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Sharing and Hiding Knowledge Under Pandemics: The Role of Stressor Appraisals, 

Perceived Supervisor Behaviors and Attributions of Supervisor Motives 

 

Abstract 

This study aims to shed light on the dual impact of appraisals of pandemic-induced job 

stressors on employee knowledge sharing and hiding behaviors. Drawing on the transactional 

attribution model, we hypothesize that employee perceptions of supervisor compassionate and 

self-serving behavior would positively mediate the impact of employee challenge and 

hindrance appraisals of pandemic-induced job stressors on employee knowledge sharing and 

knowledge hiding, respectively. Moreover, stressor appraisals are expected to interact with 

employee attributions of supervisor compassionate and self-serving motives in shaping 

perceptions of supervisor compassionate and self-serving behavior, respectively. To test our 

hypotheses, we conducted two independent studies – a three-wave full longitudinal study with 

230 employees from UK and U.S. firms during the first COVID-19 outbreak and a 

randomized scenario-based experiment with 210 U.S. employees. Cross-lagged structural 

equation analyses, analyses of variance, and path analyses fully supported our predictions, 

thus providing a nuanced understanding of the role of perceived supervisor behavior and 

attributions of supervisor motives in accounting for the differential effects of employee 

appraisals of pandemic-induced job stressors on knowledge behaviors. 

 

Keywords: appraisals of pandemic-induced job stressors; perceived supervisor compassionate 

behavior; perceived supervisor self-serving behavior; knowledge sharing; knowledge hiding. 

 

Practitioner Notes 

What is known 
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• Sharing knowledge is essential to ensure organizational innovation and long-term 

competitive advantage during pandemics. 

• The uncertainty surrounding the pandemic experience exposes employees to stressful 

job experiences. However, little is known about how pandemic-induced job stressors 

make employees more or less likely to share or hide knowledge. 

What this paper adds 

• Provides a nuanced understanding of the adaptive and maladaptive sides of pandemic-

induced job stressors for employee knowledge sharing and hiding by considering the 

role of appraisals, employee attributions of supervisor motives, and perceptions of 

supervisor interpersonal behavior. 

• When attributed to one’s supervisor compassionate motives, employee appraisals of 

pandemic-induced job stressors as a challenge lead to perceptions of supervisor 

compassionate behavior, which in turn boosts knowledge sharing. 

• When attributed to one’s supervisor self-serving motives, employee appraisals of 

pandemic-induced job stressors as a threat lead to perceptions of supervisor self-

serving behavior, which in turn triggers knowledge hiding. 

Implications for practitioners 

• Helping employees reframe the experience of job stressors as having the potential for 

personal growth allows them to respond through increased knowledge sharing. 

• Employee interpretation of the motives behind one’s supervisor actions affects how 

employees perceive their supervisor’s behavior.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Employee knowledge sharing – the act of making knowledge available to others (Ipe, 

2003) – is critical to helping firms find effective solutions to face extra-organizational 

disruptions, such as the COVID-19 pandemic (Tulshyan, 2020). However, the uncertainty 

engendered by the pandemic outbreak exposes employees to more frequent stressful 

experiences (Ginger, 2020), which can impair the adoption of prosocial coping behaviors, 

such as knowledge sharing (Montani & Staglianò, 2022), and even motivate the intentional 

denial of knowledge that others have requested – an antisocial coping behavior known as 

knowledge hiding (Venz & Nesher Shoshan, 2021). Worker daily stress reached a record high 

in 2020, which was the most stressful year in recent history (Gallup, 2021). Compared to 

2019, stress increased by 5%, resulting in 190 million more people globally experiencing 

stress during most of the previous day (Gallup, 2021). This is because the pandemic itself 

amplified familiar job-related stressors (e.g., workload, financial instability) and created new 

workplace stressors, such as the fear of infection, and the inability to achieve work-life 

balance (University of Birmingham, 2020).   

Traditional job stressors are primarily linked to the content and context of work in 

“normal” times and are generally chronic (Ciciurkaite et al., 2022). Conversely, pandemic-

induced job stressors originate from an acute (i.e., shorter-term; Ciciurkaite et al., 2022) and 

unexpected extra-organizational event (e.g., COVID-19 pandemic) that occurs beyond 

organizational boundaries and that affects individual and organizational outcomes 

(Hochwarter et al., 2008). Although the event inducing these stressors may be shorter, it 

brings physical risks and long-lasting mental health implications (Yan et al., 2021; Trougakos 

et al., 2020). Indeed, the COVID-19 pandemic has been described as a catalyst for one of the 

greatest global mental health crises in history (Savage, 2020). 
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Research on extra-organizational stressors, including the spread of contagious 

diseases, has shown that: a) stressors induced by events occurring outside work influence 

employees’ work-related attitudes and behavior (Hochwarter et al., 2008); b) the exposure to 

acute extra-organizational stressors affects employees emotionally, eliciting feelings of 

insecurity, fears, and safety concerns (Edwards et al., 2022; Jonczyk Sédès et al., 2023); c) 

exposure to acute extra-organizational stressors is related to a wide range of employee 

outcomes, including job dissatisfaction, reduced work engagement, poor performance, 

withdrawal behavior, and higher psychological strain (Kushnir et al., 2001; Hochwarter et al., 

2008; Restubog et al., 2020; Yan et al., 2021). However, although extra-organizational 

stressors have captured scholarly attention, research has yet to theorize and examine the 

mechanisms through which such adverse conditions operate (i.e., the “how” question) and the 

boundary conditions of these mechanisms (i.e., the “when” question), leaving a critical void in 

theory building and testing. 

The stress literature distinguishes stressors from appraisals (Pan Cui et al., 2021; 

Perrewé & Zellars, 1999). Stressors refer to any physical or psychological stimuli that disrupt 

the equilibrium needed to maintain homeostasis, resulting in a stress response (Lazarus & 

Folkman, 1984; Perrewé & Zellars, 1999). Instead, appraisals refer to the cognitive processes 

through which individuals subjectively a) interpret the stressor as promoting or constraining 

personal growth (i.e., primary appraisal), and b) evaluate their options for coping with the 

stressor based on their available resources (i.e., secondary appraisal; LePine et al., 2016; 

Perrewé & Zellars, 1999). The same stressful situation can then be interpreted by the 

individual as having potential for personal gain, and development – an evaluation known as 

challenge appraisals – and as interfering with the achievement of these valued goals – an 

evaluation known as hindrance appraisals (Perrewé & Zellars, 1999; Webster et al., 2011).1 

Importantly, recent developments in the stress literature have suggested that employees look 
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at supervisors’ interpersonal behaviors to determine the extent to which they can, or cannot, 

meet their own growth needs in the face of (pandemic-induced) demanding conditions 

(Sandhu, 2021; Zhang et al., 2014). This evidence is echoed by recent pandemic-related 

reports suggesting that employees look up to their supervisors as a critical source of support to 

handle the pandemic-induced stressful job conditions (Bricka et al., 2023; Guidice et al., 

2022; Post et al., 2019).  

The goal of this study is to disentangle the impact of pandemic-induced stressor 

appraisals on employee knowledge behaviors by taking into account the role of perceived 

supervisor behaviors and attributions of supervisor motives. To develop our framework, we 

draw on the transactional attribution model of the occupational stress process (Perrewé & 

Zellars, 1999), which suggests that individuals adopt different coping strategies in response to 

different appraisals of (pandemic-induced) job stressors (i.e., challenge vs. hindrance 

appraisals) via the perceptions of supervisor behaviors: the different emotional valences 

implied in each primary appraisal act as lenses that color employees’ views of their 

supervisor’s behavior, which in turn inform employees about the availability of resources to 

face the stressful condition (i.e., secondary appraisal), thereby shaping the choice of coping 

responses. This framework further highlights employee attributions of supervisor motives 

(i.e., employee causal inferences about why the supervisor treats them in a certain way) as a 

key boundary condition for the differential effects of stressor appraisals (Martinko et al., 

2007; Perrewé & Zellars, 1999). Attributions of supervisor motives differ from perceptions of 

supervisor behavior in that the former refer to employees’ causal inferences about why the 

supervisor treats them in a certain way, whereas the latter represent the subjective 

interpretation of supervisor’s actions (Martinko et al., 2007; Perrewé & Zellars, 1999). 

Examining the moderating role of employees’ attributions of supervisor motives is thus 
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relevant to shed light on the bright and dark sides of appraised job stressors for perceived 

supervisor behavior and, ultimately, knowledge management behaviors. 

