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Unraveling the Nexus: Examining the effect of despotic leadership and dynamic capabilities through the lens of knowledge hiding, organizational learning and co-worker support


BAM TRACK: LEADERSHIP

Drawing upon the conservation of resources (COR) theory and resource-based view (RBV), we investigate the negative effects of despotic leadership on individual and organizational dynamics. Specifically, we examine how a despotic leader impacts dynamic capabilities of an organization through a serial mediation model. We introduce knowledge hiding and organizational learning as mediators in the relationship between despotic leadership and dynamic capabilities. Furthermore, we propose the boundary condition of coworker support as a coping mechanism between despotic leadership and knowledge hiding. Two waves time lagged data was collected from 253 respondents working in the corporate sector organizations in Lahore through a survey instrument. The results demonstrate that despotic leadership has a direct negative relationship with dynamic capabilities and an indirect negative relationship with dynamic capabilities through knowledge hiding and organizational learning. Moreover, higher coworker support weakened the positive relationship between despotic leadership and knowledge hiding. This study has important implications for organizations and managers to enhance organizational outcomes. 
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Introduction
Over recent decades, the business landscape has evolved drastically. Organizations must struggle hard to survive due to the increasing trends of globalization, digitalization, and e-commerce. Organizations with strong competitive advantages can sustain themselves in this everchanging environment, which is marked by “volatile, uncertain, complex, and ambiguous” (VUCA) dynamics (Moccia et al., 2020). In such a situation, it has been argued that ‘dynamic capabilities’ (DC) can play a pivotal role in creating and sustaining competitive advantage. Teece et al. (1997) defined dynamic capabilities as an internal capability of an organization to build, integrate, and reconfigure its competencies as a response to the external environment. Dynamic capabilities reside in the micro-foundations of an organization, especially in its human resources. According to Teece (2016), leaders make an instrumental contribution in enhancing innovation and gaining competitive advantage for an organization. DCs reside organizationally, and leaders are the key promoters of these capabilities (Nonaka et al., 2016). The dynamic capability literature has focused on the positive leadership approaches and their positive outcomes, such as it has been found that leadership styles such as strategic (Pitelis and Wagner, 2019), transactional and transformational leadership (Lopez-Cabrales et al., 2017), and agile leadership (Akkaya, 2020) are critical triggers for dynamic capabilities. However, the literature on the dark characteristics of a leader in the sphere of dynamic capabilities is under-explored.  To the best of our knowledge, no study has focused on negative leadership and its impact on dynamic capabilities.
Over the last decade,  the focus of researchers on dark or destructive leadership and its impact on work and non-work spheres has increased significantly (Mackey et al., 2021). Among the various dark leadership concepts like, destructive leadership (Schyns and Schilling, 2013), and exploitative leadership (Schmid et al., 2018) and abusive supervision (Tepper, 2000), despotic leadership has attracted the widespread attention of scholars as a new paradigm(Raja et al., 2020, Nauman et al., 2021, Islam et al., 2022a)
De Hoogh and Den Hartog (2008) defined despotic leadership as self-aggrandizing and exploitative, driven by self-interest, dominance, and superiority. Unethical behaviors of despotic leaders, such as corruption, coercion, criminal actions, and reality fabrication, lead to several destructive outcomes at individual and organizational levels (Shah et al., 2023, Shahzad et al., 2023). However, its implications on organizational dynamics, such as dynamic capabilities, remain an under-explored domain. Therefore, the first objective of our study is to explore the effect of despotic leadership on dynamic capabilities. 
We integrate the literature of COR theory (Hobfoll et al., 2018) and the resource based view (Barney, 1991) to develop a framework of explanatory mechanisms that demonstrate a step-wise effect on the dynamic capabilities of a firm through despotic leadership.  According to the COR theory, we propose that the despotic leadership being an intense workplace stressor causes employees to conserve their resources, one of which is manifested through knowledge hiding. Employees working with despotic leaders cannot raise their voices against unfair treatment, so they reduce their performance and adopt deviant behaviors (Erkutlu and Chafra, 2018). Evidence shows that despotic leaders reduces the knowledge-sharing behaviors of their subordinates (Son and Pak, 2023). Drawing upon the COR theory, workplace stressors like despotic leaders increase the feeling of exploitation in followers. As a result, they conserve their resources by engaging in knowledge hiding (Guo et al., 2021). According to He et al. (2021), researchers have made progress in understanding the impact of knowledge hiding on the concepts of individual-level, but the research about its impact on organizational-level factors is under explored. In response to his call, this research has studied the explanatory mechanisms of knowledge hiding between the relationship of despotic leadership and dynamic capabilities through organizational learning.
Organizational learning is an essential antecedent of dynamic capability. Without continuous learning, dynamic capabilities cannot be achieved (Hung et al., 2010). Dynamic capabilities of an organization are positively influence by Knowledge based resources and learning systems (Nguyen et al., 2023). Bendig et al. (2018) demonstrated that organizational leaders indirectly shape the dynamic capabilities of an organization by establishing individual learning mechanisms. Contrary to this view, we present the other side of their thesis. We propose that despotic leader’s unethical and manipulative behaviors disturbs organizational learning which ultimately endangers organizational dynamic capabilities (Anand et al., 2022). Therefore, the third objective of our study is to investigate the mediating relationship of organizational learning between despotic leadership and dynamic capabilities. Moreover, we further propose that despotic leadership will reduce the DCs of a firm through the serial mediation of knowledge hiding and organizational learning. 
Finally, the fourth objective of our study is to explore a boundary condition which may buffer the detrimental effect of despotic leaders on knowledge hiding, and indirectly protect the organizational learning and DCs of an organization. He et al. (2021) highlighted the need for comprehensive studies on the coping mechanisms of knowledge hiding. We have proposed the role of co-worker support as a boundary condition to mitigate the effects of despotic leadership on knowledge hiding behavior. Social support can buffer the harmful effects of despotic leaders’ humiliation and disrespectful behaviors toward their followers (Islam et al., 2022b). Coworker support, being a resource, may help to reduce the stress caused by the unethical behavior of the leader, uplifting the energy levels and minimizing deviant behaviors (De Clercq et al., 2020), such as knowledge hiding. This study has proposed coworker support as a moderator in the relationship between despotic leadership and knowledge hiding.
Our study has explained the adverse effects of despotic leadership on individual as well as organizational dynamics. The contributions of our study is multifold. First, to the best of our knowledge, this is the first study in the dynamic capability stream to see the impact of negative leadership on the dynamic capabilities of an organization. We demonstrate how despotic leadership negatively impacts dynamic capabilities through the indirect effect of knowledge hiding and organizational learning. Second, we have integrated individual and organization level variables. We have analyzed the multi-level outcomes of despotic leadership, a significant gap in the existing literature (Khizar et al., 2023). We have investigated the impact of DL on individual level variables, i.e., knowledge hiding, and organizational level variables, i.e., organizational learning and dynamic capabilities. Third, there is a significant gap in the literature regarding the impact of knowledge hiding on the organizational-level variables (Anand et al., 2022, Garg et al., 2022). This study intends to see the impact of knowledge hiding on dynamic capabilities through organizational learning. We cross-fertilized the dynamic capabilities, knowledge, and leadership literature and aim to find a nexus between leadership and dynamic capability literature. Fourth, we have explored the boundary condition of co-worker support as the coping mechanism for the harmful effects of despotic leadership and employee deviant behavior, in this case, knowledge hiding. Finally, we have integrated and extended that knowledge on COR theory and resource based theory to interpret the depletion of resource in the form of dynamic capabilities as the result of workplace stressors like despotic leadership.



