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ABSTRACT

Organizations recognize knowledge as a source of a competitive edge. Organizations have made
significant efforts to improve the scope of information sharing among employees to improve
creativity and innovation. Despite these safeguards, employees continue to conceal their
knowledge from their coworkers. Further, leadership style plays a crucial role in employee behavior.
Therefore, this study investigates the relationship between abusive supervision and knowledge
hiding behavior. Moreover, the moderating role of openness to experience has been explored. Data
were collected from faculty members (N=309) from the different universities using questionnaires
following a simple random sampling technique. The results revealed a direct relationship between
abusive supervision and knowledge hiding. Openness to experience was negatively correlated with
knowledge hiding. Further, the moderating role of openness to experience between abusive
supervision and knowledge hiding relationship was low but significant. The implications and
limitations of this study are also discussed.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Usually, all companies, including academic institutions, prioritize team development and
information sharing. Nonetheless, despite major knowledge management efforts, some
cases of knowledge hiding have been identified both in corporate and educational
institutions (Ghani et al, 2020). In the current dynamic environment, organizations’
survival is based on innovation (Barrett et al., 2015) which is not possible by concealment
of knowledge. It is essential to transfer knowledge (Argote & Fahrenkopf, 2016) which
enhances productivity (Abubakar et al., 2019).

Considering such importance, early studies have been focused on positive work behavior,
for example, knowledge sharing Webster et al. (2008), to the detriment of addressing
counterproductive activities such as knowledge concealing (Serenko & Bontis, 2016).
Knowledge hiding is the concealment of knowledge when demanded (Connelly et al,
2012) and is not contrary to knowledge sharing, and is a dissimilar construct (Connelly &
Zweig, 2015). Knowledge hiding has unfavorable effects on both individuals and
organizations (Zhao et al, 2016) for example, low performance (Connelly et al, 2019),
creativeness (Fong et al, 2018), interpersonal distrust (Bjorvatn & Wald, 2020), and
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interpersonal relationship (Connelly & Zweig, 2015). Interpersonal and knowledge-related
factors have been studied concerning knowledge hiding (Butt, 2020) and little attention
has been given to the dysfunctional behavior of a leader (Ayub et al.,, 2021).

The current study brings two objectives. The first objective is to consider the
recommendations of Khalid et al. (2018), and Connelly et al. (2019), who called for further
studies on abusive supervision and knowledge hiding behavior. It is important to provide
a comprehensive view of exploited employees' various KH behaviors as a result of
exposure to harmful supervising conduct. Supervisors are organizational authorities and
main key persons, their actions may have a significant impact on subordinates' voluntary
behaviors, for example, knowledge concealment (Srivastava et al, 2006). Abusive
supervision is the employees' opinion to which their managers indulge in impolite and
unfriendly behaviors (Tepper, 2000). Zhang et al. (2019), highlighted that abusive
supervision is a prevalent organizational phenomenon that degrades positive behaviors
and encourages negative behaviors and as a result, it imposes a significant influence on
employees' behavior. Furthermore, it has also been identified that abusive supervision is a
significant occupational stressor that results in increased psychological suffering in
mistreated subordinates (Restubog et al.,, 2011).

Second, the relation between personality and knowledge hiding is unexplored (Malik et
al,, 2019) further, this study seeks to follow the recent recommendations of Zhou et al,
(2022) who called to explore the personality traits as moderating role for negative
behavior i.e. knowledge hiding. Personality traits predict work attitude and behavior (staw
et al.,, 1986) and it appears highly plausible that certain personality characteristics can
make people more or less inclined to conceal knowledge (Demirkasimoglu, 2016). Big Five
are significantly correlated to behavioral goals and knowledge sharing (Guadagno et al,
2008). According to Penney et al. (2011), openness to experience is less studied as
compared to other traits in Big Five. It is a significant consideration that openness to
experience promotes intellectual curiosity and might be connected to innovation, which
explores new independent methods of investigation and manifestation (Simha &
Parboteeah, 2020) and knowledge sharing (Cabrera et al.,, 2006). It recommmends that this
trait is relevant for beneficial knowledge-related activities; yet, results associated with
deviant behaviors are limited and inconsistent. Likewise, research has found a negative
link between openness to experience and knowledge withholding intention in an
educational setting (Wang et al,, 2014). The investigation of openness to experience with
knowledge hiding would deliver novel insights into the available literature.

