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INTRODUCTION
Employee turnover escalates operational costs, causes disruptions, and jeopardizes an organization's ability to maintain a competitive advantage and fulfill its strategic objectives. Among the many factors that make employees want to leave their jobs, intra-organizational knowledge hiding emerges as a significant antecedent (Serenko & Bontis, 2016; Sheidaee et al., 2022). Intra-organizational knowledge hiding significantly undermines employees' emotional attachment to the company and hinders their learning opportunities, amplifying their intentions to leave (Serenko & Bontis, 2016). Since hiding intra-organizational knowledge is recognized as a widespread and troublesome issue affecting organizations and their workforce (Sheidaee et al., 2022), most organizations build a knowledge-sharing system to encourage employees to share their knowledge. However, numerous employees remain hesitant to share their knowledge with their colleagues. For example, relevant studies showed that 76% of workers in the USA and 45% of workers in China withhold their knowledge and refuse to share it with peers (Pereira & Mohiya, 2021). Therefore, the specific form of intra-organizational knowledge hiding and its impact mechanisms require greater exploration. 
Research on knowledge hiding commenced two decades ago, aiming to understand why and under what circumstances people hide their knowledge (Ghobadi, 2015). According to the definition of Connelly et al. (2012, p.65), knowledge hiding is “an intentional attempt by an individual to withhold or conceal knowledge that another person has requested.” It has been investigated in disciplines such as organization studies, organization behavior, leadership, information systems, and human resource management (Connelly et al., 2012; Khalid et al., 2018). Previous studies found that some employees may fear the loss of unique status or power in the organization (Ulrike et al., 2005), and some others may be apprehensive about being evaluated (Bordia et al., 2006) and thus refuse to share their knowledge (Connelly & Zweig, 2015). It is worth noting that studies indicate that withholding information can impact others (Connelly & Zweig, 2015). Specifically, when individuals engage in knowledge hiding, it affects the immediate productivity and effectiveness of organizations and the emotional and psychological well-being of peers (Connelly & Zweig, 2015). 
Recognizing the critical role that knowledge hiding plays in the organization, it becomes imperative to scrutinize the specific effects of the supervisor's knowledge hiding behavior (Zhang & Min, 2022). Supervisors serve as employees' primary source of job-related knowledge, so their knowledge hiding behavior critically influences employee working behavior. In the leadership and knowledge hiding stream, scholars have examined the role of leadership behavior in promoting or countering knowledge hoarding or knowledge hiding. For instance, ethical leadership has been shown to influence knowledge hiding behavior negatively (Anser et al., 2020; Men et al., 2018), whereas abusive supervision plays a significant role in facilitating the practices of knowledge hiding (e.g., Feng & Wang, 2019; Khalid et al., 2018; Pradhan et al., 2020). An additional argument is that knowledge hiding in juniors may be inherited from their superiors (Arain et al., 2020a; 2020b). However, few studies have investigated the influence of the supervisor's knowledge hiding behavior per se (e.g., Arain et al., 2020a; 2020b; Hameed et al., 2023; Xu et al., 2022; Zhang & Min, 2022).
	This study explores the processes through which the supervisor's knowledge hiding behaviors precipitate employee turnover. Firstly, this research draws upon the concept of proxy efficacy, derived from social cognitive theory (Bandura, 2001), to articulate the primary mechanism by which knowledge hiding influences employee departure. According to the theory, we posit that the employee observing a supervisor's knowledge hiding actions would diminish his/her belief in the supervisor's ability to effectively complete tasks or achieve goals, thereby increasing turnover intentions. In this study, proxy efficacy is the crucial mediator linking supervisor knowledge hiding with employees' intentions to resign. Furthermore, the study adopts a psychological distance perspective, such as structural empowerment, to examine how cognitive distance can mitigate the negative influence of the supervisor's knowledge hiding actions on employee perceptions in the workplace. This approach comprehensively explains the impact of a supervisor's knowledge hiding. Overall, this study delves into two research questions: (1) How do supervisors' knowledge hiding behaviors influence employees' turnover intentions, and through what mechanisms? (2) Does employees' structural empowerment moderate the influence of the supervisor's knowledge hiding behaviors?