Drawing on the transactional attribution model, we develop and test a dual moderated 

mediation model in which: a) employee perceptions of supervisor compassionate behavior – 

the supervisor actions aimed at alleviating others’ suffering (Gilbert et al., 2017) – and self-

serving behavior – the actions through which supervisors place their interests above their 

employees’ needs (Camps et al., 2012) – mediate the effects of pandemic-induced challenge 

and hindrance appraisals on employee knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding, 

respectively; and b) employee challenge and hindrance appraisals interact with supervisor 

compassionate motives – the belief that one’s supervisor is driven by a genuine concern about 

employee well-being – and self-image motives – the belief that one’s supervisor is driven by 

the desire to obtain personal benefits – in shaping employee perceptions of supervisor 

compassionate and self-serving behavior and, ultimately, knowledge management behaviors. 

Our study brings three important contributions to the literature. First, our investigation 

challenges the a priori categorization of stressors as hindering or challenging in favor of an 

appraisal-based approach that, by considering the different subjective evaluations of stressful 

experiences, helps provide a more nuanced understanding of the adaptive and maladaptive 

sides of job stressors for work outcomes (Mazzola & Disselhorst, 2019). Second, our research 

helps shed light on an area of the work stress literature that is poorly understood: the role of 

perceived supervisor behaviors in explaining subordinate responses to job stressors created by 

extra-organizational events. Thus, our study moves a step forward by improving current 

theorizing on the mechanisms underlying the emergence of knowledge behaviors under 

pandemic-induced stressful situations (Zhang et al., 2014). Third, this study identifies 

employee attributions of supervisor motives as critical boundary conditions shaping how 

employees perceive and react to one’s supervisor behavior. In doing so, our research advances 
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the transactional attribution theory (Perrewé & Zellars, 1999) as it is the first to demonstrate 

that employee appraisals of pandemic-induced job stressors interact with employee 

attributions of supervisor compassionate and self-serving motives in affecting employee 

perceptions of supervisor behavior as either compassionate or self-serving, thereby shaping 

subsequent employee knowledge management behaviors.  

2. THEORY AND HYPOTHESES 

2.1. Transactional Attribution Model 

According to Perrewé and Zellars’ (1999) transactional attribution model, individual 

appraisals of stressors (i.e., the environmental conditions or demands that evoke the stress 

process) are more relevant than the actual existence of stressors in explaining why some 

people are negatively affected by these demands while others are not. The transactional 

attribution model (Perrewé & Zellars, 1999) suggests that pandemic-induced job stressors 

make employees feel that they have a personal stake in the encounter and have to cope with 

demands that exceed their capabilities. Precisely, pandemic-induced job stressors are likely to 

be perceived as relevant to the well-being of large portions of employees as they suddenly and 

unexpectedly originate from a large-scale acute event that elicits negative emotions (Edwards 

et al., 2022; Giorgi et al., 2020; Jonczyk Sédès et al., 2023).  

When pandemic-induced job stressors are appraised as demanding but manageable 

(challenge appraisal), the positive emotional valence associated with the expectations for 

personal growth motivates employees to handle the hardship through the adoption of active 

problem-focused coping strategies (Perrewé & Zellars, 1999). These strategies reflect actions 

directed at changing the situation itself through the acquisition of resources to achieve 

personal growth and development (Prentice et al., 2023; Schwarzer & Luszczynska, 2008), 

including sharing knowledge with co-workers to gain relevant knowledge returns and better 

handle job-related requests (Montani & Staglianò, 2022; Fang, 2017; Prentice et al., 2023; 
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Raper & Brough, 2021; Wang & Noe, 2010). Note that the prosocial nature of knowledge 

sharing does not preclude its instrumentality (Prentice et al., 2023). There is indeed evidence 

that knowledge sharing has beneficial effects for both the individual sharing knowledge and 

the recipients (Lu et al., 2012; Nerstad et al., 2018; Prentice et al., 2023; Yun & Lee, 2017). 

Conversely, when pandemic-induced job stressors are perceived as threatening (hindrance 

appraisal), the negative emotional valence associated with the anticipation of potential harm 

or failure hinders employees’ coping ability, thereby triggering avoidance coping strategies 

(LePine et al., 2004; Perrewé & Zellars, 1999), such as hiding knowledge to self-protect from 

the fear of being manipulated by others at work (Di Vaio et al., 2021) or becoming less 

valuable (Shin & Kwag, 2017; Venz & Nesher Shoshan, 2022). 

The transactional attribution model (Perrewé & Zellars, 1999) further proposes that the 

different emotional valences of challenge and hindrance primary appraisals act as lenses 

through which employees will interpret supervisor respect for caring norms, thereby shaping 

their perceptions of supervisor other- vs. self-oriented behavior (Perrewé & Zellars, 1999). 

Such perceptions, in turn, shape employee coping responses as they enable employees to 

determine the availability of resources to face stressful conditions (secondary appraisal). 

Perceptions of supervisor behaviors thus represent a potentially relevant, though neglected, 

theoretical mechanism explaining why certain employees effectively cope with appraised 

pandemic-induced job stressors, while others do not (Eldor, 2018; Moin et al., 2022). 

 Although the occurrence of pandemic-induced extra-organizational stressors is beyond 

their control, supervisors play a pivotal role in enabling employees to maintain sustainable 

performance and well-being by listening to their concerns and providing them with additional 

resources that enable effective coping strategies (Caligiuri et al., 2020; Hochwarter et al., 

2008; Montani et al., 2022). During global crises, supervisors are those organizational 

representatives who are responsible for how companies’ adjustment measures are 
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implemented and whose strategic decisions (e.g., job redesign) can affect how pandemic-

induced job stressors are managed in the workplace (Wojtczuk-Turek et al., 2022). Given that 

supervisors are the key agents for and representatives of the organization (Levinson, 2009), 

employees view them as an embodiment of the organization itself and may thus consider them 

directly responsible for how pandemic-induced organizational changes and difficulties are 

managed in the workplace (McLarty et al., 2021). Since disruptive events, like the COVID-19 

pandemic, alter existing work routines and arrangements, employees can struggle to 

understand how to work and what is expected of them in the novel work situation (Kim et al., 

2022). Supervisors thus contribute to shaping the sense that employees make of their changed 

work roles (Christianson & Barton, 2021), their stress mindsets (LePine et al., 2016), and the 

meaning they derive from their job requirements (Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006). 

Finally, the transactional attribution model suggests that the impact of appraisals on 

perceptions of supervisor behavior is contingent on the extent to which employees blame vs. 

give credit to their supervisor for their (un)favorable job conditions (Perrewé & Zellars, 1999; 

Heider, 1958). Employees indeed strive to understand the causes that led them to experience 

favorable or unfavorable job conditions by making attributions about the motives of the 

benefactor (vs. the person who causes harm). These attributions affect the emotional valence 

of the appraised stressful situation, thereby shaping the interpretations and perceptions of 

his/her behavior (Heider, 1958; Martinko et al., 2007; Sherf & Liu, 2022). In attempting to 

understand why they experienced a work condition as challenging or threatening, employees 

can attribute their condition to their supervisor’s motives to either care about employee well-

being or obtain personal gains (Dasborough & Ashkanasy, 2002; Matta et al., 2020). By 

changing the emotional valence of the appraised stressful situation, these motive attributions 

thus shape interpretations of supervisor’s behavior as beneficial or harmful to the employees, 

eventually influencing their coping behaviors (Kipfelsberger & Kark, 2018; Dasborough et 
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al., 2009; Walsh et al., 2018). Taken together, the insights from the transactional attribution 

model suggest that the differential impact of challenge and hindrance appraisals of pandemic-

induced job stressors on employee knowledge sharing and hiding, respectively, can be 

understood by considering the mediating role of perceived supervisor behavior (i.e., the 

“how” question) and the moderating role of attributions of supervisor motives (i.e., the 

“when” question). 

2.3. The Mediating of Role of Perceived Supervisor Behavior 

Drawing on the transactional attribution model (Perrewé & Zellars, 1999), when 

employees appraise their interaction with the environment as challenging or threatening, the 

positive or negative emotional valence of the appraisal influences the expectations about the 

extent to which their supervisor will act on behalf of employees’ needs vs. his/her self-

interests, thereby filtering the way employees perceive supervisor behavior (i.e., as other-

oriented vs. self-oriented). These supervisor perceptions will in turn act as relevant sources of 

information about the availability of resources to successfully cope with the stressful 

situation, thereby triggering corresponding coping behaviors. Based on previous literature 

(Zhou & Chen, 2022), we set up a conceptual linkage between employees’ perceptions of 

supervisor compassionate vs. self-serving behavior and knowledge sharing vs. hiding because 

these specific knowledge management behaviors are interpersonal, manifest in interpersonal 

situations and emphasize the importance of other- vs. self-oriented social interactions, 

respectively2. In doing so, we focus on employee perceptions of supervisor behavior instead 

of supervisor’s self-reported behavior because employees may interpret the same supervisor 

behavior differently, which drives their subsequent behavior (Wang et al., 2019). Supporting 

this line of reasoning, empirical research indicates that a) employees derive different 

conclusions about the same supervisor behavior as a function of factors that originate with 

employees themselves (i.e., outside supervisor behavior; Hill et al., 2021), and b) perceived 
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supervisor behavior is more predictive of employees’ subsequent reactions than actual or 

intended supervisor’s self-reported behavior (Jacobsen & Bøgh Andersen, 2015). 