1. Theory and hypothesis
We employ the resource-based theory (RBT) (Barney, 1991) to build our theoretical framework. We have hypothesized that leadership is that intangible resource of the firm which can play a decisive role in organizational performance. Amit and Schoemaker (1993) defined resources as “stocks of available factors that are owned or controlled by the firm” (p.35). These resources can be financial, physical or human assets, and they can be ‘tangible and intangible assets’ while capabilities are the ‘capacity of the resources to perform some task’. We argue that leadership is such a resource which builds or diminishes the capacity of the human resources, in this case, the capacity manifests in terms of dynamic capabilities. Further, we integrate the resource-based theory with the conservation of resources (COR) theory which postulates that responses against physical and psychological stress lead to resource losses which motivates an individual to take action to regain those reduced or lost resources (Hobfoll, 1989). COR states that when individuals feel intimidated by workplace stressors, they cannot build positive psychology and develop feelings of resource loss (Shahzad et al., 2023). When facing a threat or loss of resources, employees strive to hold valued resources to protect them from further loss (Hobfoll, 2001). Perception or resource loss prevents individuals from investing in any other activity. Given that a despotic leader is a kind of salient stressor that generates the feeling of exploitation and manipulation in the subordinates, they may try to reduce resource loss by engaging in knowledge hiding (Guo et al., 2021). Therefore, by integrating RBT and COR, we propose that when employees face stressors like despotic leadership, it will destroy their psychological resources, which will reduce the organization’s competitive advantage because employees will disengage from the organization’s resource-intensive practices, negatively affecting organizational level resources like organizational learning and dynamic capabilities.