This study's anticipated contributions are multifaceted and significant in the realm of organizational behavior. Firstly, building on the suggestion by Connelly and Zweig (2015, p.485) that the different types of knowledge hiding have varying impacts, our research delves into the effects of three distinct knowledge hiding behaviors. This approach clarifies the specific consequences of each type and demonstrates that knowledge hiding does not uniformly result in negative outcomes. Secondly, by adopting a novel perspective to explore how supervisors' knowledge hiding behaviors lead to employee turnover, our study distinguishes itself from the stress perspective proposed by Zhang and Min (2022), offering a fresh lens through which to examine the issue. Specifically, we take proxy efficacy as a mediating variable to provide a deeper understanding of the psychological mechanisms at play, enriching the existing literature. Lastly, the study introduces psychological distance, specifically structural empowerment, as a moderating variable. It allows for a nuanced exploration of how employees perceive and react to their supervisors' knowledge hiding, presenting a comprehensive view of the dynamics involved in the turnover process. Through these contributions, the research aims to shed light on the complex interplay between knowledge hiding, employee perceptions, and turnover intentions, thereby offering valuable insights for scholars and practitioners.
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK & HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT
Knowledge Hiding
Connelly et al. (2012) describe knowledge hiding as an intentional attempt by an individual to conceal information that another person has requested. The essence of knowledge hiding lies in its intentionality; it is not merely the absence of knowledge sharing but a deliberate act to keep information hidden even when the knowledge seeker makes a direct request. 
Knowledge hiding behaviors can vary in severity, from minor acts such as neglecting a simple request, to major ones like intentionally concealing crucial information with significant strategic implications for the organization. Connelly et al. (2012) categorize knowledge hiding into three distinct types based on the perception of the manner of execution. First is evasive hiding, where the individual either provides incorrect information or promises to deliver the correct information later, but with the intention to mislead. For example, the hider would say, “I’ll get you that information later.” Second is rationalized hiding; the individual is offering a justification for failing to provide requested knowledge by either suggesting he or she cannot provide the requested knowledge or blaming another party. A typical example might be, “My boss will not let me share this information.” Third, playing dumb means that the individual is pretending not to possess the requested knowledge or to be ignorant of the relevant knowledge. It could be exemplified by statements like, “I just don’t know.”
The literature on knowledge hiding is in its infancy stage (Pereira & Mohiya, 2021). Intra-organization knowledge hiding behavior is one of the important emergent themes. To understand the negative organizational consequences of knowledge hiding among employees, Connelly and Zweig (2015) investigate how knowledge hinders and how knowledge seekers interpret and respond to knowledge hiding. The results show that perceiving evasive hiding and playing dumb would harm the relationship between the target and the perpetrator, whereas perceiving rationalized hiding will improve the relationship. Rationalized hiding elicits more positive reactions than other types of knowledge hiding. Richman and Leary (2009) also suggest rationalized hiding may not always cause adverse impacts. Evasive hiding can trigger negative emotions and motivate retaliation and knowledge hiding in the future. Playing dumb may cause harm to the relationship, but not as much as evasive hiding (Connelly & Zwig, 2015).
The Supervisor’s Knowledge Hiding and Employee Turnover Intention
The relationship between supervisors' knowledge hiding behaviors and employees' turnover intentions can be complex and multidimensional, influenced by the nature of the knowledge being hidden. This study explores three specific forms of knowledge hiding: evasive hiding, rationalized hiding, and playing dumb. Each is posited to have a distinct impact on employees' intentions to leave their organization.
Evasive hiding occurs when supervisors deliberately avoid sharing knowledge, giving vague answers, or pretending to be uninformed. This form of knowledge hiding can lead to frustration and a sense of undervaluation among employees, as it directly obstructs their access to information necessary for their tasks. Thus, we hypothesize that perceiving evasive hiding by a supervisor is likely to increase employees' turnover intentions, as it undermines their job satisfaction and perceived support within the organization. 
In contrast, rationalized hiding involves supervisors withholding information under the guise of plausible excuses, such as protecting confidentiality or suggesting the information is irrelevant. Employees might perceive this form of knowledge hiding as less malicious, potentially minimizing its impact on their turnover intentions. Employees might interpret rationalized hiding as a necessary, albeit inconvenient, aspect of organizational life. Therefore, we propose that when employees perceive rationalized hiding from their supervisors, it is less likely to escalate their intentions to leave compared to more overt forms of knowledge withholding. 
Playing dumb entails supervisors pretending ignorance of information when queried by employees. This behavior can significantly erode trust and respect towards the supervisor, as it is seen as a deliberate and deceitful act of knowledge withholding. Such actions can lead to a toxic work environment, where employees feel undervalued and mistrustful of leadership, thereby increasing their turnover intentions. We hypothesize that observing supervisors playing dumb with knowledge correlates with increased employees' intentions to resign, reflecting a lack of transparency and integrity within the organization. Hence, we propose the following hypothesis:

H1a: Perceived a supervisor’s knowledge hiding behavior, specifically evasive hiding, positively influences an employee’s turnover intention.
H1b: Perceived a supervisor’s knowledge hiding behavior, specifically rationalized hiding, negatively influence an employee’s turnover intention.
H1c: Perceived a supervisor’s knowledge hiding behavior, specifically playing dumb, positively influences an employee’s turnover intention.

The Supervisor’s Knowledge Hiding and Proxy Efficacy
Social cognition theory emphasizes the importance of models (e.g., supervisors or mentors) in influencing an individual's perceptions of their effectiveness and ability to achieve goals based on the observed behaviors and outcomes of these models. As an essential concept of social cognition theory, proxy efficacy is the belief in a third party’s ability to achieve desired outcomes on his or her behalf (Yu et al., 2015). Yu et al. (2015) found that proxy efficacy (i.e., branch manager’s efficacy) enhance employee’s working performance. Studying proxy efficacy is crucial because it provides insights into how individuals' perceptions of the third party’s ability to succeed would impact the observers’ motivation, engagement, and, ultimately, their behavior in the workplace. This concept is particularly relevant in understanding the dynamics of knowledge sharing and hiding within organizations.
[bookmark: _Hlk170662858]In this study, proxy efficacy implies employees’ confidence in their manager’s ability to lead the team to complete tasks. When employees perceive their supervisors engaging in evasive hiding, it signifies a deliberate attempt to withhold knowledge by avoiding direct inquiries or providing incomplete or misleading information. This behavior can create frustration and uncertainty among employees, as they are unable to access the necessary information to perform their tasks effectively. When employees perceive their supervisor as intentionally evasive, their confidence in the supervisor's ability to lead the team to complete tasks is likely to diminish.
Rationalized hiding involves supervisors withholding information but providing a justification for doing so, which could be perceived as a protective measure or a form of guidance. This knowledge hiding might not necessarily diminish an employee's sense of supervisor’s efficacy. Instead, the justification provided could help maintain or even enhance employees' confidence in their supervisor's ability to lead the team. When supervisors rationalize their knowledge hiding behavior, employees might understand and accept the reasons behind it, such as confidentiality or relevance issues. If the justifications are aligned with organizational goals and values, rationalized hiding can positively influence proxy efficacy, as employees see the behavior as reasonable and necessary.
Playing dumb, where supervisors pretend to be ignorant or unknowledgeable about certain information. Such behavior can significantly damage proxy efficacy, as it undermines trust and credibility. By witnessing their supervisors intentionally feigning ignorance, employees’ confidence in the supervisor's ability to lead the team and complete tasks effectively is likely to decrease. The perceived lack of knowledge erodes the belief that the supervisor can provide accurate guidance and support, thereby negatively impacting proxy efficacy. Therefore, we hypothesize that:

H2a: Perceived a supervisor’s knowledge hiding behavior, specifically evasive hiding, negatively influences proxy efficacy.
H2b: Perceived a supervisor’s knowledge hiding behavior, specifically rationalized hiding, positively influences proxy efficacy.
H2c: Perceived a supervisor’s knowledge hiding behavior, specifically playing dumb, negatively influences proxy efficacy.