When employees frame pandemic-induced job demands favorably, the positive 

emotional valence associated with this appraisal induces hopeful expectations about how the 

supervisor will react toward the employees in the face of stress. Precisely, the positive 

affective states induced by pandemic-induced challenge appraisals – i.e., excitement, 

inspiration, and gratitude due to the favorable work condition (Perrewé & Zellars, 1999) – 

positively influence subsequent supervisor-related information processing. This is because 

positive affective states engender positive valence-congruent thoughts and expectations about 

present and future situations, events, and people (Baumeister et al., 2016; Hill et al., 2021). 

The positive emotions induced by pandemic-induced challenge appraisals will thus make 

employees believe that their supervisor will listen to their concerns and provide information to 

help them adapt to their changing roles (LePine et al., 2016; Perrewé & Zellars, 1999; Piccolo 

& Colquitt, 2006). In other words, pandemic-induced challenge appraisals engender positive 

emotional states that foster a “glass half full” mindset, or an optimistic expectation about 

supervisor’s behavior. This optimistic expectation will in turn prompt employees to regard the 

supervisor as adhering to the norms of cooperation, care, and respect, and, thereby, to 

perceive his/her behavior as more compassionate (Perrewé & Zellars, 1999). In this situation, 

employees will likely feel that more resources are available to cope with the stressful situation 

due to the perceived supervisor’s responsiveness to their needs. Employees would hence 

perceive stressors as more manageable and be more confident in their ability to face them 

(Perrewé & Zellars, 1999; LePine et al., 2016). This, in turn, can motivate employees to adopt 

knowledge sharing behaviors as an active problem-focused coping strategy (Perrewé & 

Zellars, 1999).  
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 Conversely, when employees frame pandemic-induced job demands unfavorably, the 

negative emotional valence associated with this hindrance appraisal would induce more 

pessimistic expectations about how the supervisor will react toward the employees under 

stress. Indeed, hindrance appraisals will likely evoke negative emotions, such as feelings of 

upset, anger, and irritability due to the unfavorable work condition (Perrewé & Zellars, 1999). 

These feelings negatively influence supervisor-related information processing by triggering 

negative thoughts and expectations about the supervisor’s present and future behavior 

(Baumeister et al., 2016; Hill et al., 2021). Precisely, employees will more likely believe that 

the supervisor will refuse to listen their concerns or refrain from communicating relevant job-

related information to prioritize his/her managerial tasks (LePine et al., 2005; LePine et al., 

2016; Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006). In sum, pandemic-induced hindrance appraisals trigger 

negative emotional states that foster a “glass half empty” viewpoint, or a pessimistic 

expectation about supervisor’s behavior. This pessimistic expectation would trigger 

employees to view the supervisor as violating the norms of care, respect, and collaboration, 

and, thereby, to perceive his/her behavior as self-serving (Perrewé & Zellars, 1999). As they 

perceive that the supervisor pursues exclusively his/her interests regardless of employees’ 

needs, such as by exploiting extant resources at the expense of others, employees will likely 

feel they lack the resources needed to cope with the threatening situation, thus being less 

confident in their abilities to handle it (Perrewé & Zellars, 1999; LePine et al., 2016). As a 

result, employees would be motivated to adopt knowledge hiding behaviors as a passive, 

unresponsive coping strategy to limit the negative consequences of their threatening stressful 

condition (Perrewé & Zellars, 1999) 3.  

Supporting our theorizing, prior research has shown that challenge appraisal of job 

demands facilitates coworker-directed citizenship and prosocial behaviors through affective 

and motivational resource-related processes (Kim & Beehr, 2020; Parker et al., 2019; Lu et 
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al., 2023), whereas hindrance appraisal of job demands triggers coworker-directed antisocial 

behavior through affective and resource depletion processes (Lu et al., 2023; Parker et al., 

2019; Trougakos et al., 2015). Therefore, we hypothesize the following dual, indirect effects 

of appraisals of pandemic-induced job stressors on knowledge management behaviors via 

perceptions of supervisor behaviors: 

Hypothesis 1: Perceived supervisor compassionate behavior mediates a positive 

relationship between pandemic-induced challenge appraisals and knowledge sharing toward 

colleagues. 

Hypothesis 2: Perceived supervisor self-serving behavior mediates a negative 

relationship between pandemic-induced hindrance appraisals and knowledge hiding toward 

colleagues. 

2.4. The Moderating Role of Attributions of Supervisor Motives 

Since pandemic-induced job stressors, unlike traditional job stressors are generally 

unexpected, individuals are likely to seek relevant explanatory information (Perrewé & 

Zellars, 1999). Accordingly, attributional processes represent a potentially relevant, though 

largely overlooked, boundary condition of stressor appraisals. According to the transactional 

attribution model, the attributions made by employees to understand the causes of their 

appraised (un)favorable work condition – i.e., giving credit to vs. blaming one’s supervisor – 

influence the salience and relevance of the emotional valence associated with stressor 

appraisals (Perrewé & Zellars, 1999). In doing so, attributions of supervisor motives shape 

how employees will view supervisor behavior in response to stressor appraisals, ultimately 

affecting the choice of coping responses (Perrewé & Zellars, 1999). 

Dasborough and Ashkanasy (2002) theorized that employee attributions of supervisor 

motives can be differentiated into other-focused and self-serving motives. The authors argued 

that employee attributions of supervisor motives affect how employees cognitively evaluate, 



14 
 

interpret, and label the supervisor’s behavior, eventually influencing the extent to which 

employees perceive it as sincere or manipulative (Daborough & Ashkanasy, 2002). Consistent 

with this framework, research has empirically identified two motivational systems that drive 

individual behavior in interpersonal relationships: egosystem motivation, which drives self-

interested behavior, and ecosystem motivation, which drives other-interested behavior 

(Crocker & Canevello, 2015). People with egosystem motivation hold selfish motives, which 

reflect the desire to obtain benefits for themselves and the view of others as a means to fulfill 

their own needs (Crocker & Canevello, 2015). Conversely, people with an ecosystem 

motivation hold compassionate motives, which reflect the desire to support others’ well-being 

without the desire to obtain something out of it (Crocker & Canevello, 2015). Since research 

has shown that the beneficial interpersonal effects of supportive treatment depend on the 

extent to which the recipient attributes it to compassionate vs. selfish motives (Montani et al., 

2023), it is theoretically meaningful to examine attributions of supervisor compassionate vs. 

self-serving motives as specific boundary conditions of pandemic-induced stressor appraisals. 

Drawing on the transactional attribution model (Perrewé & Zellars, 1999), and 

consistent with the framework of genuine and self-serving motives (Daborough & Ashkanasy, 

2002), when the growth-promoting appraisals of pandemic-induced job stressors are attributed 

to their supervisor’s compassionate motives, the positive emotional valence associated with 

these appraisals will be more salient because employees believe that their supervisor makes “a 

conscious effort to consider another person’s needs” (Folger & Cropanzano, 1998, p. 191), 

thus feeling treated favorably (Sherf & Liu, 2022). As a result, employees will be more likely 

to interpret the supervisor’s behavior as truly caring (Heider, 1958; Matta et al., 2020), 

thereby developing higher perceptions of supervisor compassionate behavior (Hareli & 

Weiner, 2002; Mackey & Perrewé, 2014). In such a situation, then, employees will perceive 

that they have enough available resources to control the situation via knowledge sharing 



15 
 

(Perrewé & Zellars, 1999; Mackey & Perrewé, 2014). Conversely, if the evaluation of 

pandemic-induced job stressors as growth-promoting is attributed to the supervisor’s self-

serving motives, the initially positive emotional valence associated with this appraisal will be 

less salient because employees give less credit to the supervisor for their favorable job 

condition and, thereby, believe that their supervisor is acting out of sincere concern for 

employees’ well-being (Crocker et al., 2015; Montani et al., 2022; Montani et al., 2023). As a 

result, employees will be unlikely to view their supervisor’s behavior as compassionate, 

which compromises their knowledge sharing capacities (Mackey & Perrewé, 2014; Perrewé & 

Zellars, 1999).  

