
When hiding knowledge is a sin! When and how supervisor knowledge hiding hinders employees’ ability to meet work-related deadlines?

Abstract
	This study investigates a hitherto unexplored relationship between supervisor knowledge hiding and subordinates’ ability to meet work-related deadlines. Additionally, it examines the roles of psychological detachment (as an underlying mechanism) and religiousness (as a moderator) in this process. The findings across two studies–a three-round time-lagged field study and a vignette-based experiment–provide support for our predictions. The results of both studies indicate that an important reason why supervisors’ knowledge-hiding behavior (SKHB) undermines their subordinates’ ability to meet work-related deadlines is that subordinates detach themselves from their work environment. Moreover, religiousness serves as a catalyst for invigorating this relationship; that is, SKHB might be particularly upsetting for highly religious employees because they see it as antithetical to their religious beliefs and consider it a sinful act. The findings of this study provide pertinent insights for organizations and policy-makers to counter knowledge hiding across all hierarchical levels of the organization. 
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Introduction
The competitiveness and success of an organization can be largely attributed to its effective management of knowledge (Chatterjee et al., 2021). Organizations constantly encourage their employees to engage in knowledge-sharing behaviors to foster greater innovation and improve organizational performance (Connelly et al., 2019; Hernaus et al., 2019). Despite these efforts, employees often seem reluctant to share knowledge or consciously hide valuable knowledge (Butt, 2020; Nguyen et al., 2022). Knowledge hiding, being an intended unethical behavior, is defined as “an intentional attempt by an individual to withhold or conceal knowledge that has been requested by another person” (Connelly et al., 2012, p. 65). Prior research indicates that knowledge hiding is detrimental to organizations and their members alike because it ruins interpersonal relationships (Connelly & Zweig, 2015), curbs innovative behavior (Černe et al., 2017), hinders idea implementation in organizations (Li et al., 2021), and undermines employees’ job performance (Singh, 2019). 
The major focus of these studies was on knowledge hiding that occurred at the horizontal level (i.e., between co-workers at the same hierarchical level); however, how concealing knowledge at the vertical level (i.e., between supervisors and subordinates) harms victims’ job outcomes remains underexplored (Arain et al. 2022; Hameed et al., 2023). As a result, extant research reiterated the need to investigate the effects of top-down knowledge hiding because it might inflict more harmful consequences compared to hiding knowledge at the horizontal level (Agarwal et al., 2023; Arain et al. 2022). To address these calls, we add to the limited research on supervisor knowledge hiding and detail a hitherto unexplored consequence in the form of victims’ failure to meet organization-set work deadlines. In particular, we investigate two important factors: Employees’ psychological detachment and religiousness, in detailing when and how this harmful process might unfold.
The literature indicates that the most obvious reaction by the targets of knowledge hiding is reciprocal knowledge hiding (Černe et al., 2014), signifying that the social exchange perspective explains this phenomenon (Khoreva & Wechtler, 2020; Ruparel et al., 2021). However, due to the significant power of supervisors on employment benefits (i.e., pay, punishment, and rewards), it is likely that subordinates might not balance such negative social exchanges through reciprocal knowledge hiding. Instead, knowledge concealing behavior of supervisors might cause resource depletion among the victim subordinates, such that they believe that the supervisor does not take their knowledge request seriously. To substantiate these arguments, we draw from two important premises of conservation of resources (COR) theory (Hobfoll, 1989). First, individuals’ exposure to resource-depleting conditions shapes their behavior in ways that help them counter such depletion (Hobfoll, 2001; Hobfoll et al., 2018). Accordingly, we argue that exposure to supervisors’ resource-draining knowledge-hiding behavior (SKHB) is so intrusive for employees that it thwarts their ability to meet work deadlines by steering them away from work; that is, employees detach themselves and become indifferent about their work in an attempt to protect their existing energy instead of “wasting” it on work (Demsky et al., 2019). 
Second, the COR-based resource loss spiral notion postulates that some personal beliefs and characteristics might catalyze this harmful process (Hobfoll & Shirom, 2000). Following this premise, we argue that this indirect negative relationship between supervisor knowledge hiding and subordinates’ ability to meet work deadlines via psychological detachment is more pronounced for employees who are highly religious. An important conviction for religious individuals is their duty to do good and not inflict harm on others (Eaves et al., 2018; Haq et al., 2023). When employees discover that a supervisor is concealing knowledge to inflict harm, they see this deception as a transgression against the divine and against their religious beliefs. In turn, they cognitively and physically detach themselves from their work in an attempt to counter further resource depletion and reduce their dedication toward the timely completion of work tasks.
To extend the scant evidence on the consequences of vertical knowledge hiding, this study contributes to the extant organizational psychology literature in the following ways. First, only a limited number of empirical studies have focused on the negative behavioral consequences of supervisor knowledge hiding (Arain et al., 2022; Butt & Ahmad, 2020; Offergelt & Venz, 2023). Prior research suggests that it can have negative implications for subordinates’ attitudinal, psychological, and behavioral outcomes (Connelly & Zweig, 2015; Yeo & Marquardt, 2015). Extending this research stream, we investigated a previously unexplored performance-related outcome: employees’ failure to meet work-related deadlines (Gevers et al., 2009; Waller et al., 2001). A report published by Panopto (2018) stated that employees in American organizations waste approximately 5.3 hours per week waiting for requested knowledge. Therefore, our investigation of the impact of supervisors’ knowledge hiding on subordinates’ ability to complete work tasks on time is timely and relevant. 
Second, the current study examined how SKHB influences subordinates’ ability to meet deadlines by examining an overlooked psychological mechanism, namely, psychological detachment (Chen & Li, 2020; Demsky et al., 2019). Specifically, we posit that SKHB causes psychological detachment (i.e., switching off mentally and physically from work-related reservations and thoughts) in target subordinates due to resource depletion, which, in turn, undermines subordinates’ ability to meet work deadlines on time. Thus, this study extends the literature by presenting psychological detachment as a pertinent explanatory mechanism. Accordingly, this extension responds to the call for an explicit investigation of why such unfavorable interpersonal experiences might elicit negative attitudes and behaviors (Muavia et al., 2022; Weng et al., 2020).
Finally, in response to calls for extending the contingency perspective of knowledge-hiding literature (Chatterjee et al., 2021; Škerlavaj et al., 2023), we propose religiousness as a potential boundary condition that can make supervisor knowledge hiding more or less pertinent. In particular, we argue that employees’ high level of religiousness might invigorate the effects of SKHB on psychological detachment because highly religious individuals might find it particularly difficult to cope with the incongruance between their religious beliefs and their supervisors’ conduct and perceive their knowledge concealing as a sinful act (Anand et al., 2020; Naachimuthu, 2007). 