Based on the conservation of resource theory COR (Hobfoll, 2002). COR proposes that
individuals with limited resources will suffer a downward spiral (Hobfoll, 1998). Workers
subjected to abusive supervision can agonize psychologically as a result of a loss of
internal resources (Hobfoll, 2001}, which would contribute to employees' feelings of
workplace stress, anxiety (Harvey et al., 2007), and other negative outcomes. This sense of
the psychological cost of resources would encourage mistreated subordinates to conceal
information from workmates to protect their present resources and status in
organizations. Therefore, grounded on the COR, this study investigates the moderating
role of openness to experience between abusive supervision and knowledge hiding.
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Workers are driven to appraise whether their exhausted resources can be effectively
refilled by their companies when faced with prospective or genuine resource loss in a
scenario involving supervisory abuse (Lee et al,, 2018). Innovative employees may help
colleagues to share and discuss the new possible methods of achieving the targets and
thus may not hide the knowledge. Employees may experience good or bad reciprocal
connections they might create with colleagues in organizations, as well as varying levels
of organizational support employees may get under abusive supervision. Our study
extends the abusive supervision and knowledge hiding relation (Khalid et al, 2018) by
exploring the moderating role of openness to experience. Employees who are open to
experiences may not consider the loss of resources and mitigate the knowledge hiding
even in the environment prevailing the abusive supervision.

This study is significant in an academic setting as like other industries' counterparts,
involvement of cooperation among employees, competitive constraints to achieve, if not
outperform others (Hernaus et al, 2019). Knowledge sharing is the top reason for
educational institutes’ growth, success, and survival (Samdani et al, 2019). Such
institutions are designed for knowledge dissemination, though knowledge hiding prevails
even among students (Hernaus et al,, 2019; Ghani et al.,, 2020). Knowledge is a source of
competitive advantage and thus can be experienced in academic institutions (Chaudhry,
2005). The available essential literature on Knowledge hiding anticipates its progressively
increasing relevance in the future. Nonetheless, research investigating organizational
behavior and knowledge management, the concept remains scarce in academic contexts
(Garg & Anand, 2020; Ghani et al, 2020). Thus, it is significant to investigate this
phenomenon as information transfer and management are the most crucial products of
an academic institution (Annansingh et al,, 2018). This construct has toxic consequences
for both educational institutions and other organizations as well (Bari et al., 2020; Cerne et
al,, 2014; Fong et al,, 2018). This educates the need to explore how to mitigate knowledge
hiding.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. ABUSIVE SUPERVISION AND KNOWLEDGE HIDING

Knowledge hiding may not harm the colleague directly, rather is an unreceptive response
in certain situations like abusive supervision (Khalid et al.,, 2018). Subordinates who are
subjected to abusive supervision frequently suffer dissatisfaction and also a loss of
personal control (Ashforth, 1997). According to Mitchell and Ambrose (2007), When they
believe that direct reprisal may elicit more retaliation, they may respond directly against
the abuser or convey violent behaviors to less influential or more approachable targets
(e.g. coworkers). Supervisors hold higher authority and are the decision makers (Tepper et
al., 2009) thus playing a crucial role in proficiency, target attainment, and engagement. As
a result, employees would believe that direct replies toward the boss not only are
expected to discontinue ill-treatment but can provoke more acute antagonism on the
side of the initiator. As a result, a subordinate is reluctant to actively retaliate against the
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abuser to resolve the circumstances (Zellars et al,, 2002) and exhibits anger against the
organization instead of supervisors (Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007).

Based on the social exchange theory, relations are based on Social relationships are
established on mutual support (Blau, 1964). The subordinate’s behavior is based on the
attitude and treatment of the supervisor (Gouldner, 1960). Positive and respectful
behavior of the supervisors results in positive behavior from the employees, while when
employees are treated abusively, they tend to respond in counterproductive behavior
(Wu & Lee, 2016). Similarly, displaced aggression theory (Dollard et al., 1939) recommends
that due to the supervisor's power and authority, victims of abusive leaders do not exhibit
their hurtful attitudes and behaviors explicitly to their supervisors (Wang & Noe, 2010) and
such employees as the retaliatory reaction may engage in negative behavior ie.
knowledge hiding (Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007).

Abused employees may attempt to retaliate against their abusers by withholding acts
that benefit the organization and its members which can be detrimental to both
organizations and employees. Individual-targeting knowledge hiding and negative
knowledge behaviors against colleagues can be detrimental to the company and its
members. Therefore, employees would retort to abusive supervisors by hiding their
knowledge, therefore;

H1. Abusive supervision is positively related to knowledge-hiding behaviors.