Following the same line of reasoning, when employees attribute their appraised 

threatening work condition to their supervisor’s self-serving motives, they will perceive 

supervisor behavior negatively (Kang et al., 2023) because the supervisor’s self-interest 

violates internalized norms for collaboration (Sherf & Liu, 2022). The negative emotional 

valence associated with hindrance appraisal would then be intensified as employees realize 

that they must expend physical, cognitive, and emotional resources to cope with pandemic-

induced job stressors with little hope that their supervisor will reward them for such resource 

investment (Perrewé & Zellars, 1999; Sherf & Liu, 2022; Zhang et al., 2014). As a result, 

employees would be more likely to perceive supervisor’s behavior as self-serving (Kim et al., 

2019, Liu et al., 2012). In this situation, the perceived availability of resources to control the 

situation is weakened due to the belief that the supervisor pursues his/her interests at the 

expense of others (Mackey & Perrewé, 2014; Perrewé & Zellars, 1999). Employees will be 

thus motivated to adopt knowledge hiding as a passive coping response (Perrewé & Zellars, 

1999; Usman et al., 2024). For instance, during a group decision-making meeting on the 

implementation of protection procedures against pandemic spread in a hospital, an 

experienced physician might refrain from sharing her knowledge with her newly hired 
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colleagues about the successful courses of action adopted in the past to address similar threats. 

Likewise, employees of an engineering team may passively engage in information-processing 

activities by withholding relevant information and insights with others during a team project 

involving the development of innovative technological solutions for clients. 

Conversely, if the threatening pandemic-induced job condition is attributed to the 

supervisor’s compassionate motives, employees would believe that their supervisor is 

motivated to take care of employees’ needs in the face of menacing work conditions (Crocker 

& Canevello, 2015; Montani et al., 2022; Montani et al., 2023), thereby abstaining from 

blaming the supervisor for their unfavorable situation. In this condition, the negative 

emotional valence of hindrance appraisals would hence be tuned down, leading to lower 

perceptions of supervisor self-serving behavior and, ultimately, reduced knowledge hiding 

behaviors (Mackey & Perrewé, 2014; Perrewé & Zellars, 1999). Therefore, we hypothesize 

the following moderating effects of attributions of supervisor motives: 

Hypothesis 3: Employee attributions of supervisor motives moderate the relationship 

between appraisals of pandemic-induced job stressors and perceived supervisor compassionate 

behavior, such that employees appraising pandemic-induced job stressors as a challenge are 

more likely to perceive one’s supervisor as compassionate and then engage in knowledge 

sharing toward colleagues when they make compassionate (vs. self-serving) motive 

attributions. 

Hypothesis 4: Employee attributions of supervisor motives moderate the relationship 

between appraisals of pandemic-induced job stressors and perceived supervisor self-serving 

behavior, such that employees appraising pandemic-induced job stressors as a hindrance are 

more likely to perceive one’s supervisor as self-serving and then engage in knowledge hiding 

toward colleagues when they make self-serving (vs. compassionate) motive attributions.   

3.2. STUDY 1 
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3.2.1. Participants and Procedure 

We conducted a three-wave longitudinal study on 230 employees from a sample of the 

UK and U.S. firms between April and July 2020 (i.e., during the first wave of the COVID-19 

outbreak) with a one-month lag between measurements. Following previous pandemic 

research (e.g., Zacher & Rudolph, 2020), we adopted a time lag of one month to better 

understand the effects of employee appraisals of pandemic-induced job stressors. This time 

lag allowed sufficient time for employee perceptions of supervisor behavior and knowledge 

management behaviors to change without disrupting the proposed causal process. This 

temporal separation was also motivated by the findings of previous studies showing that 

employee perceptions of job demands, supervisor behavior, and knowledge management 

behaviors are dynamic constructs that may change over a month (e.g., Li et al., 2022a; Li et 

al., 2022b; Liang et al., 2023). Finally, our methodological choice was consistent with 

methodologists’ recommendations of using a temporal separation via time lag in single-source 

data collection to reduce common method bias and illusionary correlations (Podsakoff et al., 

2012). 

Participants were recruited via Prolific Academic, an online crowdsourcing research 

platform. Following the methodological recommendations on the use of online panel data 

(Porter et al., 2019), we included an attention-check (a simple arithmetic question) in every 

survey to screen for the quality of the data collected, we limited participation to individuals 

who were employed, and set upper and lower limits on the survey completion times, rejecting 

responses that exceeded those limits. At Time 1, we received completed responses from all 

employees that were contacted (N= 403). At Time 2, we obtained completed responses from 

283 returned questionnaires. Finally, at Time 3, 230 participants provided usable responses. 

None of the participants failed the attention check. Accordingly, the final sample included 230 

employees with matched data across time (response rate= 57%). Respondents were 40.60 
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years old on average (SD= 11.73), 54.30% were female, and 68.70% attained an 

undergraduate degree or a higher level of education. Moreover, they had an average 

organizational tenure of 8.03 years (SD= 6.60). In terms of industries, 68% of participants 

worked in knowledge-intensive sectors (i.e., finance, consulting and research services, 

communication, and entertainment), while 32% of them worked in manufacturing-intensive 

industries (i.e., manufacturing, transportation, food, and technology). Finally, 85% of 

participants held non-managerial roles, whereas 15% occupied managerial positions at work. 

3.2.2. Measures 

Pandemic-induced challenge and hindrance appraisals of job-related stressors. 

Employee pandemic-induced challenge (α=.70-.82) and hindrance (α= .75-.81) appraisals of 

job-related stressors were measured with the two three-item scales developed by Kim and 

Beehr (2020). Since a measure of pandemic-induced challenge and hindrance appraisals did 

not exist at the time this study was conducted, consistent with prior research on job stress 

induced by extra-organizational events (Hochwarter et al., 2008; Montani & Staglianò, 2022), 

we adapted these items to emphasize the reference of these measures to the pandemic context. 

Participants indicated the response that best corresponded to their appraisals of job-related 

stressors induced by the spread of COVID-19 on a five-point Likert scale (1= totally disagree 

to 5= totally agree). The items assessing pandemic-induced challenge appraisals targeted the 

extent to which employees felt work was demanding but not overtaxing their capabilities (i.e., 

“I view my tasks as challenging”, “I feel challenged”) and promoting personal goal 

achievement (i.e., “My work brings me closer to the accomplishment of personal goals”). The 

items assessing pandemic-induced hindrance appraisals targeted the degree to which 

employees felt their work restricted their abilities (“My work restricts my capabilities”), and 

thwarted goal accomplishment and personal growth (i.e., “My work hinders me from attaining 

personal goals”, and “Working to fulfill the demands of my job thwarts my personal growth”). 
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These items were based on previous theory (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) and research 

measuring appraisals of job demands in general (LePine et al., 2016; Searle & Auton, 2015). 

Employee perceptions of supervisor compassionate behavior. Employee perceptions 

of supervisor compassionate behavior were assessed with Gilbert et al.’s (2017) compassion 

for others-actions four-item scale (e.g., “My supervisor takes the actions and does the things 

that will be helpful to me”, 1= almost never to 5= almost always; α= .94), that measures the 

extent to which employees perceive that their supervisor adopts compassionate actions toward 

them. While the original measure was developed to self-rate one’s own compassionate actions 

toward others, we relied on employee ratings to capture their perceptions of supervisor 

compassionate behavior, consistent with the literature on supervisor behaviors (Wang et al., 

2019). This scale has consistently shown good internal consistency (Matos et al., 2022). 

Employee perceptions of supervisor self-serving behavior. Employee perceptions of 

supervisor self-serving behavior were measured with Camps et al.’s (2012) four-item scale 

(e.g., “My supervisor would forge a document when this could improve his/her position”, 1= 

almost never to 5= almost always; α= .87-.88), which assesses employee perceptions of the 

extent to which the supervisor adopts self-interested behaviors. This measure has been 

extensively used in research on self-serving leadership, showing good internal consistency 

(Guo et al., 2022; Peng et al., 2019). 