1.1. Dynamic Capabilities
Learned et al. (1965) proposed that the key to the success of a company lies in its ability to find a “competency that is truly distinctive.” Organizations have been trying to distinguish themselves from their competitors forever, but only those firms that achieve and sustain a competitive advantage in the market can distinguish themselves (Pigola et al., 2022). How organizations are able to develop and sustain a competitive advantage has been a question of interest to strategic management researchers for decades. Teece et al. (1997) answered this question by presenting a new paradigm of competitive advantage, the Dynamic Capability View. They defined dynamic capability as “the firm’s ability to integrate, build, and reconfigure internal and external competencies to address rapidly changing environments” (p. 516). It is the ability of an organization to regulate its resources and processes according to the changing environment. Dynamic capabilities describe a firm’s capacity to innovate, analyze, and adapt to change that is in favor of customers and unfavorable to competitors.  
Since the emergence of this concept, researchers have been exploring to find the antecedents of dynamic capabilities that can help achieve competitive advantage. Among those antecedents, leadership has aroused the researchers' widespread interest. Positive leadership styles like transactional leadership (Xu and Wang, 2018), and transformational leadership (Lopez-Cabrales et al., 2017) have a positive impact on dynamic capabilities. However, the literature on negative leadership like despotic leadership and its relationship with dynamic capabilities of the firms is scarce.


1.2. Despotic leadership
Over the last decade, the dark side of leadership has grabbed the attention of researchers from multiple disciplines. Among the various destructive leadership styles, the most emerging one and relatively new concept is the despotic leadership (Khizar et al., 2023). A despotic leader is differentiated from other leadership styles on the basis of their lack of morality, intentionally destructive behavior, and self-interest (Naseer et al., 2016). Despotic leaders do not shy away from displaying hostile behavior (De Clercq et al., 2020). They believe in using control and demand strategies to attain dominance and unquestioned submission and compliance from their subordinates (Mackey et al., 2021). Such leaders are driven by egoistic motives, demonstrating callousness, manipulation, and exploitation of followers for personal gains (Shah et al., 2023). A despotic leader’s arrogant and manipulative behavior at the workplace negatively impacts employees’ job performance (Akhtar et al., 2023), trickling down and ultimately affecting the overall organizational performance or growth.
Current literature has established that there is a strong negative impact of despotic leaders on employee performance (Raja et al., 2020, Jabeen and Rahim, 2021) that may ultimately affect organizational performance. We believe that if positive leadership enhances dynamic capabilities, despotic leadership will impede dynamic capabilities and create inertia in the organization, as negative behaviors carry more harmful consequences than an equivalent positive behavior yields helpful outcomes (Emmerling et al., 2023).. Therefore, we propose:
H1: Despotic leadership is negatively related to dynamic capabilities.

1.3. Despotic leadership, knowledge hiding, organizational learning, and dynamic capabilities
Supervisors' leadership style significantly impacts subordinates as they have day-to-day contact with them (Herhausen et al., 2017), which is why their potential to impact subordinates' behavior (positive or deviant) is significant. Evidence shows that in response to negative leadership, employees engage in unethical behaviors that can be harmful to the organization, like violating company rules (Akhtar et al., 2020) or knowledge hiding (Chaudhary and Islam, 2022).
Knowledge Hiding (KH) occurs when an individual intentionally conceal information. Connelly et al. (2012) describe knowledge hiding as “an intentional attempt by an individual to withhold or conceal knowledge that has been requested by another person” (p.65). Intentional efforts of individuals to manipulate or hide knowledge may be called deception and can be categorized as deviant behavior (Zhang et al., 2022). Some employees have a tendency to hide important information to remain exceptional and irreplaceable, but it has been found that knowledge hiding has a detrimental impact on OCBs (Islam et al., 2022b), creativity, task performance and innovative work behaviors (El-Kassar et al., 2022). Literature shows that knowledge hiding is a likely outcome of being exposed to a hostile leader, such as abusive supervision (Farooq & Sultana, 2021), bullies (Bari et al., 2023) or exploitative leadership (Guo et al., 2021). However, it appears that literature on despotic leadership and knowledge hiding is scant and there is a need to see the relationship between DL and knowledge based variables (Khizar et al., 2023). Moreover, Garg et al. (2022) suggested to study the after-effects of KH to understand the organizational level outcomes.  We employ the COR theory to propose that as the response of a despotic leader’s unethical and manipulative behavior, subordinates tend to conceal knowledge as a coping mechanism to preserve their resources that ultimately affect an organization's dynamic capability. 
H2: Despotic leadership decreases the dynamic capability of an organization through knowledge hiding.
According to Argyris and Schön (1978), “organizational learning occurs when members of the organization act as learning agents for the organization, responding to changes in the internal and external environments of the organization by detecting and correcting errors.”(p.29). Learning is a process of utilizing knowledge and understanding to improve the actions of organizations (Fiol and Lyles, 1985). These actions earn a competitive advantage for the organization through the enhancement of DCs. Organizational learning significantly impact the dynamic capabilities of the organization (Nguyen et al., 2023). Leaders play a pivotal role in boosting the learning process. Leaders with transformational characteristics encourage flexible procedures, an open culture, and a learning environment (Vera and Crossan, 2004). Park and Kim (2018) also found the mediating effect of knowledge sharing environment between the relationship of leadership and organizational learning. Contrary to that, we postulate that destructive leadership will affect organizational learning negatively. There is a dearth of research on the relationship between negative leadership and organizational learning. Through this study, we intend to add to the existing literature by studying this under-explored area of leadership and learning. Therefore, we propose: 
H3: Despotic leadership indirectly affects dynamic capabilities by hampering the process of organizational learning.
In organizations, knowledge resources and learning mechanisms positively affect dynamic capabilities. Linden et al. (2019) highlighted the importance of knowing in enhancing dynamic capabilities. According to (Bendig et al., 2018), organizational leaders indirectly influence dynamic capabilities through knowledge resources and learning. However, when these resources are not utilized correctly or knowledge hiding is adopted, this phenomenon becomes a threat to the firm’s development (Connelly et al., 2019). Thus, we propose that despotic leadership leads to knowledge hiding of employees that impedes the learning process, affecting the dynamic capabilities. We hypothesize:
H4: Knowledge hiding and organizational learning negatively mediate the relationship between despotic leadership and dynamic capabilities.