2.2. THE MODERATING ROLE OF OPENNESS TO EXPERIENCE

Personality is the unique set of behaviors, perceptions, and affective processes that
emerge as a result of both biological and environmental elements (Corr & Matthews,
2020) which predicts individuals' behavior (Staw et al.,, 1986). The most studied traits in
personality are the Big Five (John & Srivastava, 1999). Among these traits, the focus is on
openness to experience, which is well-established with positive behavior while unsettled
with negative behavior (Simha & Parboteeah, 2020). Individuals who are open to
experience are imaginative, inventive, refined, and intelligent (Gupta, 2008). Low
openness to experience has been linked to weaker levels of morality and ethics
(McAdams, 2009) similarly, it leads to nonstandard behavior (Amiri et al., 2011). Individuals
with higher openness are fascinated both about their inner and outer worlds, and they
are open to considering innovative ideas and exceptional values and are intense receptive
to both positive and negative emotions, which may influence desired and unsolicited
behaviors like knowledge sharing or hiding (Anand & Jain, 2014). Such employees
participate in developmental activities (Major et al, 2006). This trait is related to both
ethics (Simha & Parboteeah, 2020) and deceitfulness (Nguyen & Biderman, 2013).
Individuals having this trait are likely to engage less in deviant behavior (McAdams, 2009).
Simha and Parboteeah, (2020) believe that this is because people who are open to
experience are more inclined to innovativeness and explore novel alternative modes of
expression and inquiry. Consequently, this aspect of their personality is quite likely to
dominate and shield their dishonest behavior (Simha & Parboteeah, 2020) and they would
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share knowledge than hiding it (Matzler & Mueller, 2011). This is because open individuals
incline to contribute knowledge and also strive for other people's perspectives.

Individuals higher on openness to experience would be less engaged in knowledge
hiding. When an individual is higher on openness to experience would not think of
abusive supervision and would try to share the knowledge. We expect that knowledge
hiding is observed in an academic setting as individuals consider their pay-off while
sharing or hiding knowledge (Lee et al.,, 2010). Academicians, based on their personality
traits may approach knowledge hiding selectively. Based on the COR (Hobfoll, 1998), the
motivation to learn and enhance knowledge, employees try to promote pleasurable
situations (Ng, 2015). Abusive supervision is negative conduct and in return, employees
would be involved in deviant behavior. However, openness denies negative behavior and
helps to maintain a positive attitude even under abusive supervision. Thus, openness
serves as an important moderator that buffer the knowledge hiding behavior. Therefore,
the following hypotheses have been developed:

H2: Openness to experience has a significant relationship with knowledge hiding.

H3: Openness to experience moderates the relationship between abusive supervision and
knowledge hiding in such a way that the relation is weaker for higher openness to
experience.

3. METHODOLOGY

3.1. SAMPLE AND PROCEDURE

The main purpose of the study was to investigate the moderating role of openness to
experience in a link between abusive supervision and knowledge hiding in academia.
Knowledge management has gained momentum and recent studies have focused on
this phenomenon (Shujahat et al., 2020; Kianto et al,, 2019) and even on the role of abusive
supervision (Khalid et al.,, 2018; Gul et al.,, 2021). Consistent with the study (Butt et al., 2019)
we operationalized knowledge workers as individuals with a minimum of 16 years of
education and are not engaged in physical work but knowledge work. The focus was on
the faculty of the universities who are actively involved in teaching and research. Faculty
is knowledge-intensive (Bari et al., 2020) and are required to disseminate knowledge and
must be involved in the knowledge management process (Shujahat et al, 2020) to
enhance organizational performance thus, providing an appropriate perspective {(Cappa
et al,, 2020). Further, knowledge is considered a source of competitive advantage (Ahmed
et al, 2021), and there is continuous pressure on employees regarding fulfilling the
requirements for promotion.

For this study data was collected from faculty in different universities in Khyber
Pakhtunkhwa, a province in Pakistan. A total of 40 public, and private universities, and
degree-awarding institutes are established in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa (Zhou et al., 2022).
The nature of the target population was homogeneous as the selected organizations
were of the same nature. Data was collected in two different phases to reduce common
method bias. The period between the phases could be from three to six weeks (Donia et
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al.,, 2016) thus, three weeks gaps between the phases was applied. The researcher
accessed the respondents after getting formal approval from the registrars of the
selected universities.