Knowledge sharing. Knowledge sharing was measured with Bock et al.’s (2005) five-

item scale, which assesses the frequency with which employees report engaging in providing 

or transferring their own knowledge to others in the workplace (e.g., “I provide my manuals, 

methodologies and models to my coworkers”, 1= almost never to 5= almost always, α= .79-

.82). This scale has been largely utilized in knowledge management research, showing good 

reliability (Montani & Staglianò, 2022).  
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Knowledge hiding. Knowledge hiding was assessed with Rhee and Choi’s (2017) 

four-item scale. Following previous scholars (e.g., Hernaus et al., 2023), participants were 

asked to think of a recent episode in which a specific colleague requested knowledge from 

them and then rate the extent to which they declined to share their knowledge or expertise 

with him/her or did not give all the information needed upon request (e.g., “I agreed to help 

him/her but never really intended to”, 1 = not at all to 5 = completely, α= .86-.88). This scale 

has been chosen over other instruments (e.g., Connelly et al., 2012) as it reflected the 

unidimensional conceptualization of knowledge hiding adopted in this study. Moreover, it 

allowed us to minimize the length of the survey and, thereby, prevent a low response rate. 

Prior research on knowledge management has largely supported the validity and reliability of 

this scale (e.g., Chen et al., 2022; Good et al., 2023; Montani et al., 2022). 

Control variables. Gender, age, educational level, and organizational tenure were 

included as control variables since women, well-educated employees, junior, and less 

experienced employees are more willing to share knowledge (Sarti, 2018; Nadeem et al., 

2020). Moreover, women, senior and more experienced employees tend to rate supervisor 

negative acts less negatively (Wang et al., 2019). We also controlled for tenure with the 

supervisor as the employee who has a long tenure with the supervisor may be less likely to 

interpret the supervisor’s ambiguous acts as negative due to the level of familiarity acquired 

between parties (Zhang & Liao, 2015). We controlled for the industrial sector as the 

occurrence of knowledge hiding is higher among knowledge-intensive industries (Butt & 

Ahmad, 2019). We also controlled for employee self-interest using three items from the Self-

interest inventory (e.g., “I look out for my own outcomes and don’t concern myself with what 

happens to other people”; Gerbasi & Prentice, 2013, from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = 

strongly agree, α=.70). Research has revealed that the motivation to act in one’s interest 

disregarding other’s needs can make employees less willing to share knowledge (Liu & 
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DeFrank, 2013) and more likely to engage in self-interested behaviors, including knowledge 

hiding (Peng et al. 2019). Additionally, such motivation may affect how employees perceive 

the motive underlying supervisor behaviors and their subsequent reactions (Wu et al., 2021). 

All control variables were collected at Time 14. 

3.2.3. RESULTS 

Table 1 provides the descriptive statistics and correlations for the study variables. As 

can be seen, the variables strongly correlated with the same variables at different time points, 

thus suggesting a high level of temporal stability of the study constructs throughout the study. 

This pattern of relationships is consistent with prior research suggesting stable perceptions of 

supervisor behaviors over time (e.g., Gagné et al., 2020; Matthews & Toumbeva, 2015) and 

highlights the need to control for autoregressive relationships (i.e., effects of predictors over 

and above this longitudinal stability) (Taris, 2000). 

Using Mplus 7.11 (Muthén & Muthén, 2012), we assessed the validity of our scales by 

specifying all the latent study variables via confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and assessing 

the corresponding model fit. Fit indexes for the hypothesized model fell within an acceptable 

range: χ2 (1257) = 2521.02; CFI = .86; RMSEA = .06; SRMR = .06. Moreover, all factor 

loadings were significant, suggesting that the variables were distinguishable. However, the 

self-report nature of our data could raise issues of common method bias. Accordingly, we 

used the unmeasured latent method factor technique (Podsakoff et al., 2012) to examine this 

issue with CFA. Following Podsakoff and colleagues (2003), we added a common method 

factor to the hypothesized CFA model, to assess the potential increase in the model fit that 

would be gained from accounting for this unmeasured method factor. The results revealed that 

the fit of the hypothesized model with the inclusion of the unmeasured latent method factor 

was significantly better than the original model (Δχ2(87) = 511.07, ns). However, the 

unmeasured latent method factor accounted for 9.38% of the total variance, which is lower 
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than the median amount of method variance (25%) observed in self-report studies (Podsakoff 

et al., 2012). Accordingly, these results suggest that common method variance is unlikely to 

be a major threat in our study. 

Next, we examined whether the scales showed longitudinal measurement invariance. 

The CFA results indicated that the global fit statistics for the configural (χ2 [1170] = 1775.20; 

CFI = .93; RMSEA = .05; SRMR = .06), metric (χ2 [1194] = 1792.27; CFI = .93; RMSEA = 

.05; SRMR = .06), and scalar (χ2 [1218] = 1826.35; CFI = .93; RMSEA = .05; SRMR = .06) 

measurement invariance were all within the acceptable range. Chi-square difference tests also 

showed that the fit of the metric model was not different from that of the configural model 

(Δχ2 [24] = 17.07, ns) and from that of the scalar model (Δχ2 [24] = 34.08, ns). These findings 

thus suggest that all measures showed appropriate measurement invariance to establish 

relationships between variables. 

Finally, we used a cross-lagged structural equation model (SEM) with the maximum 

likelihood (ML) estimator in Mplus 7.11 to account for the hypothesized time-lagged indirect 

effects of appraisals pandemic-induced stressors on knowledge behaviors. Cross-lagged SEM 

allows testing the bi-directionality of the relationships among the substantive study variables 

as well as assessing the strength of cross-lagged effects, while controlling for autoregressive 

effects. Accordingly, this model offers the advantage of enabling more robust causal 

inferences by alleviating endogeneity concerns and by ruling out third variable concerns (Liu 

et al., 2016). Synchronous correlations were specified among Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3 

study variables. In addition, autoregression (stability) effects were included to control for the 

effect of a variable measured at a preceding time point on its same value at the consequent 

time point. These procedures were applied to the study variables assessed at the three-time 

points. 
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Next, we specified four alternative cross-lagged structural models to compare with our 

primary model of interest. We compared the hypothesized model (Model 2), which includes 

the cross-lagged effects in the hypothesized order, with the following alternative models: a 

stability model (Model 1) without cross-lagged effects; a reverse model (Model 3) with 

indirect paths from earlier measurements of knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding to later 

measurements of appraisals via employee perceptions of supervisor compassionate and self-

serving behaviors, respectively; a full cross-lagged model (Model 4), including effects of all 

variables measured at preceding time points on variables measured at subsequent time points 

to account for possible reciprocal relationships; and a model (Model 5) that in addition to the 

cross-lagged effects of the hypothesized order, included supplemental indirect paths from 

Time 1 challenge appraisals to Time 3 knowledge hiding via Time 2 employee perceptions of 

supervisor self-serving behavior, and from Time 1 hindrance appraisals to Time 3 knowledge 

sharing via Time 2 employee perceptions of supervisor compassionate behavior. 

The hypothesized model (Model 2) better fitted the data than Models 1 and 3 (see 

Table 2). Moreover, Model 5 did not better fit the data than the hypothesized model (Model 

2), and none of the supplemental indirect paths were significant. Likewise, Model 4 did not 

provide a better fit than Model 2, and none of the reverse paths were statistically significant. 

These results supported the hypothesized Model 2. Inspection of standardized regression 

coefficients revealed a significantly positive relationship between pandemic-induced 

challenge appraisals and perceived supervisor compassionate behavior (β = .19, p < .01), and 

between perceived supervisor compassionate behavior and knowledge sharing (β = .06, p < 

.01). Likewise, perceived supervisor self-serving behavior was positively predicted by 

pandemic-induced hindrance appraisals (β = .18, p < .05) and, in turn, positively influenced 

knowledge hiding (β = .13, p < .05). Bootstrap analyses with 5000 resamplings (Hayes, 2013) 

further showed that the indirect effects of pandemic-induced challenge appraisals on 
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knowledge sharing via employee perceptions of supervisor compassionate behavior (indirect 

effect= .01, 95% CI= .01, .03) and of pandemic-induced hindrance appraisals on knowledge 

hiding employee perceptions of supervisor self-serving behavior (indirect effect= .02, 95% 

CI= .01, .05) were significant (see Figure 1). Hypotheses 1 and 2 were thus supported. 

3.3. STUDY 2 

3.3.1.  Participants and Procedure  

We recruited 210 U.S. participants via Prolific between February and March 2023. To 

be admitted to the present study, participants had to meet the following criteria: (a) being aged 

18+, b) being employed as full-time employees, c) working as part of either a small (2-10 

members) or large (10+ members) team in their organization and (d) correctly answering 

multiple attention checks (Porter et al., 2019). Each participant was paid 1.25 £ for completing 

the online experiment. All participants passed the attention check items. Thus, the final 

sample comprised 210 participants, of which 69% were male and 77% had an undergraduate 

or higher level of education. The mean age was 40.35 years (SD = 11.20) and the average 

organizational tenure was 8.64 years (SD = 7.46). Participants were randomly assigned to four 

different conditions with a 2 (pandemic-induced challenge appraisals vs. pandemic-induced 

hindrance appraisals × 2 (supervisor attributed compassionate motives vs. supervisor 

attributed self-serving motives) between-subjects design (N = approximately 52 participants 

per condition). This 2 × 2 factorial design was appropriate to understand differences in the 

outcomes of specific appraisals and test our moderation hypotheses. 5 Indeed, this type of 

experimental design allowed us to examine how two variables (each with two levels), namely 

pandemic-induced (challenge vs. hindrance) appraisals and employee attributions of 

supervisor (compassionate vs. self-serving) motives, interacted in determining two dependent 

variables (i.e., perceptions of compassionate vs. self-serving supervisor behavior). A full 

description of the research design, scenario, and conditions is presented in Supplement 1. 
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3.3.2. Measurements 

All measures used were on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly 

agree).  

