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Abstract

This study investigates how social and informational faultlines influence
entrepreneurial team sustainability through the mediating role of knowledge hiding
and the moderating role of team collectivism. The research was conducted among
2333 Iranian companies in the medical equipment industry, of which 472 had more
than three members. A total of 197 companies agreed to participate (41.7% response
rate), and 928 valid questionnaires were analyzed, with an average of 4.7 members
per team. Data were collected using Ma et al.’s (2022) validated questionnaire and
analyzed through Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) in
SmartPLS. The results indicated that both social faultlines ( = 0.472, t = 5.43) and
informational faultlines (B = 0.317, t = 3.62) had significant positive effects on
knowledge hiding, which in turn negatively affected team sustainability (f =—0.765,
t = 27.64). Knowledge hiding also mediated the relationships between team
faultlines and entrepreneurial team sustainability, while team collectivism
moderated the effect of social faultlines on knowledge hiding. These findings
highlight how team faultlines can undermine sustainability by increasing knowledge
hiding, underscoring the importance of building collectivist, transparent team
cultures to mitigate these risks.

Keywords: Social Fault Lines, Informational Fault Lines, Team Stability, Team
Collectivism, Knowledge Hiding.
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Introduction

As a collective structure, entrepreneurship drives the economic growth of modern societies
because the complexity of the knowledge required to develop entrepreneurial opportunities
exceeds the individual’s cognitive capacity (Ma, Xiao, Guo, Tang & Singh, 2022). In this
connection, team knowledge offers a major competitive advantage (Cerne, Hirst, Bogilovi¢,
Strumbelj & Zhang, 2025). In working environments, it is crucial to form working teams and
cooperate among members to meet common goals. For this, team stability is a critical factor
affecting member cooperation in a working team (Bao, Dai, Wu, Nie & Tao, 2024). Team
stability refers to a situation in which the team can operate continuously and effectively and
meet its goals (Scott, Charkie & Pfahl, 2020). In a stable team, members cooperate and
coordinate effectively to resolve problems and make decisions that enable them to perform their
tasks successfully

Team members should be able to coordinate and work together to meet their common goals
effectively (Hysong et al., 2019). Effective communication, appropriate task division, and
optimal resource distribution would contribute to team coordination. In this connection, trust
between team members is critical. Trust in each other and in each individual’s expertise and
abilities would encourage team members to share their knowledge and experiences (Sarvestani
et al., 2022). Team stability will also be subject to social and informational fault lines. These
fault lines may compromise team goals and its survival in the marketplace (Cerne et al. 2025).
Social fault lines may be associated with defective and ineffective social relations among
people. These fault lines may result from an inability to communicate with others, poor
communication skills, a lack of respect for others, an inability to resolve interpersonal
differences, an inability to coordinate and cooperate with others, etc. Social fault lines reduce
cooperation, cause tensions and a lack of harmony in the team, and reduce the overall
performance of the team (Han, Tang, Li, Yang & Yang, 2023). Informational fault lines refer
to faults that occur in the data and information transfer process (Ma, Xiao et al., 2022), as these
faults may arise from wrong information, wrong information interpretation and comprehension,
incorrect reporting and information transfer, and defective communication and data-exchange
processes (Chen, Wang, Zhou, Chen & Wu, 2017). Informational fault lines could cause
uncertainty, misunderstanding, and a lack of comprehension, wrongful decision-making and
implementation, and finally reduced organizational efficacy and performance (Ma, Xiao et al.,
2022).

Previous research has mainly divided team fault lines into two types: social and
informational. Previous findings mainly presented ambiguous models of effects (Bao et al.,
2024). Some researchers maintained that social fault lines would usually disrupt team
performance, while informational fault lines would leave positive effects on teams (Cooper,
Patel & Thatcher, 2014). Bao et al. (2024), meanwhile, demonstrated that social and
informational fault lines would cause a lack of knowledge sharing and, consequently, reduce
entrepreneurial team performance. Social and informational fault lines will undermine intra-
team cooperation and coordination, affecting team performance. In this connection, this study
will help identify and address problems related to internal communication, knowledge sharing,
cooperation, and trust-building within the team. When fault lines and related problems are
identified, the team will be able to improve structures, processes, and internal relations, thereby
improving performance. As stated, the main question is: How would the relationship between
social and informational fault lines and entrepreneurial team stability be established, influenced
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by the intervening variable of knowledge hiding and the moderating variable of team
collectivism?