To test our hypotheses, we used strong methodological procedures and conducted two studies: A longitudinal field study with three data-collection periods and a vignette-based experiment. The findings from these two studies explain when and how energy-depleting supervisor knowledge-hiding conditions might turn subordinates away from effectively meeting their task deadlines and are, therefore, pertinent for both scholars and practitioners. 
[Insert Figure 1 here]
Literature and Hypotheses
Supervisors’ knowledge hiding and subordinates’ psychological detachment
We predicted a positive relationship between employees’ exposure to supervisor knowledge hiding and their psychological detachment–“the process of mentally and physically separating oneself from work demands” (Demsky et al., 2019, p. 229). Initially, it was characterized as a state of mental disengagement and distancing from work thoughts by leaving the work behind during off-work time as a recovery mechanism (Chen & Li, 2020; Skurak et al., 2021; Sonnentag & Bayer, 2005). However, recent findings indicate that exposure to workplace adversities steers employees away from work during work hours (Azeem et al., 2022; Demsky et al., 2019). Following this line of inquiry, we predicted that employees would be mentally and physically detached from their work when supervisors did not respond to their knowledge requests.
Conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll, 2001) posits that individuals are inherently driven to acquire and conserve valued personal resources (i.e., emotional, psychological, energy, and social support resources), as these resources are indispensable for effective working in organizations (Freedy & Hobfoll, 2017). The loss of resources often results in dissonance-causing situations and hinders the ability to maintain positive affect (Hou et al., 2018). Knowledge is a vital resource for one’s success, power, and competitiveness, and it is required by employees to complete assigned job tasks (Fauzi, 2023; Sukumaran & Lanke, 2020). Supervisors often possess considerable work-related knowledge and may not share their knowledge with subordinates as desired (Chatterjee et al., 2021; Connelly & Zweig, 2015). Supervisors might hide knowledge due to territoriality and power ambitions and perpetuate robust social dominance on their subordinates (Arain et al., 2019; Singh, 2019). Knowledge hiding by supervisors is inconvenient for subordinates. On the one hand, the supervisor, who represents a role model to whom employees orient themselves, prevents them from performing their work tasks effectively, which can lead to additional stress and strain (Offergelt et al., 2019). On the other hand, subordinates may perceive this behavior as social rejection that violates the general norms of cooperation. Both situations could be possible triggers of psychological distancing (Gluschkoff et al., 2017). Previous findings show that negative supervisory behaviors, such as ceasing resources needed by subordinates (i.e., social support, role model guidance, and requested knowledge resources) can lead to psychological detachment from the job (Li et al., 2023; Wendsche & Lohmann-Haislah, 2017). 
According to COR theory, psychological detachment is likely to occur in subordinates due to the depletion of valued resources (social support, knowledge, and energy) (Freedy & Hobfoll, 2017). Such subordinates try to overcome their hassle and self-depreciating convictions through social isolation and behavioral withdrawal from their work as a vindicated means of sustaining a sense of personal control and self-worth (Hobfoll et al., 2018; Penhaligon et al., 2013) and also limit their propensity to draw from the insights of others to complete their work tasks (Singh, 2019). The success and well-being of the organization or department are no longer a matter of concern for such individuals (Wendsche & Lohmann-Haislah, 2017) and, instead, they disengage from their work as a coping strategy to conserve their leftover resources (Nauman et al., 2021). Therefore, subordinates that work under the destructive influence of SKHB distance themselves mentally and cognitively from their job demands to prevent further resource loss (Iancu et al., 2018). Accordingly, we propose the following hypotheses:
Hypothesis 1: Supervisors’ knowledge-hiding behavior is positively related to subordinates’ psychological detachment.
Psychological detachment and ability to meet deadlines
[bookmark: _Hlk115110185][bookmark: _Hlk115110624][bookmark: _Hlk115178072]Prior research indicates that employees’ efforts to successfully perform work activities are impaired by stressful circumstances and negative emotions, and that they are likely to engage in withdrawing behaviors in such situations (Jahanzeb et al., 2020; Podsakoff et al., 2007; Serenko & Bontis, 2016). When subordinates feel detached from their work, they may deliberately decelerate the pace of their work and put less effort into completing assigned tasks in a timely manner (Azeem et al., 2022). They may do so to cope with strain and avoid stressful work situations or simply to avoid overexerting themselves in performing activities that could most benefit their supervisors (López-Cabarcos et al., 2022). In line with COR theory, psychological detachment further motivates the targets to retaliate by engaging in coping-withdrawing behaviors (i.e., reduced work efforts) to avoid further resource draining and to regain psychological resources (i.e., sense of meaningful existence and personal control) (Schumacher et al., 2021; Wang et al., 2019). Moreover, the perceptions that their supervisors do not treat them fairly or the circumstance that they have been deprived of knowledge that now has to be organized or acquired elsewhere at great effort can result in less concern about the detrimental impact of their potential work-related disengagement on organizations (Freedy & Hobfoll, 2017), which ultimately leads to a limited ability to contribute at their full potential (Butt & Ahmad, 2020). In addition, the inability of subordinates to acquire the requested knowledge from their supervisors may make them dependent on additional knowledge sources and increase the time and effort that it takes to complete their work (Guo & Zhu, 2019), which diminishes their ability to meet task deadlines in an efficient manner (Butt, 2020; Wang et al., 2019). Thus, we hypothesize:
Hypothesis 2: Subordinates’ psychological detachment negatively relates to their ability to meet deadlines.
Mediating role of psychological detachment
Based on the preceding arguments, we proposed psychological detachment as a critical underlying mechanism through which SKHB undermines subordinates’ ability to meet work deadlines. Subordinates’ exposure to supervisors’ knowledge hiding depletes their resources and makes it difficult for employees to successfully accomplish their interpersonal and job demands (Freedy & Hobfoll, 2017). Therefore, they are likely to decrease investments in relationships at both the interpersonal and organizational levels (Chatterjee et al. 2021; Connelly et al., 2019) and engage in defensive behaviors by distancing themselves from their work environment. When subordinates perceive that their supervisors are not fair to them and are not concerned about their professional and personal well-being, they avoid being overextended for work activities and conserve their energy and remaining resources by engaging in reduced work efforts (Bourdage et al., 2018; Jahanzeb et al., 2020). Prior research has reported the mediating role of psychological detachment in the relationship between adverse workplace situations (e.g., workplace ostracism, despotic leadership, coworker incivility) and negative work outcomes (e.g., unsafe behavior and reduced job performance) (Azeem et al., 2022; Chen & Li, 2020; Nauman et al., 2021). Extending this research, we proposed psychological detachment as an underlying psychological mechanism between SKHB and subordinates’ abilities to meet work deadlines.
