primarily been
examined in the context of organisational atmosphere
and physical well-being, its implications for mental
health and safety remain less explored (Dollard &
Bakker, 2010). This study aims to investigate whether
the OSC moderates the relationships between PS and
KS or KH, thereby addressing gaps in the mental health
and safety literature. In conceptualising and measuring
OSC, this study considers essential dimensions,
including organisational monitoring and enforcement
of safety, facilitation of learning and development, and
effective communication (Zohar & Luria, 2005). These
dimensions reflect the commitment of organisational
leaders to safety and serve as a measure of how secure
employees feel in their roles. Research has shown that
job insecurity hinders KS; when employees perceive
job insecurity, negative perceptions abound, leading
to reluctance in sharing knowledge (Ali et al., 2021).
Conversely, job insecurity fosters KH, as employees may
withhold knowledge to protect their competitive status
(Hernaus et al., 2019). Thus, OSC plays a crucial role
in alleviating job insecurity, which can lead to positive
effects on KS or negative effects on KH. However,
empirical evidence on how OSC moderates the effects
of PS on KS or KH remains scarce. Prior research has
demonstrated that PS positively influences employees’
knowledge-sharing behaviour (Rivera et al., 2021) and
negatively affects their knowledge-hiding behaviour
(Artanti, 2023; Jiang et al., 2019). We propose that the
extent to which PS impacts employee KS or KH may
be moderated by OSC. Therefore, we hypothesise:

H8: OSC moderates the positive relationship of
employee PS on KS.
H9: OSC moderates the negative relationship of
employee PS on KH.

Knowledge
Sharing

Psychological Organizational

safety safety climate Creativity

Knowledge
hiding

Figure 1: Theoretical Framework.
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3. Research Methodology
3.1. Sample and Data collection

This study employed quantitative research methods,
utilising stratified random sampling for questionnaire
distribution, both online and offline. The sample
comprised skilled workers from large manufacturing
enterprises in China. Between September 1 and
October 15, 2023, a total of 880 questionnaires were
distributed, yielding 778 responses, which corresponds

Table 1: Sample Profile (N=757).

to a response rate of 88.4%. After excluding 21
responses due to issues such as ignoring counter-
questions, incomplete answers, and selecting a
single option throughout, 757 valid questionnaires
remained, resulting in a validity rate of 86%. Table
1 illustrates that the sample is representative of the
general characteristics of skilled workers within the
contemporary Chinese manufacturing sector.

Designation Categories Frequency Valid Percent Percent
Gender male 528 69.749 69.749
female 229 30.251 100.000

18-25 years 45 5.945 5.945

Age 26-35 years 286 37.781 43.725
36-45 years 264 34.875 78.600
Over 46 162 21.400 100.000

High school and below 423 55.878 55.878

Qualifications vocational secondary school 213 28.137 84.016
three-year college 86 11.361 95.376
undergraduate 35 4.624 100.000

Less than 1 year 56 7.398 7.398

1-3years 86 11.361 18.758

Working Experience 3-6years 101 13.342 32.100
6 -10 years 178 23.514 55.614
More than 10 years 336 44.386 100.000

nationalized business 122 16.116 16.116

Enterprise Type private business 600 79.260 95.376
joint venture 35 4.624 100.000

3.2. Measures and Questionnaire Development

The questionnaire comprised three sections. The
first section provided a brief introduction, while
the second contained five demographic questions
about the respondents, including one regarding the
nature of their business. The third section, which
formed the core of the questionnaire, assessed
key variables such as Psychological Safety (PS),
Employee Creativity (EC), Knowledge Sharing
(KS), Knowledge Hiding (KH), and Organisational
Safety Climate (OSC) using a Likert scale based
on established research instruments. To ensure
the clarity and relevance of the items, five experts
evaluated the scale for Item-Objective Congruence
(I0C) and provided necessary corrections. The
survey was conducted in China, with the original
guestions written in English. To address potential
translation errors arising from linguistic and
cultural differences (Brislin, 1970), we employed
reverse translation methods (Matsumoto & Juang,
2016). The consistency between the original and