Literature Review

Social fault lines and knowledge hiding

Social faultlines represent divisions within a team based on demographic or relational
attributes such as age, gender, or interpersonal trust (Pazos, Pérez-Lopez & Gonzalez-Lopez,
2022; Han et al., 2023). These divisions can hinder collaboration and reduce information
exchange among subgroups, leading to fragmented communication and reduced trust (Burmann
& Semrau, 2022). In entrepreneurial teams, where creativity and cooperation are crucial, such
social divisions may discourage members from openly sharing their knowledge. When
members perceive social subgrouping, they may fear exclusion or loss of influence, which can
motivate them to withhold knowledge to protect their position or expertise (Agarwal, Gupta &
Cooke, 2022; Cerne et al., 2025). Consequently, strong social faultlines are expected to increase
knowledge hiding within entrepreneurial teams.

Informational fault lines and knowledge hiding

Informational faultlines arise from differences in work-related attributes, such as education,
expertise, or professional background (Cooper et al., 2014). These cognitive divisions can have
a dual nature: when managed effectively, they can stimulate diverse perspectives and
innovation, however, when unmanaged, they lead to misunderstanding, reduced
communication, and knowledge concealment (Oliveira, Santos & Ratten, 2022; Bao et al.,
2024). In teams lacking cohesive communication, members may perceive informational
diversity as a threat or as a signal of unequal expertise distribution. Such perceptions often
discourage them from sharing their unique knowledge (Ma, Xiao et al., 2022). Therefore,
informational faultlines, when coupled with weak integration mechanisms, are likely to increase
knowledge hiding. Under such circumstances, concealing knowledge will make it more difficult
to acquire internal knowledge, could harm employees’ relationships (Biranvand, Mohammadi
Ostani & Ghannatian, 2024), and cause knowledge fault lines, thereby reducing personal and
organizational performance (Ma, Xiao et al., 2022). Informational fault lines may lead
entrepreneurial teams to withhold knowledge.

Knowledge hiding and team stability

Knowledge hiding refers to team members intentionally hiding or revealing information
(Cerne et al., 2025). When team members withhold knowledge and information from others,
they reduce intra-team trust and experience reduced cooperation (Sahraian, Biranvand &
Ghobadi, 2025). This will likely lead team members to withhold key knowledge from one
another to maintain their current positions, which would result in unsustainable decisions and
undesirable operations within the groups (Tan, Zhang & Zhang, 2022). In entrepreneurial
contexts, where adaptability and collaboration are essential for long-term performance,
knowledge hiding directly undermines team sustainability, defined as a team’s ability to
function cohesively and adapt effectively over time.
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Mediating role of knowledge hiding

Both social and informational fault lines disrupt communication and cooperation, creating
an environment in which knowledge is more likely to be concealed. In turn, knowledge hiding
decreases mutual trust and coordination, thereby reducing team sustainability (Ma, Xiao et al.,
2022; Bao et al., 2024). Consequently, knowledge hiding serves as a mediating mechanism that
explains how team faultlines weaken entrepreneurial team sustainability. On the other hand,
previous research findings by Ma, Xiao et al., 2022, Cerne et al., 2025, Bao et al., 2024, and Xi
& Qu, 2025 suggest that social and informational fault lines cause members of the team to hide
knowledge. Members of the entrepreneurial team's knowledge hoarding disrupts the transfer of
knowledge and experience among team members. The lack of coordination among members of
the entrepreneurial team requires much time to be spent settling disagreements and conflicts
among team members, which would reduce team stability and eliminate the efficacy of
entrepreneurial innovations and ideas (Bao et al., 2024; Burmann & Semrau, 2022; Cerne et al.,
2025; Ma, Tang, et al., 2022; Ma, Xiao, et al., 2022). When team efficacy is reduced, the team
will encounter unsustainability.