Hypothesis 3: Subordinates’ psychological detachment mediates the relationship between supervisors’ knowledge hiding and subordinates’ ability to meet deadlines.
Moderating role of religiousness
We predicted that employees' religiousness might invigorate the positive relationship between their exposure to supervisors’ knowledge-hiding behavior and psychological detachment. Extant research on religiousness states that highly religious employees perceive deceitfulness and dishonesty in social exchanges and business dealings as a transgression against the divine and an immoral act (De Clercq et al., 2023; Khalid et al., 2018). Strong religious beliefs always encourage others to facilitate and disseminate knowledge for their well-being (Akosile & Olatokun, 2020). In particular, any kind of counterproductive behavior, including knowledge withholding, is strictly prohibited because of psychological possession or personal dislike (Islam et al., 2020). To substantiate our theoretical argument, we drew from COR theory to argue that SKHB depletes the valued resources of subordinates because they see hiding behavior as a threat to their beliefs; in turn, they cognitively and mentally withdraw from work demands to avoid further resource and energy loss (Iancu et al., 2018). Religiousness, as a personal resource, might act as a coping mechanism to help employees accept or reject perceived inadequacies (Khari & Sinha, 2018). Negative religious coping is associated with threatening outcomes (i.e., anxiety, distress, and reduced life satisfaction), while positive religious coping often results in positive evolution (i.e., meaning-making, finding support, and greater life satisfaction) (Jankowski et al., 2022). Psychological detachment as a mechanism for conserving subordinates’ personal resources (i.e., self-worth, self-esteem, and meaningful existence) in the presence of SKHB should be greater when the subordinates are high in religiousness because high religious beliefs exacerbate the emotion-driven negative thoughts regarding the unfair knowledge-hiding behavior of their supervisors toward them (De Clercq et al., 2018). Thus, it is likely that employees with high religiousness would regard SKHB as counter-productive and self-centered and that they would engage in psychological detachment in response to SKHB to conserve further resource loss (e.g., self-esteem and social support). Accordingly, we hypothesize as follows:
Hypothesis 4: The positive relationship between supervisors’ knowledge hiding and subordinates’ psychological detachment is moderated by subordinates’ religiousness, such that the relationship is stronger at high levels of religiousness.
Based on previous arguments, the presence of moderated mediation is suggested (Preacher et al., 2007), such that religiousness may function as a crucial contingency of the indirect relationship between supervisors’ knowledge hiding and subordinates’ ability to meet deadlines, as mediated by psychological detachment. Consistent with the COR theory, the use of personal resources to replenish resource reservoirs is an appropriate tactic to better manage stressful workplace incidences (Hobfoll et al., 2018). At a high level of religious resources, psychological detachment is triggered as an explanatory mechanism that explains the negative relationship between supervisors’ knowledge hiding and subordinates’ ability to meet deadlines (Chen & Li, 2020). 
Specifically, high religiousness intensifies the projected resource loss (i.e., social support and self-esteem) of supervisors’ knowledge-hiding targets because of their persistent feelings of cynicism and inferiority (Jankowski et al., 2022). This eventually increases their inclination to rely on their religious beliefs to protect against self-depreciating thoughts and to conserve additional resource loss instead of wasting more resources on work (Khari & Sinha, 2018). Hence, we anticipated that religiousness conditionally affects the strength of the indirect effects of supervisors’ knowledge hiding on subordinates’ ability to meet deadlines, such that the indirect effects would be stronger for subordinates with high levels of religiousness. 
Hypothesis 5: The indirect relationship between supervisors’ knowledge hiding and subordinates’ ability to meet deadlines mediated by psychological detachment is moderated by religiousness, such that the mediated relationship is stronger at higher levels of religiousness.
Overview of the Studies
We carried out two studies to test the hypotheses of our study. First study was conducted through field surveys; whereby, we collected multi-source, time-seperated data from 223 employee-supervisor dyads working in knowledge intensive organizations in Pakistan. In addition, we carried out the second study by using experimental vignette methodology (EVM) to strengthen the causal inference of our initial findings (Aguinis & Bradley, 2014). Specifically, we employed a vignette-based scenerio that manipulate supervisor knowledge hiding behavior to observe its’ effects on employees’ psychological detachment and their ability to meet work deadlines. The findings of such vignette-based experiments are considered useful to predict individuals’ behavior in similar real-life situation (Greenberg & Eskew, 1993). Therefore, our effort of conducting two studies is particularly important because of its external validity and experimental realism. 
Study 1
Method
Data collection Procedure
We collected the data (N = 223) from subordinate-supervisor dyads, working in six knowledge intensive organizations, which operate in different sectors i.e., information technology, education, audit, and health. We formally approached these organizations and obtained formal approval of data collection after explaining the purpose of the study and assuring that the findings would help them in improving their knowledge management processes, in general. After obtaining the official approval, we approached the employees of these organizations and requested for formal consent to participate in the research. These respodents were informed that the participation is voluantary and their individual identity would not be revealed by any means. Further, we also communiacted that the data findings would be compiled at an aggregate level, and that its critical for the validity of the results that respondents provide their honest opinion. These steps helped us in reducing the social desirability bias (Jordan & Troth, 2020), and increase the probablity of valid response.  
For data collection, we used a three-round time-seperated survey design, and employed a lag of two months between each survey round. In round one, we approached 380 employees and asked them to rate their general level of religiousness, and their exposure to supervisors’ knowledge hiding behavior. We received 315 completed responses at this time (Round 1). After two months, we approached these respondents again and requested to rate their general psychological detachment from work. We received 263 complete responses at this time (Round 2). In the final round, four months after the first round, the supervisors of these 263 respondents were approached and asked them to rate these employees’ ability to complete the work-related tasks on time. We received 223 completed responses from supervisors at this time (Round 3), securing aggregate response rate of just about 59%. Finally, we matched the surveys of all three times through a unique identifier number, and paired them for final analysis. The demographic profiling shows that the respondents include 122 female employees (55%), and average of these respondents is 30.5 years (SD = 7.49), with an average tenure of 8.35 years (SD = 5.88) with their current organization. 