 

Manipulation Checks 

 All measures used were on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly 

agree). 

Appraisals of Pandemic-Induced Job Stressors. To verify whether pandemic-induced 

stressors appraisals were successfully manipulated, we used the eight-item scale developed by 

Zhang and Parker (2022). This measure includes four items for challenge appraisals (e.g., 

“The high workload induced from the COVID-19 pandemic will help me to learn a lot in my 

job”; α = .91) and four items for hindrance appraisals (e.g., “The high workload induced from 

the COVID-19 pandemic will hinder any achievements I might have”; α = .91). Consistent 

with Study 1, we adapted these items to emphasize the reference of the measures to the 

pandemic context. 

Employee Attributions of Supervisor Motives. To assess the effectiveness of the 

manipulation of employee attributions of supervisor motives, we asked participants to indicate 

the extent to which they agreed that the statements describing their supervisor’s motives may 

be the reason for or the cause of their workload situation. Participants were then presented 

with five items from Crocker and Canevello’s (2008) scale (e.g., “My supervisor wants to be 

supportive of others”; α = .94), and with De Dreu and Nauta’s (2009) three-item scale (e.g., 

“My supervisor is concerned about his own needs and interests”; α= .88), which measured 

supervisor compassionate and self-serving motives, respectively. 

Measures: Dependent Variables 

 All measures used a 5-point Likert scale (1= strongly disagree; 5= strongly agree). 
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Employee Perceptions of Supervisor Behaviors. To measure participant perceptions 

of supervisor compassionate and self-serving behaviors, we used the same four-item scales as 

Study 1 (α = .98 for perceived supervisor compassionate behavior, α = .92 for perceived 

supervisor self-serving behavior). To suit the experiment scenario, the instructions preceding 

the items were adapted by asking participants to imagine themselves in the scenario and to 

rate how they thought that their supervisor would behave with them. 

Knowledge Behaviors. We measured participant knowledge sharing and knowledge 

hiding with the same five-item (α = .93) and four-item (α = .90) scales as in Study 1, 

respectively. To ensure the suitability of these measures to the scenario context, participants 

were asked to imagine themselves in the scenario and to indicate, in the case of knowledge 

sharing, how they would behave with the colleagues of their team, and, in the case of 

knowledge hiding, how they would behave if a particular colleague from their team requested 

knowledge from them. 

Measures: Control Variables 

 All measures used a five-point Likert scale (1= strongly disagree; 5= strongly agree). 

Big-Five Personality Traits. We used Hetty van Emmerik and Euwema’s (2007) 

three-item scales to measure four big-five personality traits, namely extraversion (α= .86), 

conscientiousness (α= .72), agreeableness (α= .71) and neuroticism (α= .84). We included 

these four personality traits as covariates because prior studies indicated that such traits affect 

employee ratings of leader behavior (Wang et al., 2019). 

Locus of Control. We controlled for locus of control using Lumpkin’s (1985) three-

item internal locus of control scale (α= .71) as employee internal and external locus of control 

may differently shape attribution processes (Furnham, 2009; Galvin et al., 2018). 

3.3.3. RESULTS 
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One-way ANOVA results revealed significantly higher levels of pandemic-induced 

challenge appraisals in the pandemic-induced challenge appraisals condition (M = 3.73, SD = 

.93) than in the pandemic-induced hindrance appraisals condition (M = 3.14, SD = 1.07, 

F(1,208) = 17.99, p < .01, η2 = 1.08), as well as significantly higher levels of pandemic-induced 

hindrance appraisals in the pandemic-induced hindrance appraisals condition (M = 3.71, SD = 

.86) than in the pandemic-induced challenge appraisals condition (M = 1.92, SD = 1.05, 

F(1,208) = 35.83, p < .01, η2 = .15). Moreover, participants in the attributions of compassionate 

motives condition reported higher attributions of supervisor compassionate motives (M = 

3.70, SD = .99) than participants in the attributions of supervisor self-serving motives 

condition (M = 1.97, SD = 1.00, F(1,208) = 158.08, p < .01, η2 = .43). Likewise, participants in 

the attributions of supervisor self-serving motives condition reported higher attributions of 

supervisor self-serving motives (M = 4.53, SD = .79) than participants in the attributions of 

supervisor compassionate motives condition (M = 3.04, SD = .95, F(1,208) = 154.45, p < .01, η2 

= .43). These results suggest that the manipulation of pandemic-induced stress appraisals and 

attributions of supervisor motives was successful. Moreover, the results of the realism checks 

indicated that employees could imagine an actual workplace situation described in the 

scenario (4.59 ± 0.63) and believed the described situation could happen in a real workplace 

(4.71 ± 0.52). The above mean ratings indicated high levels of realism. 

The descriptive statistics, correlations, and reliability estimates of the study variables 

are reported in Table 3. The means and standard deviations for attributions of supervisor 

compassionate and self-serving behavior are reported in Table 4. To test our predictions, we 

carried out a 2 (pandemic-induced stressors appraisals) × 2 (attributions of supervisor 

motives) analysis of variance (ANOVA) for perceived supervisor compassionate and self-

serving behavior, controlling for the effects of personality traits and locus of control (see 

Table 5). Moreover, we conducted a path analysis using Mplus 7.11 (Muthén & Muthén, 
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2012) with 5,000 bootstrap replications to examine the indirect effects of pandemic-induced 

stressors appraisals as well as the indirect interaction effects of pandemic-induced stressors 

appraisals and attributions of supervisor motives on knowledge behaviors via perceived 

supervisor behaviors. 

ANOVA results revealed a main effect of pandemic-induced stressors appraisals on 

perceived supervisor compassionate behavior (F(1, 201) = 3.99, p< .05, partial η2 = .02) and 

perceived supervisor self-serving behavior (F(1, 201) = 4.73, p< .05, partial η2 = .02). In support 

of our predictions, the means showed that: a) perceived supervisor compassionate behavior 

was higher in the pandemic-induced challenge appraisal condition compared to the pandemic-

induced hindrance appraisal condition; and b) perceived supervisor self-serving behavior was 

higher in the pandemic-induced hindrance appraisal condition compared to the pandemic-

induced challenge appraisal condition (see Table S3). Based on 5,000 bootstrap replications, 

perceived supervisor compassionate behavior and perceived supervisor self-serving behavior 

were found to significantly mediate the positive indirect effect of appraisals on knowledge 

sharing (indirect effect: .08, 95% CI: .01, .21) and the negative indirect effect of appraisals on 

knowledge hiding (indirect effect: –.16, 95% CI: –.31, –.08), respectively. These results 

replicate the positive and negative indirect effects of challenge and hindrance appraisals of 

pandemic-induced job stressors, respectively, reported in Study 1. 

Furthermore, ANOVA results showed that, for perceived supervisor compassionate 

behavior, appraisals × attributions of supervisor motives interaction was significant (F(1, 201) = 

13.98, p< .01, partial η2 = .06). Likewise, for perceived supervisor self-serving behavior, the 

appraisals × attributions of supervisor motives interaction was significant (F(1, 201) = 9.72, p< 

.05, partial η2 = .05). As expected, simple effects analyses showed that participants with 

attributions of supervisor compassionate motives reported significantly higher levels of 

perceived supervisor compassionate behavior than those with attributions of supervisor self-
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serving motives in the pandemic-induced challenge appraisal condition (F(1, 201) = 64.47, p< 

.01, partial η2 = .24; see Figure 2). Likewise, participants with attributions of supervisor self-

serving motives reported significantly higher levels of perceived supervisor self-serving 

behavior than those with attributions of supervisor compassionate motives in the pandemic-

induced hindrance appraisals condition (F(1, 201) = 155.65, p< .01, partial η2 = .44, see Figure 

3). Moreover, perceived supervisor compassionate behavior and perceived supervisor self-

serving behavior significantly mediated the indirect interaction effects of appraisals and 

attributions of supervisor motives on knowledge sharing (indirect effect: –.11, 95% CI: –.26, 

–.02) and knowledge hiding (indirect effect:.19, 95% CI: .08, .39), respectively. 