Proxy Efficacy as Mediator
The mediating role of proxy efficacy is pivotal in understanding how perceived knowledge hidden by a supervisor influences an employee's intention to leave. When employees perceive their supervisor as engaging in knowledge hiding behaviors, it may directly undermine their belief in their supervisor's efficacy, which, in turn, can lower their sense of efficacy regarding task completion and goal achievement. This diminished proxy efficacy could increase turnover intentions as employees feel less confident in their supervisor's ability to lead the team effectively and feel unsupported. Therefore, proxy efficacy is hypothesized to mediate the relationship between perceived supervisor knowledge hiding behavior and an employee's turnover intention, acting as a critical psychological mechanism that translates supervisory behavior into personal job outcomes for the employee. Hence, we hypothesize that:

H3: Proxy efficacy mediates the relationship between perceived a supervisor’s knowledge hiding and an employee’s turnover intention.

Employee’s Structural Empowerment as Moderator
Drawing on the concept of psychological distance, this study hypothesizes that structural empowerment of employees can modulate the negative effects of perceived supervisor knowledge hiding on employees’ turnover intention. Structural empowerment, characterized by the delegation of authority, access to resources, and opportunities for personal and professional growth, equips employees with a sense of control and autonomy over their work environment. When employees are structurally empowered, they are likely to perceive themselves as more capable of navigating challenges, including those posed by supervisors' knowledge hiding behaviors. Specifically, we suggest that higher levels of structural empowerment among employees will weaken the detrimental impact of perceived supervisor knowledge hiding on their intention to leave. This hypothesis underscores the protective role of structural empowerment in buffering employees against the adverse consequences of knowledge hiding, highlighting its importance in sustaining employee engagement and retention in the face of challenges within the organizational hierarchy. Accordingly, we hypothesize that:

H4: Higher levels of structural empowerment in employees are anticipated to diminish the negative effects of perceiving the supervisor’s knowledge hiding on employee’s turnover intention.
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PRETEST
We conducted a pretest involving 58 employees from knowledge-intensive sectors, whose job tasks significantly depended on the provision of knowledge by their supervisors. The sample comprises 8 males and 50 females. Their average job tenures were 5.81 years (SD = 5.45). 
Measurements Items
The appendix presents the question items. The measurement items had been developed and validated in previous research, adopted 7-point Likert scales for the questionnaire items. 
The operationalization of perceived the supervisor’s knowledge hiding behaviors, including evasive hiding, rationalized hiding, and playing dumb, was measured using twelve items from Arain et al. (2020b). Proxy efficacy was assessed through four items that were modified from Yu et al. (2015). To evaluate employees’ structural empowerment, three items from Wilder et al. (2014) were employed. Furthermore, four items adapted from Serenko and Bontis (2016) were utilized to assess employees’ turnover intention.
PRETEST RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
	Table 1 presents the means, standard deviations, and bivariate correlations for the key variables.
We conducted regression to analyze data from the pretest. In the Table 2, the results show that among the three types of knowledge hiding behaviors assessed, only supervisors' playing dumb behavior was found to have a significant effect on employees' intentions to turnover (r = 0.44, p < 0.01), with evasive hiding and rationalized hiding showing no significant impact. This supports H1c but not H1a or H1b. In exploring the effects of supervisors' knowledge hiding behaviors on proxy efficacy, the analysis indicated that evasive hiding (r = -0.24, p <0.1) and playing dumb (r = -0.47, p < 0.001) negatively impacted proxy efficacy, while rationalized hiding (r = 0.23, p <0.1) exhibited a positive relationship with proxy efficacy, thus supporting H2a, H2b, and H2c. In Table 2, Model 3 shows proxy efficacy has significantly negatively affected employees' turnover intentions (r = -0.39, p <0.01). According to Baron and Kenny’s (1986) criteria for mediation analysis, the effect of playing dumb on turnover intention was not mediated by proxy efficacy. That is, H3 is not supported. In Model 5, the results show that the moderation effects of structural empowerment on supervisor’s knowledge hiding and employee’s turnover intention are not significant; thereby, H4 is not supported.
Given the limited sample size, these findings should be viewed as preliminary, yet they offer insight into how supervisors' knowledge hiding behaviors, employee perceptions, and turnover intentions interact. This study aims to provide comprehensive insights that could benefit academic researchers and practitioners in developing strategies to mitigate turnover intentions prompted by knowledge hiding.
Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlations
	　
	Mean
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	1. Evasive Hiding
	2.73
	1.15
	－
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Rationalized Hiding
	2.78
	01.25
	0.47**
	－
	