1.4. Co-worker support as Moderator
Numerous researchers have established that stressful job conditions have severe effects on the mental and physical health of employees. The sources of occupational stress are embedded into the work environment and have received great attention from scholars of management and psychology. One of these buffers is co-worker support, which has been taken as a boundary condition for the relationship between despotic leadership and knowledge-hiding behavior. Coworkers offers excellent support in mitigating the effects of stress in the workplace (Ducharme and Martin, 2000). Disrespectful and unhelpful colleagues may adversely affect the stress by draining the energy reservoirs and increasing the feelings of frustration (Sliter et al., 2012). Coworker support, on the other hand, may reduce the negative stressors in the workplace and increase job satisfaction (Lee et al., 2015).  
A despotic leader is an immense source of stress for an employee due to his unethical and manipulative behavior. As per COR, this continuous mistreatment from leaders may increase the possibilities of future resource loss, resulting in a resource-loss spiral (Hobfoll, 2001). In such situations, coworker support becomes a resource-enhancing factor. The quality relationships become a part of the resource gain spiral that buffers the negative effect of stressors and decreases the deviant behaviors and knowledge hiding in our case. Thus, we propose:
H5: Coworker support moderates the relationship between despotic leadership and knowledge hiding.

1.5.  Proposed Model

Figure 1: Proposed moderated mediation model Despotic Leadership
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2. Methods

2.1. Sample and procedures
 The current study examines the serial mediation of knowledge hiding and organizational learning between the relationship of despotic leadership and dynamic capabilities. The study collected data from the employees of diverse organizations operating in Lahore, Pakistan. These organizations included the Banking, IT, and Manufacturing Sectors. Data from these three represent the primary business sectors in Lahore. Moreover, this diversity adds to the generalizability of the study. The convenience sampling technique has been used to collect data. In developing countries like Pakistan, the unavailability of infrastructure and proper organizational data caused the absence of a sampling frame for most sectors (Tipu and Fantazy, 2018). This study collected data in time lags (i.e., two waves) to avoid common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003). 
The respondents completed the survey on a Google form shared via email. At time T1, a questionnaire link was shared with 400 employees under a leader’s direct supervision. Respondents were asked about their demographics and three variables, i.e., despotic leadership, knowledge hiding, and coworker support, and a total of 310 responded, exhibiting a response rate of 77.5%. At time T2, with an interval of 20 days, these 310 respondents were asked about organizational learning and dynamic capabilities, from which 253 responded, showing a response rate of almost 82%. An overall response rate on both occasions was reasonable. 
Appropriate sample size is essential to establish the generalizability of the results. The sample should be adequate to meet the research objectives (Sekaran and Bougie, 2016). When a total population is unknown, the sample-to-item or sample-to-variable methods can be used (Memon et al., 2020). Thus, this study used the sample-to-item ratio method presented by Suhr (2006)to decide the sample size. According to Memon et al. (2020) the sample should not be less than 5 to 1; hence, we needed at least 225 respondents for a questionnaire having 45 items. Therefore, 400 questionnaires were shared in time T1, and after T2, 253 usable questionnaires were received, constituting a response rate of 82%.
The study sample comprised 83.8% male (N=214) and 16.2 % female (N=41) respondents. Major respondents (54.5%) were between the age bracket of 26-35, while 34% were between 36 to 45 years of age. A significant number of respondents had work experience of 5-10 years (36.4 %) and 11-15 years (33.2%). Thirty-four percent of respondents (N=86) had master’s degrees, while  32% had bachelor’s degrees (N=84).