At time 1 (T1) we disseminated 500 gquestionnaires among the respondents by adopting
the purposive sampling technique. In the first phase, we collected data regarding abusive
supervision and openness to experience. Among the distributed questionnaires, 387
guestionnaires were received, having a response rate of 77.4%. In the second round at
time 2 (T2) we distributed questionnaires to record the responses of knowledge hiding.
among the 500 distributed gquestionnaires, 361 were received having a response rate of
72.2%. Questionnaires were coded before distribution so they could be matched after
receiving. Matching the received questionnaires and scrutinizing for the missing or
incomplete responses, we found 309 usable questionnaires that were used for further
analysis. Details of the distributed and received questionnaires have been provided in
table 1.

Table 1. Questionnaire detail

Particulars No. of the questionnaires distributed Response rate Percentage (%)

Composition of questionnaire

Distributed 500

Received (T1) 387 74.5%
Received (T2) 361 722%
Discarded 191 382%
Useable questionnaire 309 61.8%

The demographic analysis yielded that 76% of the respondents were male while the rest
24% were female. Most respondents (81%) were having formal 18 years of education, while
the minimum experience in the current institute was recorded as 7 years.

3.2. MEASURES

To measure the study variables, questionnaires were adopted. To assess the abusive
supervision, a questionnaire developed by Tepper (2000) was adopted which contained 15
items. Knowledge hiding was measured through 12 items scale developed by Connelly et
al. (2012), and lastly, to measure the openness to experience the 9 items were adopted
from a guestionnaire developed by John and Srivastava (1999).

3.3. ANALYTICAL STRATEGY

We conducted the analysis in three stages. First, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was
conducted to confirm the validity of the scales. We used a combination of the y? test
statistic with corresponding degrees of freedom and statistical significance (x%/df, p),
comparative fit index (CFl), and the root means square error of approximation (RMSEA) to
assess the fit of our CFA models (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Harman single factor was conducted
to check out for common method bias. Next, structural equation modeling (SEM) and
bootstrapping were used to test the hypotheses. Lastly, the moderating analysis was
conducted by multiple regression.
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4. RESULTS

4.1. CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS (CFA)

To validate the validity of the study variables confirmatory analysis was conducted. The
three-factor model was fit than the one-factor model as x2/df = 1.93; IFl = 0.94; TLI = 0.95
CFl =0.93; RMSEA= 0.06 provided in table 2. The obtained values confirmed the validity.

Table 2. Model Fit

Model x2(df) RMSEA CFI TLI
Three Factors (Hypothesized) 985.831 (509) 0.04 0.96 093
One factor (All items on a single factor) 2644.599 (568) 0.09 0.90 0.98

To measure the convergent and discriminant validity we calculated average variance
extracted (AVE) and mean shared variance (MSV). Table 3 given below, exhibits that AVE
was higher than MSV. Similarly, the AVE was above the threshold value of 0.5 and
composite reliability (CR) was above the value of 0.7, confirming the convergent validity.

Table 3. Convergent and discriminant validity

Variables CR AVE MSV
Abusive supervision 0.90 0.76 0.46
Knowledge hiding 094 0.61 0.48
Openness to experience 0.84 0.76 0.48

To check out the common method bias in the data, we run the Harman single-factor test.
46 percent of the total data was explained, above the threshold value and was in the
acceptable range. The obtained value was above the threshold (Podsakoff et al., 2003).

4.2. HYPOTHESIS TESTING

Table 4 provides the detail about means, standard deviations, correlations, and
reliabilities. The values demonstrate that there is a direct correlation between abusive
supervision and knowledge hiding. Further, the relationship between openness to
experience and knowledge hiding was inversely correlated at a significant level of 0.01. All
the values were found in the proposed directions and provided initial support for the
hypotheses.

We tested HI and H2 in AMOS by applying the structural regression approach. We tested
the main effect of abusive supervision on knowledge hiding behavior. The standardized
estimates found a direct relationship between abusive supervision and knowledge hiding
behavior (3= 0.74, P<0.05). Thus, H1 was supported.

4.3. CORRELATION

Table 4. Mean, Standard Deviations, Correlations, and Reliabilites

S. No Variable Mean SD AS KH Opp to exp
1 AS 2.48 0.95 (0.79)
2 KH 298 0.81 0.7 (0.98)
3 Opp to exp 353 0.91 -0.32 -0.67 (0.67)
N =309; Cronbach’s alpha presented in parenthesis. ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level.
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4.4, MODERATION ANALYSIS.

To test the moderating effect of openness to experience in the relationship between
abusive supervision and knowledge hiding analysis was conducted by following
bootstrapping method developed by Preacher and Hayes (2004). We used model 1 to
explore the moderating effect.