Measures
To measure the main variables of the study, we employed validated measures from previous studies. All measures were anchored with a seven-point likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree. 
Supervisors’ knowledge hiding behavior: We measure the supervisor knowledge hiding behavior with the twelve-item scale of Connelly et al. (2012). Specifically, we employed critical incident technique to measure the subordinates’ exposure to knowledge hiding behavior of their supervisor. To cover the supervisory context of this study, we used the adapted version of critical incident situation employed by Connelly et al. (2012). For example, we asked the respondents to:
“recall a recent incident in which you requested information/knowledge from your supervisor and s/he didn’t share with you the required information/knowledge. For example, you asked your supervisor about the needed information and s/he either only given the small part of the knowledge you asked for and that information didn’t help you in learning or solving your problem, or s/he declined to tell something simply by being ignorant about the needed information”. 
After reading this situation recall scenerio, the respondents were asked to answer the questions. A sample item include “your supervisor pretended that s/he did not know the information” (α = 0.92).
Religiousness: To measure the employees’ general beliefs about their religiousness and tendency of practicing their religious faith, we relied on a five-item scale of religiosity (Koenig & Büssing, 2010). A sample item includes “How often do you experience the presence of the Divine in your life?” (α = 0.86).
Subordinates’ psychological detachment: We measured employees’ general psychological detachment from work with a four-item scale developed by Demsky et al. (2019). A sample item is: “I distance myself from my work” (α = 0.75).
Subordinates’ ability to meet work-related deadlines: We used four items from the Procrastination scale of Choi and Moran (2009) to measure the employees’ ability to complete work-related tasks on time, as rated by their supervisors. A sample item is “This employee often runs late when getting his work done” (α = 0.82).
Control variables: Consistent with previous studies on knowledge hiding, we controlled for gender (1 =male, 2 =female), and age of the respondents in the regression equations (Fong et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2019). To further check the roboustness of the results, we run the regression equations with and without controlling for the gender and age (Becker, 2005). However, the test yields no significant changes in the direction and significance of the analysed effects., therefore, we reported the results by including the gender and age as control variables. 
Results
Table 1 reports the results of zero-order bi-variate correlations between the main constructs of the study. The Cronbach alpha values are provided along diagonals. 
[Insert Tables 1 about here]
The regression results for testing direct and indirect effects are reported in Table 2. These results show that supervisors’ knowledge hiding behavior is positively related with subordinates’ psychological detachment (β = 0.187, p < 0.01), rendering support for hypothesis 1. Further, in support of hypothesis 2, the subordinates’psychological detachment is negatively related with employees’ ability to meet deadlines (β = -0.389, p < 0.001). For testing the mediation hypothesis, we used Model 4 of Process macros (Preacher & Hayes, 2004), with 5000 bootstrapping samples. The results revealed significant indirect effects  [indirect effect = -0.073, sig], and show that the confidence interval (CI) of the indirect effects of supervisor knowledge hiding on subordinates’ ability to meet work deadlines, via their psychological detachment does not include 0 [-0.131, -0.021], providing support for hypothesis 3. 
[Insert Table 2 about here]
In the next step, we test the moderation and moderated mediation hypotheses by using Model 7 of Process macros. The results are reported in Table 3. The moderating effects of religiouness was assessed through the multipled effects of supervisor knowledge hiding × religiousness on subordinates’ psychological detachment. The results from this field survey data show that the interaction effects are significant (β = 0.138, p < 0.01), providing support for hypothesis 4. These moderating effects are further explained through the graph in figure 2, as suggested by Aiken and West (1991). Figure 2 show that religiousness invigorates the negative effects of supervisor knowledge hiding on employees’ psychological detachment such that high religious subordinates are more detached from work. 
[Insert Table 3 about here] 
[Insert Figure 2 about here]
Study 2
Method
Participants and Procedure
	To reduce the likelihood of alternative explanationsand confirm the inference of findings in study 1, we carried out a second study,using experimental vignette methodology (EVM). Our strategy to employ vignette-based experiment is consistent with the calls of previous studies on knowledge hiding that points to the need for employing experiments for better causal inference (Banagou et al., 2021; Issac et al., 2022). For the purpose of this vignette-based experiment, we recruited working adults who are enrolled in executive MBA program at a Business school in Pakistan. Although, it is mandatory to have work experience for getting admission in executive MBA, however, we select only those students who are currently working, and had a direct supervisor with whom they are working for at-least six months. To motivate the participants, they were promised extra marks against their time investment in the experiment. Over the course of ten months, we recruited 110 working adults who meet this criteria, and agreed to participate. However, responses from eight participants were excluded because of their incomplete responses and/or voulantary exit. Finally, we included responses from 102 (female = 49, male = 53) full-time working participants, with an average age of 37 years. 
In the first phase of the experiment, we invited these participants and briefed them about their rights as a participants. That is, the participation is voluntary and that they can leave at any time during the experiment if they feel uncomfortable. After briefing, we provide them with survey consisting of measures of their religiousness and demographic information such as gender and age, before exposing them to hypothetical scenerios (Burton et al., 2011). In the second phase, we invited them to take part in the hypothetcial scenerios which involve interaction between an employee and his supervisor. The participants were asked to read the scenerios carefully, and imagined themselves in the role of the employee in the scenerio. We used between-subject design and manipulate the supervisor knowledge hiding by randomly assigning the participants to one of the two manipulation conditions i.e., low supervisor knowledge hiding (N = 51) vs. high supervisor knowledge hiding (N = 51). We used the scenarios employed by Burmeister et al. (2019), with some modeifications to fit with our context of knowledge hiding by supervisors. In first phase, participants of both conditions read the following scenario:
“Imagine that you are working in a large company and working on an important project with your supervisor. The project success is crucial for you, your supervisor, and for the company. Therefore, your supervisor is closely working with you towards meeting the final deadline of the project. Being at different hierarchal levels, your supervisor and you hold different information and knowledge relevant for the successful completion of the tasks. During the work, you find difficulty in one of the tasks and approached your supervisor, requesting to share relevant knowledge required for completion of task".