2.2. Measures
The data have been collected through already developed questionnaires using a five-point Likert scale from Strongly Agree = 5 to Strongly Disagree = 1.
2.2.1. Despotic Leadership
Despotic leadership was measured with the help of 6 items unidimensional scale developed by De Hoogh and Den Hartog (2008). The reliability of the measure was 0.95. Sample item includes “My leader is vengeful; seeks revenge when wronged”. 
2.2.2. Knowledge Hiding
A three-item scale developed by Peng (2012) was used to measure knowledge hiding. The Cronbach’s alpha of this variable was 0.93. Sample item includes “I do not share innovative achievements” is one of the sample items. 
2.2.3. Coworker Support
The coworker support scale used in this study was developed by Ducharme and Martin (2000). It consisted of 10 items; one of the sample items is “My coworkers would fill in while I am absent”. 
2.2.4. Organizational learning
We measured organizational learning through a 14-item scale developed by Jerez-Gomez et al. (2005). A sample item is “In this firm, innovative ideas that work are rewarded.” The Cronbach alpha of this measure was 0.96.
2.2.5. Dynamic Capabilities
Dynamic capabilities were measured through a12 items adapted from Lopez-Cabrales et al. (2017). The Cronbach’s alpha of this variable was noted as 0.98. “We are effective in utilizing knowledge  into new products” is a sample item.

2.3. Empirical Approach
Multiple steps have been used to analyze the data. At first step, a conﬁrmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to validate data to ensure the validity and the reliability of all the measures using SPSS and AMOS. For hypothesis testing, “the PROCESS macro for SPSS” by Hayes (2018) was used. Process macro is an effective tool to measure complex models of serial mediation with first-stage moderated mediation, as proposed in the study. It uses a bootstrapping approach with bias corrected confidence interval of 95%.
A sequence was followed for hypothesis testing. Direct relationships are checked through regression analysis. In the second stage, serial mediation was checked using PROCESS macro by Hayes (2018), Model 06. At the third level, the first stage, moderated mediation, was assessed using Model 07 by Hayes (2018) PROCESS macro.

3. Results

3.1. Descriptive analysis
Initially, descriptive statistics, correlations among variables, and reliability analysis were conducted. Table 1 shows the significant correlations of all the variables of the study. Despotic leadership has a positive relationship with KH and negative relationship with coworker support, organizational learning and dynamic capabilities. All the relationships are significant. The reliability estimates of all the variables are above the cutoff value of 0.70.
Table:1 Reliability and Descriptive analysis 
	Variables
	Mean
	SD
	AVE
	CR
	DL
	OL
	CS
	KH
	DC

	DL
	1.82
	0.80
	0.78
	0.96
	(0.95)
	
	
	
	

	OL
	3.01
	0.79
	0.68
	0.96
	-.650**(-0.62)
	(0.96)
	
	
	

	CS
	3.49
	0.70
	0.73
	0.96
	-.608** (-0.58)
	.400** (0.38)
	(0.95)
	
	

	KH
	1.53
	0.91
	0.82
	0.93
	.895** (0.85)
	-.703**(0.66)
	-.577** (-0.55)
	(0.93)
	

	DC
	3.11
	0.93
	0.83
	0.94
	-.674** (-0.64)
	.688**(0.65)
	.476** (0.45)
	-.709** (-0.67)
	(0.98)


**p < 0.05; *p < 0.01.
DL: Despotic Leadership; OL: Organizational Learning; CS: Coworker Support; KH: knowledge hiding; DC: dynamic Capabilities 
“SD: std. Dev. CR: composite reliability. shared variance in parenthesis; AVE: average variance extracted; cronbach alpha shown diagonally in parenthesis”.
3.2. Confirmatory factor analysis
The scales for data collection has been are adapted from previous studies that is why confirmatory factor analysis was conducted. For model fit, the study examines “chi-square/degree of freedom (x 2/df), comparative ﬁt index (CFI), root mean residual (RMR), Tucker Lewis index (TLI) and root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA)”. One item from CS scale, three items from OL scale and One item from dynamic capabilities scale was deleted due to low factor loadings. See Table 2 for model fit indices.
Table 2: Model fit Indices for CFA
	Index 
	CMIN/DF
	CFI
	RMSEA
	SRMR

	Benchmark
	≤ 3
	≥ 0.90
	≤ 0.08
	≤ 0.08

	Measurement Model
	2.905
	0.905
	0.08
	0.059


          Source: (Hu and Bentler, 1999)
3.3. Reliability and validity analysis
The convergent validity of the measure has been evaluated through “factor loadings, composite reliability (CR) and average variance extracted (AVE)”. For these measures, criteria presented by Hair et al. (2010) was implied. Factor loadings of all the variables were greater than the recommended values (λ ≥ 0.50). Values of AVE and CR were greater than the threshold values of  0.50  and ≥ 0.60 respectively (see Table 3). Further, the values of AVE are found to be greater than values of MSV confirming the discriminant validity of the measures following Fornell and Larcker (1981).
Table 3. Measurement model
	Construct/Variable
	 Loadings
	Alpha
	CR
	AVE
	MSV