6. DISCUSSION 

6.1. Theoretical Implications 

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first study to demonstrate the relevance of the 

transactional attribution framework (Perrewé & Zellars, 1999) to understand how, why, 

and when individuals react differently to pandemic-induced job stressors. Consistent with this 

theory, our results showed that not all employees appraise pandemic-induced job stressors in 

the same way (Perrewé & Zellars, 1999) and that coping responses also vary due to different 

appraisals of the same stressful situation (Perrewé & Zellars, 1999). Yet, this study extends 

the transactional attribution model by applying it to the context of acute extra-organizational 

events and by providing new theoretical insights that allow us to unravel both the bright and 

dark sides of extra-organizational stressors for knowledge management behaviors. It does so 

by disclosing a) the dual pathways through which pandemic-induced appraisals of stressors 

affect prosocial and antisocial coping responses in the form of knowledge sharing and 

knowledge hiding, respectively, and b) the role of attributions in shaping these pathways. Our 

results further advance the transactional attribution model by highlighting that employees’ 

beliefs about supervisor’s consideration for their needs are key in determining their 
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subsequent coping choices in the face of appraised stressors. When employees frame 

pandemic-induced job demands positively, they perceive their supervisor’s behavior 

favorably, thus being motivated to adopt active coping choices. Conversely, when employees 

frame pandemic-induced job demands in a negative light, they perceive their supervisor’s 

behavior unfavorably, thereby engaging in passive coping choices.  

Furthermore, our study moves an important step forward in both the stress and 

knowledge management literature, as it unveils employee perceptions of supervisor other- vs. 

self-oriented behaviors as mechanisms explaining how different appraisals of pandemic-

induced job stressors uniquely shape employee knowledge management behaviors. Our 

findings also contribute to the leadership literature by suggesting that unless employees’ 

perceptions of supervisor otherishness and selfishness are jointly considered, it is not possible 

to accurately understand why employees engage in prosocial or antisocial knowledge 

behaviors in response to appraised (pandemic-induced) stressful work conditions. In doing so, 

this study answers recent calls (Kim et al., 2022) to uncover the influence of environmental 

disruptions on employee perceptions of supervisor behaviors. 

Finally, the transactional attribution model (Perrewé & Zellars, 1999) does not clarify 

the specific motive attributions that drive different perceptions of supervisor behavior and, 

ultimately, coping choices. Addressing this issue, this study provides new theoretical insights 

by demonstrating that the mediating role of perceptions of supervisor compassionate vs. self-

serving behavior is contingent on the causal attributions of supervisor’s compassionate vs. 

self-serving motives. This is an important finding because it helps disentangle the specific 

attribution factors that make employees respond in either adaptive or maladaptive ways to 

different stressful situations in times of crisis. As such, our investigation represents a 

meaningful input for future studies aimed at clarifying the role of attributions on the stressor-

behavior relationship in the workplace.  
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6.2. Limitations and Future Directions 

Our study relied exclusively on self-report measures, which may raise issues of 

common method variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003). However, we adopted a replication-and-

extension approach (Hochwarter et al., 2011), integrating a three-wave full longitudinal study 

with a scenario-based experiment. In Study 1, following methodological recommendations 

(Podsakoff et al., 2012), we adopted a temporal separation via a one-month time lag between 

the predictor, mediator, and criterion variables. We also controlled for common method bias 

and found that it was unlikely to be a major threat in our study. Nevertheless, future studies 

should complement self-report measures with objective data from dyads to minimize the risk 

of method bias. Future studies could also combine the use of short-term (e.g., daily, or 

weekly), mid-term (e.g., monthly), and long-term (e.g., yearly) assessments to achieve a 

deeper understanding of the temporal dependency of the effects of employee appraisals of job 

stressors induced by extra-organizational events on employee perceptions of supervisor 

behavior and subsequent knowledge behaviors.  

A further limitation is that we could not compare employee pre-pandemic stressors 

appraisal levels with those during the pandemic as the objective of this study was inspired by 

the pandemic itself. Thereby, our measures of pandemic-induced appraisals relied on 

participants to make the mental calculation of how their appraisals of job stressor levels 

changed due to the pandemic, which does not rule out the possibility that our results might be 

biased by an inaccurate recall. Future studies should consider collecting participant levels of 

stressors appraisals before, during, and after the event. Moreover, future research is needed to 

develop and test more complex moderated mediation models that would help understand how 

and under which personal and contextual boundary conditions appraisals of stressors induced 

by extra-organizational events may lead to different individual reactions. For instance, future 

research could investigate the role of moral disengagement in explaining how perceptions of 
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self-serving leader behavior following hindrance appraisals relate to distinct aspects of 

employees’ knowledge hiding behavior and whether this effect is contingent on employees’ 

perspective taking and moral identity (Good et al., 2023; Usman et al., 2024; Zhao et al., 

2023). 

6.3. Practical Implications 

This study stresses the importance of regularly monitoring levels of pandemic-induced 

job stressors among employees to detect deviations from the usual work-related functioning 

stemming from the pandemic situation (Montani & Staglianò, 2022). Although this study 

focused on pandemic-induced job stressors, its practical insights apply beyond this context. 

Given that our theoretical arguments are grounded on an overarching theory of occupational 

stress and coping, we believe that the practical implications of this study can be applied to a 

wide range of natural (e.g., earthquakes, floods, future pandemics), and man-made (e.g., war, 

terrorism, workplace aggression) acute events impacting individuals both on and off the job. 

In this regard, short-term interventions aimed at strengthening a stress growth mindset can be 

a valuable way to help employees appraise stressors induced by extra-organizational events as 

challenges. Furthermore, reappraisal recovery interventions and training on mindfulness 

techniques could help employees constructively reframe their interpretations of stressful 

situations and their supervisor’s behavior. Providing supervisors with a stress growth mindset 

could also help employees appraise job demands as manageable: supervisors can learn to 

present job stressors caused by extra-organizational events as an opportunity for employees’ 

growth, and reward employees’ positive attitudes towards the stress experience with 

recognition and positive feedback. 

Moreover, our findings show that employees can effectively cope with challenge-

appraised stressors when they believe that their supervisor cares about their well-being, but 

also that they can passively react in an antisocial way to appraised hindrance stressors when 
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they believe that their supervisor prioritizes his/her interests. Thus, organizations can 

introduce attribution training programs enabling employees to evaluate their stressful work 

conditions and their supervisor’s behavior based on information obtained from multiple 

sources (e.g., supervisors, colleagues, and third-party observers). This prevents employees 

from making biased attributions and from having an incomplete understanding of the 

resources available in their workplace. Organizations should also encourage supervisors to 

adopt compassionate behaviors consistently and to convey their genuine intentions to 

employees. Supervisor effective communication regarding the motives of handling job 

stressors helps employees develop constructive sensemaking, thereby eliciting favorable 

perceptions of supervisors. Organizations are thus advised to provide training programs to 

improve supervisors’ ability to communicate compassionate motives to employees. To 

discourage supervisors from pursuing self-serving goals, organizations should also inform 

them about the repercussions of selfish motives for employee antisocial behaviors. Finally, to 

decrease attributions of supervisor self-serving motives, supervisors should be trained on how 

to avoid providing cues to employees that might signal supervisor self-interest. 

7. CONCLUSION 

This study unravels the bright and dark sides of pandemic-induced job stressors by 

demonstrating the dual, indirect impact of challenge and hindrance stressor appraisals on 

knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding via perceptions of supervisor compassionate and 

self-serving behaviors, respectively, as well as by disclosing the moderating effect of 

employee attributions of supervisor motives on these indirect relationships. Our research 

enhances theory building on the job stressor-knowledge behavior relationships and offers 

managerial insights on how to encourage knowledge sharing and prevent knowledge hiding 

among employees exposed to stressful job conditions caused by extra-organizational events. 



34 
 

We hope that our research will encourage future attempts at clarifying the impact of stressor 

appraisals on work outcomes in times of crisis.  
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FOOTNOTES 

1 Employee appraisal of pandemic-induced job stressors is a complex interplay of multiple 

factors. These include the specific nature of the job demand (Wang et al., 2023), individual 

differences (e.g., personality traits, locus of control, capability beliefs; Furnham, 2009; Wang 

et al., 2019), health and safety personal concerns (e.g., fear of the virus; Reizer, 2023), 

contextual factors (e.g., emotional, instrumental, informational and feedback support from 

formal and informal networks, job resources; Jumelet et al., 2022), organizational response to 

the pandemic (e.g., internal communication; Yue & Walden, 2023), supervision and 

management style (e.g., supervisor support; Hanif et al., 2022), economic and financial impact 

(e.g., job insecurity, financial resources; Jumelet et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2023) and the 

unstable nature of the pandemic (e.g., lockdown vs. later stage of the pandemic; Homan et al., 

2023). However, identifying why employees may differently appraise the same pandemic-

induced job stressor goes beyond the scope of our research, which is to examine how, why, 

and when employees differently react to appraisals of pandemic-induced job stressors. 