After reading this scenario, the participants in high supervisor knowledge hiding condition read the following manipulation statement: “Upon this request, you feel that the supervisor is reluctant in sharing the relevant knowledge and withheld the innovative techniques which he applied into this project so far. It seems that your supervisor doesn’t believe in sharing knowledge that he gained through professional experiences”. In contrast, the participants in low supervisor knowledge hiding condition read: “Upon this request, your supervisor openly provide the relevant knowledge and innovative techniques that he used in the project so far. It seems that your supervisor truely believe in sharing knowledge that he gained through professional experience”.
Once the participants read their respective scenerio vignettes, they were asked to rate the extent to which they think that supervisor in the scenerio was hiding knowledge. Consistent with our hypothetical scenerios, we use three items of Peng (2012), to capture the knowledge hiding of the supervisor in the scenerio rather than specific past KH incidents used in study 1. These three items also served as manipulation check. Finally, assuming their same role of the employee in the scenerio, the participants were asked to rate their intentions “in near future” to psychologically detach and completing their work-related tasks on time, in response to supervisors’ knowledge hiding or no hiding condition. 
Measures
We used five-point likert scales ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5) to record the ratings. The participants were asked to respond to all the items according to their fictive role in the scenario i.e., as the employee. 
Religiousness: Religiousness was measured by using the same five-item scale of religiosity (Koenig & Büssing, 2010) as in the first study(α = 0.70).
Supervisors’ knowledge hiding behavior: We used three items of Peng (2012), to measure the supervisor knowledge hiding. The scale was consistent with the hypothetical scenerio and capture participants’ assesment about the extent to which their supervisor is hiding knowledge in general. A sample item is “the supervisor do not share helpful information with me” (α = 0.88).
Psychological detachment: We used the same four-item measure of psychological detachment (Demsky et al., 2019) that were used in study one (α = 0.80).
Timely completion of work tasks: Similar to study 1, we measure timely completion of work tasks by using four-items developed by Choi and Moran (2009) (α = 0.84).
Results
Manipulation check – supervisor knowledge hiding
We run an independent sample t test to check the effectiveness of our manipulation of supervisor knowledge hiding. The results show that the participants rated the SKHB in the scenario with high knowledge-hiding condition significantly higher (M = 3.58) than in the scenario with low knowledge-hiding conditon (M = 1.43). Therefore, the manipulations for SKHB (t =  −17.24, df = 81, p < .001) were successful. 
Hypotheses Testing
For study 2, we reported the bi-variate correlations among study’s main constructs in Table 4. The Cronbach alpha values are provided along diagonals. 
[Insert Tables 4 about here]
We applied similar statistical techniques as in study 1. Regression results for the mediation hypotheses are provided in Table 5. The results of study 2 confirmed the results of our initial findings. For example, the results show that supervisor knowledge hiding is positively related to psychological detachment (β = 0.224, p < 0.01), so hypothesis 1 is supported. In support of our second hypothesis, we found that psychological detachment is negatively related with timely completion of work tasks (β = -0.417, p < 0.001). Similar to study 1, we used Model 4 in Process macros to test the mediation hypothesis (H3). The results show that the indirect effects of supervisor knowledge hiding on employees’ timely completion of work tasks, via psychological detachment is significant [indirect effect = -0.093, 95% CI (-0.168, -0.024)], rendering support for hypothesis 3. 
[Insert Table 5 about here]
The results of moderation and moderated mediation are reported in Table 6. The interaction effects of supervisor knowledge hiding × religiousness on employees’ psychological detachment are significant (β = 0.262, p < 0.05). Figure 3 shows the simple slope analysis for explaining the interactions at higher and lower levels of religiousness (Aiken & West, 1991). The results are consistent with findings of study 1 i.e., the negative relationship between supervisor knowledge hiding and employees’ psychological detachment was stronger for high religious employees, thus supporting H4. In addition, the index of moderated mediation is also significant [effect = -0.109, CI (-0.237, -0.003)]. Specifically, the CI for the conditional indirect effects of supervisor knowledge hiding on employees’ timely completion of work-tasks did not include zero at higher levels of religiousness [CI (-0.266, -0.055)], but include zero at lower level [CI (-0.108, 0.054)], providing support for hypothesis 5.
[Insert Table 6 about here] 
[Insert Figure 3 about here]
General Discussion
The focus of our study was on investigating the factors that can affect or explicate the detrimental influence of supervisors’ knowledge hiding on target subordinates’ ability to complete work tasks on time. Drawing from COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989), this study considered a moderated mediation model and examined when and how employees’ perceived knowledge hiding from their supervisors hinders their ability to meet work deadlines. The empirical results support the anticipated relationships. More specifically, the results reveal that SKHB has a significant positive relationship with subordinates’ psychological detachment, which in turn is negatively related to subordinates’ ability to meet deadlines. Psychological detachment is also marked as an underlying mediator in this relationship. Finally, the results reveal the invigorating effects of subordinates’ religiousness on the indirect negative effect between SKHB and subordinates ‘ability to meet deadlines via psychological detachment (Chatterjee et al., 2021; Jafari-Sadeghi et al., 2022). The current findings are consistent with extant limited research that reported the negative behavioral and psychological consequences of SKHB directed at subordinates (e.g., Arain et al., 2022; Butt & Ahmad, 2020). 