Moderating role of team collectivism

Team collectivism reflects a team’s shared orientation toward cooperation,
interdependence, and the pursuit of collective goals (Chatman, Greer, Sherman & Doerr, 2019).
In collectivist teams, members emphasize group cohesion and are motivated to help one
another, which mitigates the negative effects of faultlines. High collectivism fosters trust and
open communication, reducing members' tendency to withhold knowledge (He, Baruch & Lin,
2014; Ma, Tiago et al., 2022). Thus, collectivism can act as a buffer, weakening the positive
relationship between team faultlines and knowledge hiding.

Research Hypotheses

The study variables, as stated in the hypotheses, are presented in the conceptual model
shown in Figure 1 below.

H1. Social faultlines are positively associated with knowledge hiding in entrepreneurial
teams.

H2. Informational faultlines are positively associated with knowledge hiding in
entrepreneurial teams.

H3. Knowledge hiding is negatively associated with entrepreneurial team sustainability.

H4. Knowledge hiding mediates the relationship between social faultlines and
entrepreneurial team sustainability.

HS. Knowledge hiding mediates the relationship between informational faultlines and
entrepreneurial team sustainability.

H6. Team collectivism moderates the positive relationship between social faultlines and
knowledge hiding, such that the relationship is weaker when team collectivism is high.

H7. Team collectivism moderates the positive relationship between informational
faultlines and knowledge hiding, such that the relationship is weaker when team collectivism is
high.
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Figure 1: Theoretical model

Materials and Methods
Statistical Population and Sample

Data showed that by January 2024, some 2333 companies were operating in the production
and distribution of medical equipment and appliances in Iran. In 472 companies, there were
more than 3 working members. The employees working in these companies varied from 4 to
11 people and were qualified to constitute a team. Some 3,035 people were directly employed
by the 472 companies. The average number of employees working was 8.5. At first, letters of
invitation were sent to CEOs' email addresses to ask them to complete a questionnaire, resulting
in 197 companies announcing their willingness to cooperate with the process. Of this number,
928 correct questionnaires were received.

Since the study variables (team faultlines, team collectivism, knowledge hiding, and team
sustainability) were all conceptualized at the team level, the analysis was conducted using
aggregated team data. Multiple respondents from the same company represented a single
entrepreneurial team. To justify aggregation, we calculated within-team agreement indices,
including RWG, ICC (1), and ICC (2), all of which showed acceptable values above the
recommended thresholds (RWG > 0.70; ICC (2) > 0.60), confirming sufficient consistency
among team members. Accordingly, the final analysis was based on 197 entrepreneurial teams,
corresponding to the participating companies.

The response rate at the company level was 41.7% (197 out of 472 eligible companies),
while the average number of valid questionnaires received per company was 4.7 members. To
examine potential non-response bias, early and late respondents were compared across key
variables (Armstrong & Overton, 1977), and no significant differences were found (p > 0.05).

Each participating company identified one entrepreneurial team (e.g., a management,
innovation, or production unit) composed of at least three members. Team membership was
verified through the company’s CEO or HR office to ensure that all respondents belonged to
the same team. Responses were coded with a unique team identifier, and team-level mean scores
were computed for subsequent analyses.

Data collection tools

The data were collected using a structured questionnaire adapted from Ma and Tiago et al.
(2022), which has been widely applied in studies on entrepreneurial teams and knowledge
processes. The original English instrument was translated into Persian by two bilingual experts
familiar with organizational behavior research. A back-translation procedure was then
conducted by an independent translator to ensure semantic equivalence with the original
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version. Minor wording modifications were made to enhance clarity and contextual fit for
Iranian respondents; no items were removed or added. The questionnaire included five main
constructs:

e Social Faultlines (SF) - 3 items adapted from Ma and Tiago et al. (2022), e.g., “Our
team members are divided into subgroups based on social relations.”

¢ Informational Faultlines (IF) - 3 items, e.g., “Differences in educational backgrounds
create subgroups in our team.”

e Knowledge Hiding (KH) - 8 items adapted from Cerne et al. (2025), e.g., “I
intentionally withhold information that could be useful to my teammates.”

e Team Sustainability (TS) - 3 items derived from Ma and Tiago et al. (2022), e.g., “Our
team can continue working effectively over time.”

e Team Collectivism (TC) - 3 items from Chatman et al. (2019), e.g., “Team members
work together to achieve shared goals.”