	Despotic Leadership
	
	0.95
	0.958
	0.67
	0.738

	DL1
	0.94
	
	
	
	

	DL2
	0.91
	
	
	
	

	DL3
	0.91
	
	
	
	

	DL4
	0.84
	
	
	
	

	DL5
	0.87
	
	
	
	

	DL6
	0.84
	
	
	
	

	Knowledge hiding
	
	0.93
	0.93
	0.817
	0.738

	KH1
	0.89
	
	
	
	

	KH2
	0.92
	
	
	
	

	KH3
	0.90
	
	
	
	

	Coworker Support
	
	0.95
	0.959
	0.725
	0.345

	CS2
	0.796
	
	
	
	

	CS3
	0.735
	
	
	
	

	CS4
	0.872
	
	
	
	

	CS5
	0.859
	
	
	
	

	CS6
	0.831
	
	
	
	

	CS7
	0.889
	
	
	
	

	CS8
	0.911
	
	
	
	

	CS9
	0.863
	
	
	
	

	CS10
	0.876
	
	
	
	

	Organizational learning
	
	0.96
	0.958
	0.678
	0.446

	OL1
	0.792
	
	
	
	

	OL4
	0.757
	
	
	
	

	OL5
	0.612
	
	
	
	

	OL6
	0.857
	
	
	
	

	OL7
	0.865
	
	
	
	

	OL9
	0.88
	
	
	
	

	OL10
	0.871
	
	
	
	

	OL11
	0.856
	
	
	
	

	OL12
	0.869
	
	
	
	

	OL13
	0.85
	
	
	
	

	OL14
	0.808
	
	
	
	

	Dynamic Capabilities
	
	0.98
	0.936
	0.831
	0.452

	DC1
	0.953
	
	
	
	

	DC2
	0.972
	
	
	
	

	DC3
	0.943
	
	
	
	

	DC4
	0.988
	
	
	
	

	DC5
	0.967
	
	
	
	

	DC6
	0.978
	
	
	
	

	DC7
	0.959
	
	
	
	

	DC9
	0.983
	
	
	
	

	DC10
	0.955
	
	
	
	

	DC11
	0.979
	
	
	
	

	DC12
	0.957
	 
	 
	 
	 



3.4. Hypotheses testing
 The study examined the direct effect of despotic leadership with dynamic capability and found a significant but negative impact of DL on dynamic capabilities (β =-0.78, p < 0.01) which supports the hypothesis 1 of the study. Moreover, the direct relationships between dependent and all mediators are also significant (see Table 4). 

Table 4. Results of direct relationships
	Hypotheses    
	β
	SE
	p

	Despotic Leader-->Dynamic Capabilities
	-0.78
	0.054
	**

	Despotic Leader --> Knowledge Hiding
	0.96
	0.031
	**

	Despotic Leader --> Organizational Learning
	-0.63
	0.047
	**

	Knowledge Hiding--> Organizational Learning
	-0.60
	0.039
	**

	Knowledge Hiding --> Dynamic Capabilities
	-0.72
	0.045
	**

	Organizational Learning-->Dynamic Capabilities
	0.81
	0.054
	**


*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01
To test the mediation of knowledge hiding and OL between the relationship of despotic leadership and dynamic capabilities PROCESS macros, Model 04 was used. The results revealed that knowledge hiding fully mediates the relationship between DL and DCs (β =-.544, p=0.00) supporting hypothesis 02 as in the presence of knowledge hiding despotic leader becomes insignificant. Organizational learning was also found to have significant indirect effect between the relationship of despotic leadership and dynamic capabilities (β =-.510, p=0.00) lending support to hypothesis 03. Direct and indirect effects of both relationships are given in Table 5. At the next step, Model 6 by PROCESS macros was used to test the serial mediation of knowledge hiding and dynamic capabilities between the relationship of independent and dependent variables. Hypothesis 04 was also supported as full mediation was found and in presence of knowledge hiding and organizational learning despotic leader becomes insignificant. Direct and indirect effects of serial mediation is available under Table 5.





	Table 5: Results of Mediation Analysis

	Hypotheses
	β
	SE
	p
	Bootstraps at 95%

	
	
	
	
	LL
	UL

	Despotic Leadership → Knowledge Hiding → Dynamic Capabilities

	Direct effect
	-0.225
	0.115
	
	-0.451
	0.001

	Indirect effect
	-0.555
	0.113
	*
	-0.7739
	-0.33

	Total effect
	-0.78
	0.054
	**
	-0.78
	0.876

	Despotic Leadership → Organizational Learning → Dynamic Capabilities

	Direct effect
	-0.454
	0.063
	**
	-0.579
	-0.328

	Indirect effect
	-0.326
	0.071
	**
	-0.479
	-0.2

	Total effect
	-0.78
	0.054
	**
	-0.886
	-0.674

	Despotic Leadership →Knowledge Hiding → Organizational Learning→ Dynamic Capabilities