Theoretical Implications
The first theoretical contribution of the current study is that it focuses on the previously underexplored consequences of knowledge hiding at higher (vertical) hierarchical levels (Connelly et al., 2019). The consideration of this novel focus responded to existing calls to expand and excavate the prevailing understanding of how subordinates’ perceptions of SKHB might have destructive repercussions on their psychological and behavioral well-being (e.g., Babič et al., 2019; Jahanzeb et al., 2019; Offergelt et al., 2019). This kind of iniquitous behavior of supervisor authority makes it quite difficult for targeted subordinates to pursue high performance levels as a vengeance for ill-treatment by supervisors (Ghasemaghaei & Turel, 2021; Weng et al., 2020) and, ultimately, hampers their ability to accomplish timely job obligations (Ruparel et al., 2021). Thus, it enriches the literature by revealing SKHB as a critical predictor of subordinates’ reduced performance-related time management abilities.
[bookmark: _Hlk115080857]Second, it established a significant route through which subordinates’ ability to effectively complete the assigned work tasks is reduced in response to SKHB because of subordinates’ psychological detachment from their work due to the depletion of valued resource reservoirs (Skurak et al., 2021). The targets of deceptive knowledge-hiding behavior detach themselves psychologically and become more cautious with the remaining resources; thus, they are less willing to meet performance expectations in a timely and efficient manner (Jahanzeb et al., 2020; Zhao et al., 2016). In short, they trivialize the accomplishment of organizational goals in response to the experience of leaders’ deception (Nauman et al., 2021; Serenko & Bontis, 2016). Accordingly, it broadens the literature by identifying a crucial channel through which SKHB jeopardizes subordinates’ behavioral outcomes.
Third, another theoretical insight provided by the current research is the contingent effects of subordinates’ religiousness (Jankowski et al., 2022). The extent to which subordinates exhibit high religiosity reinforces the psychological disengagement through which SKHB escalates into cognitive and behavioral withdrawal from work demands. As a resource-draining phenomenon, SKHB consumes the valued resources of subordinates and they may attempt to avoid further resource depletion by reducing their efforts to meet performance standards (Hobfoll et al., 2018). Subordinates with high religious beliefs perceive knowledge hiding by their supervisors as more devious and counterproductive (Khalid et al., 2018), so SKHB will be more intrusive for such individuals, and they will detach from work to conserve further resource loss (Iancu et al., 2018). 
Finally, by using the COR theory lens, this research contributes to the literature by extending the earlier application of this theory to the context of supervisors’ knowledge hiding, thus providing insights into vertical knowledge hiding; that is, subordinates might not balance negative social exchanges through reciprocal knowledge hiding because of the substantial power of supervisors (Ruparel et al., 2021). Instead, SKHB may cause draining of resources among target employees (Babič et al., 2019). Therefore, COR theory offers pertinent theoretical justification for our proposed framework. 
Practical Implications
The current study sheds new light on research regarding knowledge hiding perceptions at a vertical level and provides important insights for employees and their organizations. This reveals the negative influence of SKHB on subordinates’ ability to meet deadlines via psychological detachment. Being role models, supervisors influence subordinates’ working abilities (Arain et al., 2020). When supervisors do not provide the needed support to their subordinates by sharing the requested knowledge, it can cause substantial irritation and depletion among targets and may reduce subordinates’ motivation to display high performance efforts. Accordingly, we suggest that supervisors should act as genuine role models for their subordinates by encouraging positive behaviors, such as sharing knowledge. This would help subordinates effectively meet given work deadlines and enhance their overall performance. Organizations can achieve this by improving supervisors’ sense of obligation and responsibility by encouraging cooperation at vertical levels and by engaging supervisors in fair interpersonal interactions with subordinates to provide them with the requested knowledge and feedback (Serenko & Bontis, 2016). Management can pursue this by associating organizational incentives, offering leadership training, and rewarding supervisors’ knowledge sharing (Ghasemaghaei & Turel, 2021). Such measures might not only help to alleviate the sense of negative interpersonal exchanges, but also contribute to subordinates’ assessment of their work conditions to be less adverse (Butt, 2020).