Table 5. Moderation Analysis of openness to experience

Particulars coeff T p LLCI ULCI
AS 0.64 2.08 0.03 1.068 2.63
ONP TO EXP 0.74 3.64 0.00 1243 4.202
ASXOPN TO EXP 024 312 0.00 -1.271 -0.286
R? CHANGE 0.06

The results provided in table 5 demonstrate that the direct relations were significant.
Further, the moderation analysis yielded weak moderation i.e. the value of R? change was
0.06. The coefficient of the interactive term resulted - 0.77 which shows that the value of
the moderator is associated smaller effect. The moderating impact is relatively low still
informative and somehow weakens the strength of the direct association between
abusive supervision and knowledge hiding, thus, supported the last hypothesis.
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Fig. 1. Interacting effect of Abusive Supervision (AS) and openness to experience on knowledge
hiding

The moderating analysis openness to experience on the abusive supervision-knowledge
hiding relationship has been illustrated in Fig. 1 using a slop test by Preacher and Hayes
(2008). It is clear that for relationship between abusive supervision and knowledge hiding
is weaker for individuals who are higher on openness to experience.

5. DISCUSSION

The results indicated the direct relationship between abusive supervision and knowledge
hiding. It indicates that under abusive supervision the employees would be engaged in
deviant behavior and pay back in terms of knowledge hiding. Such behavior is not limited
to any individual, group, or organization; rather, employees will retaliate or be negative
whenever they encounter contemptuous behaviors, aggressive language, or disrespectful
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treatment (Khalid et al,, 2018). Employees value their knowledge, and mistreatment and
not getting sufficient respect will lead to knowledge-hiding practices (Kim et al,, 2016).
This resentment is focused on employees since they have less power and authority than
bosses and as a response to the negative treatment, they hide knowledge.

It was proposed that openness to experience has an indirect impact on knowledge
hiding. The results supported the proposed hypothesis and provide a better
understanding of openness to experience and knowledge hiding (Pan et al, 2018).
Individuals who are open to experience would share new ideas, however; disrupting the
workgroup's respectful relationship (Lun & Bond, 2006) as people have been described as
individualistic (McCrae and Sutin, 2009) and similar has been reported previously (Wang
et al,, 2014).

Lastly, people even who are high on openness to experience when ill-treated do not
behave negatively as a response. Knowledge hiding is a contextual aspect (Connelly et al,,
2012), and depends on organizational factors and situations, for example, leadership style.
This assumption is supported by our results that abusive supervision interacts with
openness to experience and thus mitigates knowledge hiding. Further, this trait may be
represented in more creative people who explore new alternative approaches to
development and expression (Judge & Zapata, 2015). This individual innovation may be
distinctive from deviant behaviors like knowledge hiding (Simha & Parboteeah, 2020),
therefore minimizing or avoiding unethical and deviant behavior.

5.1. THEORETICAL CONTRIBUTION

Strategies and methods for making significant utilization of employees’ knowledge are
critical to every organization's knowledge management process and systems for gaining
and maintaining a competitive advantage. (Ferraris et al,, 2017). One of the most difficult
tasks is reducing knowledge hiding behavior (Connelly et al,, 2012). The current study pays
to the existing literature in two ways. First, our study aims to extend the literature on
knowledge hiding as recommended by Connelly et al,, (2019). Previously, the majority of
the studies have focused on interpersonal interaction and distrust (Zweig & Scott, 2018), or
distinct perspectives like job insecurity (Feng & Wang, 2019). We claim that Knowledge
hiding needs equal attention as knowledge sharing because it is most prominent feature
is "purposeful hiding," implying that it needs specific triggering mechanisms. Many
antecedents of Knowledge Hiding have been progressively described over the last
decade (Jha & Varkkey, 2018). However, recently abusive supervision has been studied as a
vital situational factor (Feng & Wang, 2019; Wang et al., 2021). Based on the COR theory, it
is revealed that abused employees tend to preserve resources by deliberate knowledge
concealment instead of positive behavior. Thus, our findings enrich the literature on
leadership and knowledge management practices.