All items were measured using a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = Totally Disagree
to 5 = Totally Agree. No items were reverse-coded. Missing data were minimal (<1%) and
handled using mean substitution, as recommended for small-scale missingness. Factor loadings,
Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliability (CR), and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) values
for all constructs are presented in Table 2. One item (q10) had a relatively low loading (0.502)
but was retained due to its theoretical importance and minimal impact on reliability (Cronbach’s
a > 0.90 for all constructs). The final instrument demonstrated satisfactory psychometric
properties (a > 0.70, CR > 0.70, AVE > 0.50), indicating acceptable reliability and validity.
The complete questionnaire (English and Persian versions) has been included as a
Supplementary Appendix for transparency. Table 1 below also gives the demographic data.

Table 1
Demographic information of the research sample

property Frequency | Percentage | Min Max Ave SD

Age - 928 100 24 67 47.22 6.53
Male 618 66.6 - - - -

Sex

Female 310 334 - - - -
Diploma 152 16.5 - - . -
Education Associate 67 7 - - - -
Bachelor 513 55.5 - - - -
Master 196 21 - - - -

Work history - 928 100 1 29 13.29 7.06

Results

Study model validations

Partial least squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) was used to examine the
study's hypotheses. The partial least squares method was also used to validate the model. Prior
to hypothesis testing, data normality, multicollinearity (VIF < 3), and reliability assumptions
were confirmed.

The model’s fit is examined in the following three stages:

a. Measurement model fit (the outer model): It shows the relationship between latent
and observable variables.
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b. Structural model fit (the inner model)
¢. General model fit

Measurement model fit

According to Fornell & Larcker (1981), factor loadings, Cronbach’s alpha, and composite
reliability (CR) were used to ensure the validity and reliability of the measuring model’s
coefficients. Factor loading coefficients determine the relationship between latent and
observable variables. Factor loading data, t-value, Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliability, and
AVE of the measurement model fit are given in Table 2.

Table 2
Coefficients related to outer model

Factor loading T-value | Alpha>0.7 Communality > 0.5 | CR>0.7

Q08 0.739 18.109
Q09 0.685 11.574
Q10 0.502 5.975
Q11 0.672 10.733

KH 012 0793 20556 0.905 0.548 0.881
Q13 0.807 32.979
Q14 0.849 46.274
Q15 0.811 37.202
Q16 0.893 53.649

TS Q17 0.900 58.616 0.900 0.750 0.833
Q18 0.802 21.059
Q19 0.899 52.853

IF Q20 0.923 45.705 0.928 0.812 0.884
Q21 0.880 35.693
Q22 0.863 34.417

SF Q23 0.899 56.758 0.920 0.792 0.869
Q24 0.907 54.873

As shown in Table 2, the factor loading coefficients for the items were greater than 0.4,
indicating that the criterion was acceptable. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were the second
category of coefficients to measure the reliability of the measurement equation model. The
internal consistency measuring coefficients of the measurement model indicated the correlation
between the construct and its related indices. A Cronbach’s alpha value greater than 0.7
suggests acceptable reliability, indicating the internal consistency of the items. Composite
reliability was the third category of coefficients to measure the reliability of the measurement
model. If the composite reliability value for each construct was over 0.7, it indicated appropriate
internal consistency for the measurement model. Meanwhile, communality reliability was the
fourth category of coefficients to measure the reliability of the measurement equation model.
This coefficient was intended to assess the item's generalizability and was considered
acceptable when greater than 0.5.

The questionnaire’s convergent and divergent validity was examined to assess its content
validity using structural equation modeling. To calculate convergent validity, the squared AVE
was used, while to calculate divergent validity, the square root of the AVE was compared with
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the correlations between the latent variables (Table 3).

Table 3

Measuring content validity

AVE SF IF TS KH R? R? adjusted
SF 0.792 0.890
IF 0.812 0.755 0.901
TS 0.750 0.713 0.725 0.866 0.585 0.583
KH 0.548 0.711 0.673 0.765 0.740 0.549 0.549

The table shows that divergent validity is examined by comparing the correlations of a
construct and its indexes with those of other constructs, confirming divergent validity in the
second category. The main diameter of this matrix involves the square root of the AVE of the
study’s constructs. According to the matrix below, the AVE square root of all first-order
variables (the matrix’s main diameter) is greater than their correlation values, suggesting the
appropriate divergent validity and good fit of the measurement models.