Second, despite plentiful knowledge-sharing efforts, it is evident that knowledge hiding is prevalent (e.g., Anand et al., 2022; Nguyen et al., 2022). Thus, organizations cannot completely eradicate knowledge hiding incidences at various organizational levels (Jasimuddin & Saci, 2022). However, the negative effects of this deleterious phenomenon can be curtailed (Jiang et al., 2019). Organizations must take appropriate measures and proactively monitor knowledge-hiding incidences by providing a proper platform that allows employees to secretly report such problematic incidences honestly and fearlessly, as these can upsurge the intentions of mental and behavioral withdrawal (Bari et al., 2020). Management must ensure the efficacy of appeal processes and target complaints in the workplace, as well as provide them with the necessary support (Li et al., 2020). By providing targets with an opportunity to defend themselves for their specific behavior, managers can help struggling employees redress their mentality (Zakariya & Bashir, 2020), which, in turn, may persuade frustrated employees not to engage in detached or anti‐social behaviors in the form of reduced work efforts. Another way to ease the tension of psychologically detached targets is to offer timely and accurate psychological assistance and training to promote positive interpersonal interactions at all organizational levels (Rezwan & Takahashi, 2021).
Finally, organizations must design and implement human-resource strategies that stimulate a sense of justice, psychological safety, and job security, so that supervisors would be motivated to share the requested knowledge without any fear of exploitation and losing power (Butt & Ahmad, 2020). Consequently, such policies would create an environment of collective ownership, and employees may consider themselves accountable for knowledge creation and sharing at all organizational levels to accomplish organizational goals (Muavia et al., 2022). 
Limitations and future research directions
Nevertheless, the current study is not without limitations, which provide a platform for future research. First, we considered psychological detachment (Tuerktorun et al., 2020) as the key mechanism. Future endeavors may benefit by assessing other unexplored negative mechanisms that have the potential to explain the linkage between SKHB and employee work attitudes, such as feelings of disrespect (Miller, 2001), backstabbing (Azim & Hakemzadeh, 2022), and social loafing (Khan et al., 2020). Thus, we provided a preliminary focus by considering psychological detachment as a mediator.
[bookmark: _Hlk115097849]Second, we emphasized religiousness as a personal resource that strengthens the positive relationship between perceived SKHB and psychological detachment, which, in turn, reduces the ability to meet work deadlines because of its incompatibility with subordinates’ beliefs (Khalid et al., 2018). Much work needs to be done to identify alternative potential personal and organizational resources that might invigorate or attenuate this linkage, such as self-efficacy (Bandura, 2006), psychological capital (Khliefat et al., 2021), trust in management (Van et al., 2020), and organizational respect (Ramarajan et al., 2008).
Third, research has suggested that different types of knowledge (e.g., explicit/tacit, simple/complex) have dissimilar characteristics (Ali et al., 2023; Peng et al., 2021) and may elicit different affective and behavioral reactions in the targets (Duan et al., 2022), depending on which specific type of knowledge is hidden by the supervisors (Hernaus et al., 2019). For example, tacit is difficult to articulate and is a fundamental source of one’s competitive advantage compared to explicit knowledge (Zutshi et al., 2021). Furthermore, the precise nature of the requested knowledge (i.e., simple or complex) should also be considered (Škerlavaj et al., 2018). Therefore, future research should consider the different types and nature of knowledge distinctly, as these might have different underlying mechanisms and behavioral outcomes.
Finally, further research focusing on cross-cultural settings using different samples to replicate and extend the study findings is warranted. For instance, countries discernible by high levels of collectivism and uncertainty avoidance (e.g., Pakistan) tend to prefer less risky situations (Hofstede, 2001; Jahanzeb et al., 2020). Such individuals may be more susceptible to resource-depleting events, such as knowledge hiding; thus, they may react more vigorously to ill-treatment, which may, subsequently, boost negative reactions to perceived knowledge hiding (Hofstede et al., 2010). Moreover, the mitigating effect of personal resources to attenuate the indirect impact of perceived knowledge hiding on workplace outcomes may be more conspicuous in the context of this study than in other risk-prone countries (Jahanzeb et al., 2019). As a result, cross-national evaluations could provide deeper insights into the relative importance of various personal resources as significant antidote/stimulators in translating negative emotions resulting from certain personal perceptions into reduced performance consequences across diverse cultural contexts.
Conclusion
Based on previous research concerning the dark side of perceived knowledge hiding, we focused on the effect of SKHB on subordinates’ ability to meet deadlines, with a particular focus on subordinates’ psychological detachment and religiousness. Supervisor knowledge hiding undermines subordinates’ work abilities because of resource depletion, which leads to psychological detachment from work tasks. In turn, employees strive to protect their remaining resources by reducing their efforts to meet work deadlines. Moreover, the relationship between supervisors’ knowledge hiding and psychological detachment was found to be more influential for subordinates with high religiousness, which, in turn, made them more inclined to distance themselves from their work demands and tasks. We expect the insights of this study to facilitate continued research on how organizations can effectively deal with the detrimental influence of dysfunctional workplace interactions at a vertical level by comprehending why and when subordinates’ work abilities are sacrificed due to supervisors’ intentional concealment of knowledge.
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Figure 2 
Study 1 - Moderating effect of religiousness on the relationship between supervisor’s knowledge hiding behavior and subordinates’ psychological detachment