reverse-translated versions confirmed that the items
conveyed the intended meanings. Psychological
Safety was measured using a five-item scale
developed by Carmeli, Reiter-Palmon and Ziv
(2010). This scale focuses on the extent to which
individual members of an organisation perceive
PS, aligning well with the study’s individual-level
measurement requirements. Sample items included,
“I am proficient in asking questions and tough
guestions” and “This organisation ensures that taking
risks is safe.” Employee Creativity was assessed
using a nine-item scale from Tierney, Farmer and
Graen (1999), which innovated upon Ettlie and
O’Keefe’s (1982) framework. This scale evaluates
creativity primarily through mutual evaluations
among employees, featuring statements such as
“showing originality in deeper work” and “daring to
come up with new ideas at work.” Knowledge Sharing
was measured with a ten-item scale developed by
Bock et al. (2005), which examines willingness and
attitudes towards KS based on Fishbein and Ajzen’s
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(1975) research. In contrast to studies that rely
solely on attitude measures (Durand et al., 2022),
this study’s approach was more comprehensive,
including items such as “I effectively communicate
my knowledge to other organisational members”
and “l intend to provide my work reports and official
documents to my organisation’s members more
frequently in the future.” Knowledge Hiding was
assessed using a twelve-item scale from Connelly
et al. (2012), which is widely utilised in various
contexts, including China (Men et al., 2020). This
scale features items like “He/she supplies me with
alternative information rather than what | asked for”
and “He/she behaves as though my request was
not understood.” Organisational Safety Climate
was evaluated using a sixteen-item scale from
Zohar and Luria (2005), originally comprising 27
items that were subsequently refined. This scale
includes statements such as “Responds quickly
to safety hazards when notified” and “Carries out
comprehensive and frequent safety audits and
inspections.” All scales employed a response range
from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (5).
Control variables included demographic factors such
as gender, age, education, years of experience,
and the nature of the business. Prior to the main
study, the questionnaires were pretested to validate
the IOC. A sample of 197 responses was collected
for this purpose. The reliability of the data was
assessed, with Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for the
five variables exceeding 0.767 and not exceeding
0.939, indicating good reliability (all coefficients
above 0.7). Additionally, exploratory factor analysis
(EFA) was conducted, yielding KMO values for
PS, EC, KS, KH, and OSC of 0.874, 0.826, 0.913,
0.887, and 0.954, respectively. The significance
p-value of Bartlett's test of sphericity was below
0.05, confirming significance. The cumulative
contributions of the five variables in the EFA
were 70.160%, 74.798%, 69.284%, 73.084%, and
77.620%, respectively. Overall, the study’s scales
met the necessary criteria for reliability and validity,
completing the development of the questionnaire.

4. Results
4.1. Descriptive Statistics and Relevant Analysis

Descriptive statistics serve to analyse the
fundamental statistical characteristics of variables
(Tong, 1984). In this study, each variable was
assessed with 757 observations, devoid of any
missing values or outliers, thus facilitating correlation
analysis. Table 2 presents the significant correlations

among the variables, revealing positive relationships
between Psychological Safety (PS) and Employee
Creativity (EC), Knowledge Sharing (KS), and
Organisational Safety Climate (OSC), with coefficients
of 0.37, 0.392, and 0.137, respectively. Conversely,
the correlation coefficient for Knowledge Hiding (KH)
is -0.415, indicating a negative relationship. Table
3 illustrates the results of the reliability test, with
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients recorded at 0.884,
0.858, 0.888, 0.897, and 0.955, respectively. These
coefficients, all exceeding 0.8, demonstrate strong
internal consistency reliability (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988).

Table 2: Correlation Analyses of Variables.
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PS EC KS KH osC

PS 1.000

EC .370** | 1.000

KS .392** | .310** | 1.000

KH -415** | -.308** | -.472** | 1.000
0osC A37* | .118** | .143** | -.320** | 1.000

Note: *** p < 0.001 **p < 0.01 *p < 0.05.Reliability and
\Validity Test

Table 3: Cronbach’s Alpha for Variables.

Variable Cronbach’s Alpha Item
PS 0.884 5
EC 0.858 9
KS 0.888 10
KH 0.897 12

0OSC 0.955 16

The fit of the five variables and their corresponding
items was evaluated using a series of validated factor
combinations through Confirmatory Factor Analysis
(CFA). Table 4 presents the fit indicators for the five-
variable models. Notably, the RMSEA values for all
models are below 0.08, which is considered good,
while the Goodness of Fit Index (GFI), Comparative Fit
Index (CFI), Normed Fit Index (NFI), and Incremental
Fit Index (IFl) values all exceed 0.9. These indicators
meet the established criteria, indicating that the models
demonstrate a good fit. Subsequently, a standardized
loading analysis was performed, revealing that the
standardized factor loadings for all variables were greater
than 0.5. The associated p-values were all statistically
significant (***, p < 0.01), indicating that the items for
each variable are well explained by their respective
dimensions. Table 5 further illustrates that the composite
reliability (CR) values for each factor exceed 0.7, and the
average variance extracted (AVE) values surpass 0.5.
These results suggest that all items associated with the
five latent variables reliably measure their corresponding
constructs, demonstrating strong convergent validity.