Structural model fit

The examination of measurement model fit is followed by the study’s structural model fit.
Unlike the measurement model, the structural model section only concerns latent variables and
their relationships. The coefficient of determination was used to assess the structural model fit.
The coefficient of determination is a measure of the effect of exogenous (independent) variables
on an endogenous variable. The key point here is that the coefficient of determination index is
only calculated for the model’s endogenous construct, which is zero for exogenous constructs.
The main criterion for measuring the latent endogenous variables in the model follows an
exploratory approach, with values of 0.67, 0.33, and 0.19 described as strong, moderate, and
weak, respectively. Table 3 gives the data for this section.

General model fit

Model Fit: Instead of relying solely on the Goodness-of-Fit (GOF) index, model fit was
evaluated using SRMR, R?, and Q? indices. The SRMR = 0.056 indicated a good model fit
(below the 0.08 threshold). Predictive relevance (Q?*) was positive for all endogenous
constructs, confirming the model’s predictive validity. The R? values were 0.55 for Knowledge
Hiding and 0.58 for Team Sustainability, indicating strong explanatory power (Table 4).

Table 4
GOF Test
Latent variable R? Communality
SF 0 0.792
IF 0 0.812
TS 0.583 0.750
KH 0.545 0.548
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A GOF value of 0.639 suggests that the general model enjoys a strong fit.

GoF = 2\/(R_2) x (Communality ) = Z\/(R_Z) x (AVE) = 2\/(0/564) x (0.725 ) = 0.639

Testing the study hypotheses
Path coefficients and t-values were obtained through bootstrapping (5,000 resamples) in
SmartPLS 4. The summary of the structural paths is presented in Table5.

Table 5
Summary of the results of the direct relationship and significance coefficients of the model hypotheses
Path coefficient Significance Results
SF—KH 0.473 5.443 Supported (+)
IF—-KH 0.317 3.615 Supported (+)
KH—-TS -0.765 27.636 Supported (Negative)

Mediation analysis: Indirect effects were tested using bootstrapped confidence intervals (95%)
rather than the Sobel test. Both indirect effects were significant:

SF — KH — TS (B = —0.36, CI [-0.54, —0.19])
IF — KH — TS (B = —0.24, CI [-0.42, —0.11])

Moderation analysis: The moderating effect of Team Collectivism on the SF—KH relationship
was significant (f = —0.18, t = 2.43, p < 0.05). However, the moderation on the IF-KH path
was non-significant (t = 1.46 < 1.96).

The results confirm that both social and informational faultlines increase knowledge hiding,
which in turn negatively influences team sustainability. Team collectivism reduces the adverse

impact of social faultlines but does not significantly moderate informational faultlines (Table
6).

Table 6
The moderating role of the team collectivism variable
KH TS KH TS

TC 3.813 TC 3.601

IF 4.602 IF 4422

SF 1.316 26.549 SF 1.380 26.938

TC*SF 2.436 TC*IF 1.460
Discussion

This study aimed to investigate the effects of the mediating variable, knowledge hiding,
and the intervening variable, team collectivism, on the relationship between social and
informational fault lines and the entrepreneurial team’s stability. 928 people from 472
companies involved in the production and distribution of medical equipment in Iran responded
to the study questions. Data were collected through Ma and Tiago et al.’s questionnaire (2022).
Data were also analyzed, and study hypotheses were examined using Structural Equation
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Modeling via Partial Least Squares in SmartPLS. To ensure the reliability of the measurement
model coefficients, factor loadings, Cronbach’s alpha coefficients, and composite reliability
were used. The calculated factor loading coefficients confirmed the questionnaire's
acceptability. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients also confirmed the internal consistency of the
constructs and their indices. Composite reliability values for each construct exceeded 0.7,
indicating appropriate internal consistency of the measurement model. Also, the estimated
communality reliability confirmed the generalizability of the study items. The structural model
fit showed that the path coefficients (T-values) between the constructs were significant at the
95% confidence level. Also, the coefficient of determination (R?) was high. The estimated GOF
rate of over 0.5 was also confirmed. Therefore, the fit was found to be strong. The structural
equations test showed that social and informational fault lines, with path coefficients of 0.472
and 0.317, respectively, affected knowledge hiding. Also, knowledge hiding with a path
coefficient of 0.765 had a significant effect on team stability. In sum, the moderating role of
team collectivism in the relationship between social fault lines and knowledge hiding was
confirmed.