	Direct effect
	-0.181
	0.107
	
	-0.3918
	0.299

	Indirect effect
	-0.599
	0.115
	**
	-0.826
	-0.376

	Total effect
	-0.78
	0.054
	**
	-0.8869
	-0.674


*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01
In the last step, interaction affect of coworker support between the relationship of despotic leadership and knowledge hiding was conducted using PROCESS macros Model 1. The interaction term (despotic leadership x coworker support) significantly explained the variance in knowledge hiding (ΔR2 = .01, ΔF = 13.5, p = .000). Finally, Model 7 of PROCESS macros by Hayes was used to test the full first stage moderated mediation model. The results showed that coworker support is a significant moderator and it weakens the relationship of despotic leadership and knowledge hiding (β = – .13, LLCI = – .201, ULCI = – .061). It provides the values of conditional indirect effects, effect of despotic leadership on dynamic capabilities through knowledge hiding at different levels of coworker support. A significant conditional indirect effect was found and moderated mediation was found to be significant moderated mediation (Index :0.04, CI: .0091; 0915).
Table 6 showed the results of the interaction. Further, the study draws moderation slope and noted a lower negative impact of despotic leadership on knowledge hiding in case of high coworker support (Figure 2), which supports hypothesis 5 of proposed model.
	 Table 6: Moderation analysis

	Hypotheses
	β
	SE
	p
	Bootstraps at 95%

	
	
	
	
	LL
	UL

	Despotic Leadership
	1.414
	0.383
	**
	-1.959
	-0.45

	Coworker Support
	0.271
	0.102
	**
	0.069
	0.474

	Despotic Leadership × Coworker Support
	-0.131
	0.035
	**
	-0.201
	-0.061


Note(s): ** p < 0.01, Dependent variable = knowledge hiding


Figure 2: Interaction effect of despotic leadership and co-worker support on knowledge hiding 
4. Discussion
Based on the data collected from 253 banking, IT, and manufacturing employees, this study is the first to examine the relationship between despotic leadership, knowledge hiding, organizational learning, dynamic capabilities, and coworker support in an integrated Model. 
We have employed an integration of COR theory and resource-based theory to propose a novel theoretical model combining the variables from leadership, organizational learning, employee support, and dynamic capabilities. This study has responded to the call for research to explore the multi-level outcomes of despotic leadership (Khizar et al., 2023). We have also responded to the gap in the literature by analyzing the impact of knowledge hiding on organizational outcomes (Anand et al., 2022). Further, we studied the boundary condition of coworker support as a positive resource to mitigate the detrimental effects of despotic leadership on employees’ psychological resources. The results of the study open a concerning debate for scholars focusing on identifying the factors that can enhance or impede organizational performance. The results revealed that destructive leadership can affect individual behaviors and negatively impact an organization’s dynamic capabilities. All the hypotheses of the study were supported.
According to the first hypothesis of the study, there is a negative relationship between despotic leadership and dynamic capabilities. Drawing upon the RBV we proposed that leadership is a resource of an organization that helps a firm achieve a competitive advantage (Akkaya, 2020; Schoemaker et al., 2018), but if the leadership is unfavorable or destructive, it can affect dynamic capabilities negatively. The finding reveals that DL has a negative impact on dynamic capabilities hence the hypothesis is supported. The current study has contributed to the dynamic capability literature by identifying the role of despotic leadership in depleting organizational capacities. To the best of our knowledge, the current study is the first one to highlight the negative relationship between the dark side of leadership and dynamic capabilities.  
The second hypothesis proposed the mediation of knowledge hiding between dynamic capability and despotic leadership. We used COR theory to demonstrate that destructive leadership acts as a stressor and causes exhaustion of personal resources, resulting in deviant behavior like knowledge hiding (Guo et al., 2021, Bari et al., 2023) that ultimately affects the dynamic capabilities of an organization. Although previous studies have seen the impact of negative leadership on knowledge hiding (Chaudhary and Islam, 2022, Farooq and Sultana, 2021, Guo et al., 2024), the literature on the relationship between despotic leadership and knowledge hiding is scant (Khizar et al., 2023). The study found a positive relationship between despotic leadership and knowledge hiding. Furthermore, knowledge hiding fully mediates the relationship between despotic leadership and dynamic capabilities. Although despotic leaders directly affect dynamic capabilities, their impact in the presence of knowledge hiding becomes insignificant. Previous research shows that knowledge management is essential in achieving dynamic capabilities (Arsawan et al., 2020). This research strengthens the evidence by showing that knowledge mechanisms are so important that if they are present, even the strength of leadership will not influence dynamic capabilities. In the absence of knowledge mechanisms such as knowledge sharing, dynamic capabilities decrease irrespective of the strength of leadership.  
The third hypothesis of the study discussed the indirect effect of organizational learning on the relationship between despotic leadership and dynamic capabilities. The hypothesis was supported as organizational learning partially mediates the relationship between despotic leadership and dynamic capabilities. Despotic leadership negatively impacts organizational learning, which further decreases dynamic capabilities. Previous studies have discussed the positive impact of organizational learning on dynamic capabilities (Ali et al., 2020, Nguyen et al., 2023), but the negative impact induced by negative leadership has not yet been discussed. The study has contributed to the current literature by examining the impact of negative leadership on organizational learning and ultimately affecting dynamic capability.
One of the significant contributions of our study comes from the fourth hypothesis that proposes a unique collaboration of individual and organizational level variables in a single model, a significant gap in despotic leadership and knowledge hiding literature (Khizar et al., 2023, Guo et al., 2021). The study’s hypothesis discusses the serial mediation of knowledge hiding and organizational learning. A full mediation was noted as despotic leadership becomes insignificant for dynamic capabilities in the presence of knowledge hiding and organizational learning. Bendig et al. (2018) state that leaders indirectly affect dynamic capabilities through knowledge resources. In case of negative leadership, these resources negatively impact organizational performance. Once knowledge hiding becomes a norm in an organization, it negatively affects organizational learning and dynamic capabilities irrespective of the leader’s influence (positive or negative). Hence, fourth hypothesis has also been supported. 
Our last hypothesis discusses the boundary condition of coworker support. In this case, we propose that social support (coworker support) helps neutralize the adverse effects of despotic leadership on employee behaviors at the workplace. Previous research has also found the positive role of coworker support in diminishing the deviant behaviors of employees at the workplace (De Clercq et al., 2020). The moderation hypothesis has confirmed that coworker support weakens the negative relationship between despotic leadership and knowledge hiding, minimizing its negative impact on organizational learning and dynamic capabilities. 