JOURNALMODERNPM.COM

Table 4: Model Fit Indicators for Variable Validation Factor Testing.

Norm CMIN DF CMIN/DF GFI RMSEA CFI NFI IFI
Ideal Value - - <3 >0.9 <0.08 >0.9 >0.9 >0.9
Standard Value - - <5 >0.8 <0.10 >0.8 >0.8 >0.8
Fitted Value
PS 21.396 5 4.279 0.989 0.066 0.991 0.989 0.991
EC 41.034 24 1.71 0.988 0.031 0.994 0.986 0.994
KS 53.234 34 1.566 0.986 0.027 0.995 0.986 0.995
KH 60.763 51 1.191 0.987 0.016 0.998 0.988 0.998
0OSC 114.229 101 1.131 0.982 0.013 0.999 0.989 0.999

Table 5: Variable AVE and CR Index Results.

Latent Variable Average Variance Extracted Composite Reliability
PS 0.605 0.885
EC 0.613 0.826
KS 0.584 0.873
KH 0.646 0.879
0OSC 0.714 0.928

4.2. Hypothesis Testing

Structural equation modelling (SEM) involves two
primary components: model fit tests and path analysis
(Byrne, 2013). Path analysis for direct influence
relationships elucidates the main effects, while path
analysis for indirect relationships delineates the

mediating effects. Standardized path coefficients
typically range from [-1, 1]. Figure 2 illustrates the
models depicting both direct and indirect relationships
among the variables of psychological safety (PS),
employee creativity (EC), knowledge sharing (KS),
and knowledge hiding (KH).

Figure 2: Structural Equation Modelling Diagram.

4.3. Hypothesis Analysis (Direct Effect)
Table 6 presents the fit indicators for the model as

follows: CMIN is 204.191, with a degrees of freedom
(DF) of 60, resulting in a CMIN/DF ratio of 3.403, which
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is less than the threshold of 5. The RMSEA value is
0.056, which is below the acceptable limit of 0.08.
Additionally, the GFI is 0.961, the CFI is 0.959, the
NFl is 0.943, and the IFI is 0.959, all exceeding the
benchmark of 0.9. These metrics indicate that the model
fits the data well. Table 7 details the standardized path
coefficients, revealing the following relationships: the
coefficient from PS to EC is 0.252 (t = 3.837, p < 0.01),
indicating a significant positive effect and supporting
Hypothesis 1. The standardized path coefficient from
PSto KSis 0.532 (t = 10.816, p < 0.01), demonstrating

Table 6: Indicators of Model Fit.

a strong positive effect of PS on KS and validating
Hypothesis 2. Furthermore, the coefficient from KS to
EC is 0.240 (t = 3.767, p < 0.01), confirming that KS
positively influences EC, thus supporting Hypothesis
3. The path coefficient from PS to KH is -0.537 (t =
-11.147, p < 0.01), reflecting a significant negative
effect and thereby validating Hypothesis 5. Lastly,
the coefficient from KH to EC is -0.177 (t = -2.982, p
= 0.003), indicating that KH adversely impacts EC,
which supports Hypothesis 6.

NORM CMIN DF CMINIDF GFI RMSEA CFI NFI IFI
Ideal Value - - <3 >0.9 <0.08 >0.9 >0.9 >0.9
Compliance Value - - <5 >0.8 <0.10 >0.8 >0.8 >0.8
Fitted Value 204.191 60 3.403 0.961 0.056 0.959 0.943 0.959

Table 7: Summary of Model Coefficients.
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enhances the main effect. Hypothesis 8 is supported,
indicating that as the OSC increases, the impact of

PS on KS becomes more pronounced. Conversely,
when OSC is lower, this effect diminishes.

Table 9: Moderated Effects Analysis Results (Dependent Variable: KS).