Table 1 
Study 1 - Correlation table and descriptive statistics

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	1. Supervisor ‘s knowledge hiding behavior
	(.92)
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Religiousness of Subordinate
	.041
	(.86)
	
	
	
	

	3. Subordinates’ psychological detachment
	.219**
	.306**
	(.75)
	
	
	

	4. Subordinates’ ability to meet deadlines
	-.365**
	-.104
	-.377**
	(.82)
	
	

	5. Gender (1 = male)
	-.045
	-.089
	-.069
	.057
	-
	

	6. Age
	-.028
	.082
	-.150*
	.054
	025
	-

	Mean
	2.838
	3.103
	2.653
	5.038
	1.55
	30.47

	Standard deviation
	1.043
	1.110
	.975
	1.214
	.499
	7.490


Notes: n = 223.
*p < .05; **p < .01. 
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Table 2 
Study 1 - Mediation results (Process macro Model 4)

	
	Subordinates’ psychological detachment
	Subordinates’ ability to meet deadlines

	Gender (1 = male)
	-.055
	.053

	Age
	-.022**
	-.001

	Supervisor ‘s knowledge hiding behavior
	.187**
	-.344***

	Religiousness of subordinate
	.271***
	.006

	
Subordinates’ psychological detachment
	
	
-.389***

	R2
	.166
	.226

	
	Effect size
	Bootstrap SE
	LLCI
	ULCI

	Indirect effect
	-.073
	.028
	-.131
	-.021


Notes: n = 223; SE = standard error; LLCI = lower limit confidence interval; UCLI = upper limit confidence interval.
* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.


Table 3 
Study 1 - Moderated mediation results (Process macro Model 7)
	
	Subordinates’ psychological detachment
	Subordinates’ ability to meet deadlines

	Gender (1 = male)
	-.029
	.052

	Age
	-.024**
	-.003

	Supervisor ‘s knowledge hiding behavior
	.218***
	-.344***

	Religiousness of subordinate
	.221**
	

	Supervisor ‘s knowledge hiding behavior × Religiousness of subordinate
	.138**
	

	
Subordinates’ psychological detachment
	
	
-.387***

	R2
	.194
	.226

	Conditional direct effect of supervisor ‘s knowledge hiding behavior on subordinates’ psychological detachment

	
	Effect size
	Bootstrap SE
	LLCI
	ULCI

	Low
	.066
	.071
	-.075
	.207

	Intermediate
	.204
	.057
	.091
	.317

	High
	.370
	.086
	.199
	.541

	Conditional indirect effect of supervisor ‘s knowledge hiding behavior on subordinates’ ability to meet deadlines

	
	Effect size
	Bootstrap SE
	LLCI
	ULCI

	Low
	-.025
	.028
	-.803
	.035

	Intermediate
	-.079
	.030
	-.145
	-.027

	High
	-.143
	.059
	-.279
	-.047

	Index of moderated mediation
	-.053
	.030
	-.127
	-.009


Notes: n = 223; SD = standard deviation; SE = standard error; LLCI = lower limit confidence interval; UCLI = upper limit confidence interval.
* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001;
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Table 4 
Study 2 - Correlation table and descriptive statistics

	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	1. Supervisor ‘s knowledge hiding behavior
	(.88)
	
	
	

	2. Religiousness of Subordinate
	-.131
	(.70)
	
	

	3. Subordinates’ psychological detachment
	.299**
	-.113
	(.80)
	

	4. Subordinates’ ability to meet deadlines
	-.376**
	.049
	-.528**
	(.84)

	Mean
	2.641
	3.598
	2.394
	4.055

	Standard deviation
	.633
	.899
	.862
	.651


Notes: n = 102.
*p < .05; **p < .01. 




Table 5 
Study 2 - Mediation results (Process macro Model 4)

	
	Subordinates’ psychological detachment
	Subordinates’ ability to meet deadlines

	Supervisor ‘s knowledge hiding behavior
	.224**
	-.172**

	Religiousness of subordinate
	-.099
	-.042

	
Subordinates’ psychological detachment
	
	
-.417***

	R2
	.094
	.332

	
	Effect size
	Bootstrap SE
	LLCI
	ULCI

	Indirect effect
	-.093
	.037
	-.168
	-.024


Notes: n = 102; SE = standard error; LLCI = lower limit confidence interval; UCLI = upper limit confidence interval.
* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.


Table 6 
Study 2 - Moderated mediation results (Process macro Model 7)
	
	Subordinates’ psychological detachment
	Subordinates’ ability to meet deadlines

	Supervisor ‘s knowledge hiding behavior
	.222**
	-.169**

	Religiousness of subordinate
	-.004
	

	Supervisor ‘s knowledge hiding behavior × Religiousness of subordinate
	.262*
	

	
Subordinates’ psychological detachment
	
	
-.414***

	R2
	.142
	.331

	Conditional direct effect of supervisor ‘s knowledge hiding behavior on subordinates’ psychological detachment

	
	Effect size
	Bootstrap SE
	LLCI
	ULCI

	Low
	.062
	.101
	.538
	.262

	Intermediate
	.219
	.073
	.003
	.365

	High
	.377
	.098
	.001
	.573

	Conditional indirect effect of supervisor ‘s knowledge hiding behavior on subordinates’ ability to meet deadlines

	
	Effect size
	Bootstrap SE
	LLCI
	ULCI

	Low
	-.025
	.040
	-.108
	.054

	Intermediate
	-.091
	.032
	-.155
	-.030

	High
	-.156
	.054
	-.266
	-.055

	
	
	
	
	

	Index of moderated mediation
	-.109
	.059
	-.237
	-.003


Notes: n = 102; SD = standard deviation; SE = standard error; LLCI = lower limit confidence interval; UCLI = upper limit confidence interval.
* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001;
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