4.1. Practical Implication
This study offers multiple implications for organizations. First, this study highlighted that destructive leadership affects individual behaviors and organizational-level outcomes. Previous studies have confirmed the negative effect of despotic leaders on employee performance (Islam et al., 2022a, Nauman et al., 2021), but its impact on an organization’s overall performance is still under-explored. Considering the results, organizations should realize that despotic leadership not only affects its workers’ well-being but also decreases the organization’s overall performance. Therefore, managers should take measures to curtail the despotic characteristics of leaders by designing training to inculcate positive leadership characteristics in their leaders.  It is also essential to increase awareness regarding the detrimental effects of leadership among an organization’s managers or potential leaders.
Second, the study found a positive relationship between despotic leadership and knowledge hiding. Suppose a despotic leader stays in an organization for a longer period. In that case, it might contaminate an organization’s knowledge-sharing culture, ultimately affecting organizational learning and performance. Organizations should work on codifying the knowledge and embedding it into the system to avoid such situations.
Third, it is crucial for organizations to restrain knowledge hiding as this deviant behavior enhances employees’ turnover intentions (Zhang and Min, 2022, Agarwal et al., 2023). When knowledgeable employees leave an organization, they also take away the human capital of an organization, which can affect organizational learning. Moreover, this leads to knowledge spill-over, and competitors can exploit the knowledge of such employees, threatening the dynamic capabilities and effecting the organization’s competitive advantage.
Finally, managers should build a culture of support as co-worker support has been shown to mitigate the relationship between despotic leadership and knowledge hiding. Previous literature has also shown that coworker support is helpful in building resources and curtailing resource loss. Therefore, developing an organizational culture of collegiate relationship and support would be beneficial to organizations aiming to enhance their knowledge sharing and learning dynamics. 

4.2. Limitations and future direction for research
First, this study has investigated the impact of despotic leadership on dynamic capabilities and organizational learning in a cross-sectional setting;. However, two-wave time-lagged data has been collected, and the long-run influence of despotic leadership on organizational variables may provide more comprehensive results. Future researchers may conduct a longitudinal study to see the impact of negative leadership over a period of time.
Second, this study collected data from the IT, banking, and manufacturing sectors. However, focusing on only one industry with a larger sample size can give more promising results and enhance the generalizability of the study.
Third, we have not studied the individual dimensions of dynamic capabilities. Future researchers might see despotic leadership’s impact on the individual dimensions of organizational learning or dynamic capabilities such as sensing, seizing, and transforming.

4.3. Conclusion
Integrating the leadership and dynamic capability literature, this study found that despotic leadership negatively impacts individual as well as organizational level variables. It has been found that despotic leadership fuels the knowledge hiding behaviors and impedes organizational learning. We have studied the serial mediation of knowledge hiding and organizational learning between the relationship of despotic leadership and dynamic capabilities. Moreover, the study demonstrated that positive coworker support weakens the positive relationship of despotic leadership and knowledge hiding.  
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