Independent Variable

Dependent Variable (Knowledge Sharing)

Modell

Model2

Model3

Constant 1.970**(10.843) 1.830**(9.696) 1.807*%(9.628)
Gender -0.055(-0.930) -0.054(-0.922) -0.058(-0.981)
Age -0.009(-0.281) -0.010(-0.326) -0.008(-0.256)

Educational Level

0.068%(2.105)

0.065%(2.014)

0.059(1.833)

Work Experience 0.021(0.992) 0.021(0.979) 0.019(0.932)
PS 0.383**(11.186) 0.371**(10.794) 0.387*%(11.212)
0sC 0.066**(2.619) 0.058%*(2.304)
PSxOSC 0.093**(3.291)
R2 0.161 0.169 0.180
Adjusted R?2 0.155 0.162 0.173
F F=28.801 p=0.000 F=25.331 p=0.000 F=23.544 p=0.000

* p<0.05 ** p<0.01. Inside the parentheses is the value of t.

"Variable  fmlicit variable UG e | S Coeffiotent | rror | ZCR) | P
PS EC 0.268 0.252 007 | 3.837 rax
PS ks 0.471 0.532 0044 | 10816 | **
KS EC 0.288 0.24 0.077 | 3.767 rax
PS KH -0.735 -0.537 0066 | -11.147 | *
KH EC 0137 0177 0046 | -2.982 | 0003
Note: ***P < 0.001 **P < 0.01 *P < 0.05

4.4. Hypothesis Analysis (Indirect Effect/Mediation)
Table 8 presents the results of the tests for mediated
effects. For the path from PS to KS to EC, the bootstrap
confidence interval values ranged from 0.044 to
0.244, excluding zero, while the direct effect was
measured at 0.268 (***). This indicates the presence
of a mediating effect, confirming that the mediation is
partial. Thus, Hypothesis 4 is supported, suggesting

Table 8: Results of the Test for Mediating Effects.

that KS mediates the relationship between PS and
EC. In the path from PS to KH to EC, the bootstrap
confidence interval values were between 0.031 and
0.173, again excluding zero. The direct effect was
similarly recorded at 0.268 (***), indicating a mediating
effect that also results in partial mediation. Therefore,
Hypothesis 7 is supported, affirming that KH mediates
the relationship between PS and EC.

—e— Low Organisational safety climate A
—w- High Organisational safety climate 72

2.24

Knowledge Sharing

1.6

1.4 4

Low Psychological safety High Psychological safety

Figure 3: Moderated Effects Slope Plot (Dependent
Variable: KS).

Table 10 indicates that in Model 1, the independent
variable PS is significant (t=-12.310, p<0.01),
suggesting that PS has a substantial negative effect
on KH. In Model 3, the interaction term PS x OSC
is also significant (t=2.650, p<0.01), implying that
the moderator variable OSC significantly moderates
the effect of PS on KH. This finding confirms the
existence of a moderating effect, where OSC reduces
the strength of the negative relationship between PS
and KH. Hypothesis 9 is thus supported, indicating
that when OSC is higher, the adverse effect of PS on
KH is diminished. Conversely, when OSC is lower, the
negative impact of PS on KH is intensified.

Table 10: Results of Moderated Effects Analysis (Dependent Variable: KH).

Dependent Variable (Knowledge Hiding)

Independent Variable

Modell Model2 Model3
Constant 5.012**(20.147) 5.598**(22.541) 5.573**(22.515)
Gender -0.064(-0.787) -0.067(-0.858) -0.070(-0.904)
Age -0.073(-1.699) -0.067(-1.633) -0.065(-1.581)

Educational Level

-0.025(-0.564)

-0.012(-0.279)

-0.018(-0.433)

Path . Indirect Bias-Corrected (95% .
Relationships Total Effect |Direct Effect Effect Lower Bounds Uppe(r Bozmds P Conclusion
PS --> KS--> EC 0.404 0.268(***) 0.136 0.044 0.244 0.005 |partial mediation
PS--> KH--> EC 0.369 0.268(***) 0.101 0.031 0.173 0.006 |partial mediation

Note: ***P < 0.001 **P < 0.01 *P < 0.05

Work Experience

0.010(0.332)

0.011(0.402)

0.010(0.360)

4.5. Hypothesis Analysis (Regression/Moderation)
The test for the moderating effect was conducted using
regression analysis. Table 9 reveals that in Model 1,
the independent variable PS is significant (t=11.186,
p<0.01), indicating that PS has a substantial positive

effect on KS. In Model 3, the interaction term PS x OSC
is also significant (t=3.291, p<0.01), suggesting that
the moderator variable OSC significantly influences the
relationship between PS and KS. This finding confirms
the presence of a moderating effect, where OSC