	
	
	

	3. Playing Dumb
	2.10
	01.11
	0.29*
	0.22
	－
	
	
	

	4. Proxy Efficacy
	4.88
	1.50
	-0.26*
	0.02
	-0.48**
	－
	
	

	5. Structural Empowerment
	4.48
	1.30
	-0.07
	-0.22
	0.02  
	0.16  
	－
	

	6. Employees’ Turnover Intention
	3.59
	1.62
	0.24
	0.13
	0.46**
	-0.39**
	-0.18
	－


Note. N = 58; *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 (two-tailed)
Table 2. Hypotheses test results
	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4
	Model 5

	
	Employees’
Turnover Intention
	Proxy Efficacy
	Employees’
Turnover Intention
	Employees’
Turnover Intention
	Employees’
Turnover Intention

	Evasive Hiding
	0.12
(H1a)
	-0.24+ (H2a)
	
	0.07
	0.002

	Rationalized Hiding
	-0.03
(H1b)
	0.23+ (H2b)
	
	0.02
	0.28

	Playing Dumb
	0.44**
(H1c)
	-0.47*** (H2c)
	
	0.34*
	0.63

	Proxy Efficacy
	
	
	-0.39**
	-0.21
	

	Structural Empowerment
	
	
	
	
	0.05

	Evasive Hiding x Structural Empowerment
	
	
	
	
	0.24

	Rationalized Hiding x Structural Empowerment
	
	
	
	
	-0.42

	Playing Dumb x Structural Empowerment
	
	
	
	
	-0.25

	R square
	0.227
	0.291
	0.154
	0.259
	0.285


Note. N = 58; +p < 0.1, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001
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Appendix. Measurement Items
	Measures

	Perceived supervisor’s knowledge hiding (Arain et al., 2020b)

	Evasive Hiding

	1. My supervisor agrees to me but never really intends to provide me the requested information.

	2. My supervisor agrees to me but instead gives me information different from what I want.

	3. My supervisor tells me that he/she would help me out later, but he/she delays it as much as possible.

	4. My supervisor offers me some other information instead of what I really want.

	Playing Dumb

	1. My supervisor pretends that he/she does not have the updated information.

	2. My supervisor says that he/she does not know, even though he/she does.

	3. My supervisor pretends that he/she did not understand my request.

	4. My supervisor says that he/she is not very knowledgeable about the requested information.

	Rationalized Hiding

	1. My supervisor explains that he/she likes to provide me the requested information, but he/she cannot.

	2. My supervisor explains that the information is confidential.

	3. My supervisor tells me that the top management would not let anyone share this knowledge.

	4. My supervisor says that he/she would not answer my request.

	Proxy Efficacy (Yu et al.,2015)

	1. My supervisor has a clear understanding of where we are going.

	2. My supervisor is able to get others committed to his/her dream.

	3. My supervisor provides a good model for me to follow.

	4. My supervisor leads by example.

	Structural Empowerment (Wilder et al., 2014)

	1. I don’t need to get management approval before I handle problems.

	2. I have the authority to correct problems when they occur.

	3. I have a lot of control over how I do my job.

	[bookmark: _Hlk160186597]Voluntary turnover intentions (Serenko & Bontis, 2016)

	1. In the past 6 months, I have thought about leaving the organization to work elsewhere

	2. In the past 6 months, I have thought about leaving my work unit to work elsewhere within the organization

	3. I am seriously considering leaving in the next five years

	4. Presently, I am actively looking for job opportunities outside my current employer.