Second, this study offers a greater comprehension of the personality trait of openness to
experience, particularly as it pertains to knowledge hiding (Pan et al, 2018). The
competitive personality of several academic personnel was found to be the result of
distrusted academic relationships. We established the significance of this growingly
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discussed particular trait for knowledge hiding behavior, as previously proposed by
Connelly et al. (2014). Although extremely open individuals have been classified as
individualistic (McCrae and Sutin, 2009), they disrupt harmonious interaction in the
workplace (Lun & Bond, 2006). and inversely associated with how effectively colleagues
associate with one another (Stewart et al,, 2005), In an educational environment, empirical
and theoretical research have revealed that openness to experience is adversely
associated with knowledge withholding intentions (Wang et al,, 2014) and thus weaken
the negative behavior.

5.2. PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS

From the perspective of leaders in academic settings, the current study brings numerous
practical implications. The leaders of academic institutions need to acknowledge that
knowledge hiding cannot be denied as institutions are the places of knowledge
imparting. Ignoring such practices is harmful to both individuals and institutions (Cerne
et al, 2014). Knowledge is personal and organizations cannot force individuals to share if
an individual does not want to do so. Such behavior may be a reaction to unfair
treatment, institutions, where abusive leadership is observed, would be inclined more
towards knowledge hiding. Thus, fair behavior of leaders is a must in this regard. Further,
leaders must create a collaborative environment. Designing collaborative tasks motivate
employees to work for shared goals and incentives. Such sharing goals may provide
opportunities for personality trait expressions (Banagou et al., 2021). Individuals desire to
work in cultures and environments which suit their personalities (Tett & Burnett, 2003). An
environment where abusive supervision is minimal and sharing culture is higher, would
help individuals enhance their openness to experience traits. Employees who are higher
on openness to experience are more profound to reward, and the value achieved for
exchange or hiding knowledge (Wang et al,, 2014).

In every working environment, knowledge hiding is commmon {Peng, 2013). Consequently,
sharing/hiding concerns must be treated sincerely and expanded far beyond the domain
of academic knowledge as they influence nearly all facets of organizational life (Grey &
Costas, 2016). Knowledge hiding has adverse consequences in an academic setting
(Campbell et al, 2002), where faculty members are anticipated to share knowledge. In
many cases, individuals hide their knowledge even if it is important for the institution
(Hernaus et al., 2019).

Due to competition, reward, and promotion systems, individuals hide knowledge,
consequently, it is critical for universities and other knowledge-intensive enterprises to
identify the strategies that might potentially prevent this phenomenon. Such behavior
cannot be controlled rather job design may help (Serenko & Bontis, 2016). Academics may
consider potential candidates who are higher on openness to experience. During the
recruitment process, such strategies may be followed which help the employer to know
the personality traits of candidates. Further, clear policies may be designed regarding
mistreatment and all managers and supervisors must receive a clear warning that
abusive behavior will not be acceptable. The supervisors may be made clear regarding the
abusive treatment and penalties should be designed to avoid such mistreatment.
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5.3. LIMITATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The study bears a few limitations which may be considered in future studies. First,
knowledge hiding behavior was self-rated, and cross-sectional, and is possible that the
variable may be underestimated. Knowledge hiding is a negative behavior (Connelly et al.
2012), and individuals may not mark it visible involved in knowledge hiding behavior and
respondents may underreport the phenomenon. It is personal and discretionary behavior
that whether an individual hides knowledge or not. It has been suggested that other-
reported evaluations of negative work behaviors may not acquire distinct and accurate
incremental variance in addition to self-reported variance (Berry et al, 2012). Thus, other
methods than self-report may be adopted. Multi-source data collection over time may
provide robustness to our findings. Further, longitudinal data collection techniques or
experimental research would help get a clear picture of the phenomenon (Bogilovic et al,,
2017). Longitudinal studies deliver support for the prognostic validity of the current study
(Weng et al,, 2020).

The second limitation was the role of the global context. The external validity of every
study in organizations is bounded by sample selection. Our study was limited to the
Pakistani context and the sample was not heterogeneous as the study was limited to
specific educational institutions. Further studies are recommended across organizations
and cultures as abusive supervision varies across regions (Tepper et al., 2007). Similarly, it
has been found that abusive supervision occurs more frequently in the Asian context
(Mackey et al., 2017).

The third limitation was the frequency of the knowledge hiders. It was not focused on
how many times an employee was involved in knowledge hiding behavior or faced with
abusive supervision. However, the extent to which individuals hide their knowledge has
been investigated in previous studies (Burmeister et al, 2019). The current study was
based on an individual level, further studies would enrich the literature if carried out on an
organizational or team level (He et al, 2021). Lastly, our study focused on only one
dimension of personality traits, other personality traits may be tested for moderating
(Tufail et al., 2022) and the underlying mechanism.
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