PS -0.577**(-12.310) -0.528**(-11.667) -0.512**(-11.242)
0sCc -0.277**(-8.326) -0.285**(-8.577)
PSxOSC 0.099**(2.650)
R2 0.176 0.246 0.253
Adjusted R2 0.171 0.240 0.246
F F=32.138 p=0.000 F=40.772 p=0.000 F=36.231 p=0.000

Note:* p<0.05 ** p<0.01 Inside the parentheses is the value of t
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Figure 4: Moderated Effects Slope Plot (Dependent
Variable: KH).

5. Discussion
5.1. Findings

This study investigates the mechanisms through
which psychological safety (PS) influences employee
creativity (EC) in the manufacturing sector. The findings
reveal that PS significantly enhances EC, confirming
its role as a vital factor in fostering creativity among
skilled workers, consistent with Javed et al. (2019).
Additionally, the study demonstrates that knowledge
sharing (KS) and knowledge hiding (KH) partially
mediate the relationship between PS and EC. This
highlights the importance of promoting KS while
minimizing KH in organizational settings. Unlike prior
research, which primarily focused on external factors
influencing creativity, this study emphasizes the
significance of employees’ psychological experiences,
suggesting that nurturing PS can effectively stimulate
creative potential. The investigation also explores the
boundary conditions of PS’s effects on KS and KH. The
results indicate that a stronger organizational safety
climate enhances the positive impact of PS on KS
while reducing its negative impact on KH. This insight
contributes to our understanding of how organizational
culture can facilitate knowledge exchange.

5.2. Theoretical Contribution

The first contribution of this study lies in its exploration
of the mechanisms by which PS affects EC, clarifying
the roles of KS and KH as mediators. This sheds light
on the intricate relationship between PS and creativity,
enhancing our comprehension of employee innovation.
Secondly, by integrating organizational support
theory, the research highlights the moderating role of
organizational safety climate (OSC) in the relationships
among PS, KS, and KH. This framework offers a
comprehensive understanding of how organizational
culture shapes employee behaviour, providing managers
with actionable strategies for fostering a supportive

environment. Lastly, the comparative analysis of the
effects of PS on both KS and KH is a novel contribution
that enriches the discourse on psychological safety.
This comparison not only deepens our understanding
of PS but also offers practical insights for promoting
KS and mitigating KH in the workplace.

5.3. Practical Implication

This study offers valuable implications for organizations
seeking to cultivate a positive culture, drive innovation,
and improve knowledge management efficiency.
Organizations should focus on fostering an environment
that encourages PS, characterized by openness, safety
in expression, and tolerance for failure. This approach
enhances employee trust and perceived organizational
support. To promote KS and prevent KH, organizations
should invest in leadership development, establish
platforms for knowledge exchange, encourage open
communication, and implement incentives for sharing.
Supporting innovative team-building initiatives is also
crucial. Managers can strengthen OSC by clarifying
organizational values, enhancing communication,
optimizing structures, and fostering a culture of
respect and support. Leadership should exemplify
these values to reinforce a climate of openness.
Organizational culture and safety climates should
be regularly assessed and adapted to the evolving
internal and external environments. Ongoing attention
to employee development and learning is essential for
sustaining support, promoting KS, and stimulating EC.

5.4. Limitations and Future Research

This study has several limitations that suggest avenues
for future research. The focus on skilled manufacturing
workers in China may limit the generalizability of
the findings. Future research should explore these
dynamics across various cultural and industrial
contexts, such as education, finance, and IT. Reliance
on self-reported measures introduces potential bias.
Future studies could incorporate objective indicators
or utilize mixed methods to enhance the robustness of
findings. The cross-sectional approach may not capture
the evolving nature of PS, KS, and EC. Longitudinal
studies could provide deeper insights into how these
variables interact over time. Future research should
consider individual characteristics and leadership
styles, which may significantly influence PS, KS, and
creativity. Additionally, exploring OSC as a potential
mediator between PS and creativity via KS could yield
further insights. By addressing these limitations, future
studies can build upon the findings of this research and
contribute to a more comprehensive understanding of
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the interplay between psychological safety, knowledge
dynamics, and creativity in the workplace.
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