The findings showed that the incidence of social and informational fault lines was
positively associated with knowledge hiding in entrepreneurial teams. This finding was in line
with those of previous research by (Bao et al., 2024; Han et al., 2023; Ma, Xiao, et al., 2022;
Tan et al., 2022). Literature findings suggest that social and informational fault lines have
increased knowledge hiding.

In entrepreneurial teams, social fault lines are usually concentrated in team dynamism and
interpersonal relations. When team members are involved in micro-level management, they
face an environment that is not conducive to creativity, undermines team spirit, and ultimately
increases knowledge hiding. Meanwhile, a culture that encourages open discussion about
mistakes helps create a supportive environment where team members feel secure sharing their
experiences, cope with negative and adverse effects, and enhance their integrity and creativity
(Singh, 2020). Moreover, the lack of effective feedback mechanisms could aggravate social
fault lines. Teams that are not open to regular, constructive criticism may struggle to address
key issues, leading to team members’ non-participation in organizational affairs (Singh, 2020).

Second, findings showed that knowledge hiding could weaken the entrepreneurial team’s
stability, and these two were negatively correlated. Findings by (Agarwal et al., 2022; Cerne et
al., 2025; Ma, Tang, et al., 2022; Ma, Xiao, et al., 2022; X1 & Qu, 2025) also confirmed this. It
was claimed that the creation of a knowledge-hiding spirit among team members could reduce
team stability. Team knowledge sharing mediates the relationship between social and
informational fault lines and team stability (Bao et al., 2024). Whether social or informational,
fault lines will reduce team members’ motives and tendency to share knowledge, and finally
undermine team stability.

Third, findings showed that knowledge hiding mediated the relationship between social and
informational fault lines with the entrepreneurial team’s stability. Social fault lines promote
team knowledge, though informational fault lines could reduce it. This finding corresponds to
those of previous research by Bao et al. (2024), Cerne et al. (2025), Ma, Tang et al. (2022), Xi
and Qu (2025). Knowledge hiding can also mediate the relationship between the social and
informational fault lines and affect team stability (Ma, Xiao et al., 2022).

Fourth, social fault lines and knowledge hiding are positively moderated by team
collectivism; however, it does not moderate the relationship between informational fault lines
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and knowledge hiding. This finding supports those of the research by Ma, Xiao et al. (2022).
Social fault lines, meanwhile, promote team knowledge hiding, though it is reduced by
informational fault lines. Team knowledge hiding is also a process by which social and
informational fault lines affect team stability. In sum, team collectivism moderates these
relations.

Conclusion

In summary, the study showed that social fault lines negatively affected, and informational
fault lines positively affected, knowledge hiding, which mediated these relationships. This
study also found that collectivism moderated the relationships between social and informational
fault lines and team knowledge hiding. Therefore, knowledge hiding, under the influence of
team fault lines (both social and informational), reduced team stability.

This study, like any empirical research, has certain limitations that should be considered
when interpreting the results. First, all variables were measured using self-report
questionnaires, which may introduce common method bias and social desirability effects,
although procedural remedies (e.g., randomization of items, assurance of anonymity) were
implemented. Second, the research adopted a cross-sectional design, preventing the inference
of causal relationships among variables. Future studies are encouraged to apply longitudinal or
experimental designs to validate the causal direction of the observed effects. Third, the sample
consisted of entrepreneurial teams operating in Iran, which may limit the generalizability of the
findings to other cultural or organizational contexts. Cross-cultural replications are
recommended to examine the robustness of the results. Finally, future research could explore
other mediators or moderators, such as psychological safety, trust climate, or leadership style,
to better explain how faultlines influence team sustainability through knowledge processes.
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