 

2 We argue that supervisor compassionate and self-serving behaviors have the potential to 

explain employees’ reactions to different stress appraisals beyond alternative supervisor 

behaviors. Precisely, supervisor compassionate (vs. self-serving) behaviors differ from 

organizational justice (i.e., employee perceptions of how fairly they are treated by the 

organization; Greenberg & Colquitt, 2013) because supervisors can still take into 

consideration employee needs via compassionate behaviors although they do not fully respect 

justice procedures. On the contrary, supervisors may apply justice procedures for self-interest 

purposes and, thereby, might not be perceived as caring for employee needs. Additionally, 

supervisor compassionate vs. self-serving behaviors are dissimilar to the construct of high (vs. 

low) leader-member exchange (LMX) quality (i.e., the quality of the relational exchange 

between a supervisor and a follower; Liden & Maslyn, 1998). LMX quality unfolds as a 

dyadic interactional pattern that is characterized by high (vs. low) levels of reciprocal positive 

affect, trust, loyalty, and relational obligation between the employee and the supervisor 

(Berkovich & Eyal, 2021). Conversely, supervisor compassionate (vs. self-serving) behaviors 

cover a range of supervisory actions targeting the employee to improve his/her experience 

(Dutton et al., 2014). Compassionate behaviors also differ from social support as the former 

specifically aim at reducing employees’ suffering (Dutton et al., 2014), whereas the latter 

implies need-supportive actions that can occur even in the absence of others’ suffering (Yoon, 

2017). Finally, the concept of compassion differs from that of emotional support as the latter 

does not capture the open and non-judgmental attitude toward the employee who is suffering 

and his/her distress, which is a key aspect of compassion (Carmeli & Russo, 2016). 

Supporting these tenets, research has shown that compassionate and helpful actions have 

different effects (Gilbert et al., 2017) and that compassion and social support are conceptually 

distinct (Ko et al., 2021). Therefore, focusing on supervisor other-oriented and self-oriented 

behaviors in the forms of compassionate and self-serving behaviors, respectively, is relevant 

to understanding why employees respond to appraised stressors by engaging in knowledge 

sharing or hiding behaviors. 
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3 Note that, although blaming the supervisor for the potential loss is associated with anger, we 

expect that, in a company where employees want to keep their jobs (i.e., the primary appraisal 

indicates that they did have a stake in the encounter), employees will choose to adopt passive 

coping behaviors as a means of reappraising an uncontrollable situation (Perrewé & Zellars, 

1999), rather than active behaviors against their supervisors directly (Mackey et al., 2015). In 

this view, hiding knowledge from co-workers is relieving as it may help restore feelings of 

control or justice (Kelloway et al., 2010), and conserve resources (Yao et al., 2020), thereby 

alleviating negative emotional states (Venz & Nesher Shoshan, 2022). 
 

4 As a supplementary test, we also controlled for the effects of two context-specific workplace 

variables, namely organizational collaboration climate (4 items, α= .88; Zhu et al., 2018) and 

organizational competition climate (6 items, α= .87; Zhu et al., 2018), which are associated 

with knowledge sharing (Llopis & Foss, 2016) and knowledge hiding (Han et al., 2021), 

respectively. Results showed that the expected indirect effects of pandemic-induced challenge 

appraisal on knowledge sharing (indirect effect= .01, 95% CI= .01, .02) and the indirect 

effects of pandemic-induced hindrance appraisals on knowledge hiding (indirect effect= .02, 

95% CI= .01, .04) remained significant while controlling for organizational collaboration and 

competition climate. However, the inclusion of these variables impaired the model fit (χ2 = 

480.84, df = 216, CFI = .85, RMSEA = .07, SRMR = .11, Δ χ2 = 90.95, Δ df = 30, p < .01). 

Accordingly, for the sake of parsimony, organizational collaboration and competition climate 

were excluded from cross-lagged SEM model analyses. As a robustness check, we examined 

our hypothesized model without the inclusion of control variables. Results from cross-lagged 

structural equation modeling analyses showed that the hypothesized model provided a good fit 

to the data (χ2[88]= 243.97; CFI= .91; RMSEA= .09; SRMR = .09; AIC = 9381.44). 

Moreover, the indirect effect of challenge appraisals on knowledge sharing via perceived 

supervisor compassionate behavior (indirect effect= .01, 95% CI =.01, .02) and the indirect 

effect of hindrance appraisals on knowledge hiding via perceived supervisor self-serving 

behavior (indirect effect= .02, 95% CI= .01, .05) were both positive and significant. 

Accordingly, results from these supplementary analyses provide more robust evidence for our 

hypotheses. 

 
5As explained by Zhang and Parker (2022), workload creates a suitable context to manipulate 

challenge and hindrance appraisals because this job stressor is more neutral than other job 

demands, and thus can be equally appraised as a challenge or a hindrance (Webster et al., 

2011). From an operational perspective, workload can be best conceptualized along a 

challenge-hindrance continuum (O’Brien & Beehr, 2019; Stiglbauer & Kovacs, 2018). Then, 

following previous research (Thiel et al., 2011; Zhang & Parker, 2022), and since our 

hypotheses were based on the presence of challenge vs. hindrance appraisal (and not the level 

of each appraisal), our appraisal manipulation was designed to make one appraisal more 

salient than another while keeping the job demand (i.e., workload) constant across the two 

conditions (i.e., pandemic-induced challenge vs. hindrance appraisals). The use of positive 

and negative framings to elicit challenge versus threat appraisals has been widely used in 

previous research (e.g., Edwards et al., 2014). This method addresses the limitation of 

previous field studies in which self-report perceptions of job demands are entangled to some 

degree with confounding factors (e.g., individual differences and job resources). This allowed 

us to precisely test the effect of challenge appraisals, which emphasized pandemic-induced 

workload as having potential for personal gain and development, against the effects of threat 

appraisals, which emphasized pandemic-induced workload as interfering with the 

achievement of employees’ valued goals. 
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Table 1.  Study 1: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations  

Notes: N = 230. Internal consistency coefficients (Cronbach’s alphas) appear along the diagonal, in parentheses. T1 = Time 1; T2 = Time 2; T3 = Time 3. *p < 

.05; **p < .01. 

  

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 

1. Gender (T1) – – –                         

2. Age (T1) 40.60 11.73 .10 –                        

3. Educational level (T1) – – .04 –.10 –                       

4. Organizational tenure (T1) 8.03 6.60 –.02 .49** .04 –                      

5. Tenure with supervisor (T1) 4.64 4.24 –.06 .43** –.10 .58** –                     

6. Industry sector (T1) – – –.17** –.01 .00 .00 –.08 –                    

7. Self-interest (T1) 2.84 .77 .10 -.07 -.06 -.15* -.14* .03 (.70)                   

8. Pandemic-induced challenge appraisals (T1) 3.50 0.82 .03 .02 .08 .12 .06 –.07 .05 (.70)                  

9. Pandemic-induced hindrance appraisals (T1) 2.60 0.95 –.03 –.20** –.08 –.15* –.22** .03 .20** –.04 (.75)                 

10. Perceived supervisor compassionate behavior (T1) 3.43 1.07 .07 –.07 –.05 .00 –.02 –.09 -.10 .32** .32** (.94)                

11. Perceived supervisor self-serving behavior (T1) 1.91 1.01 –.06 –.05 –.05 –.12 –.13 .18** .27** –.07 .35** -.60** (.87)               

12. Knowledge sharing (T1) 4.24 0.61 .04 –.02 .05 .06 .08 –.04 -.18** .23** –.08 .20** –.23** (.79)              

13. Knowledge hiding (T1) 1.76 0.91 .02 –.15* –.00 –.11 –.11 .03 .25** .04 .27** –.20** .34** –.20** (.86)             

14. Pandemic-induced challenge appraisals (T2) 3.30 0.98 .04 .07 .13 .15* .05 –.02 -.03 .57** –.06 .24** –.11 .21** .05 (.82)            

15. Pandemic-induced hindrance appraisals (T2) 2.48 1.02 .03 –.17** –.04 –.12 –.15* .06 .27** –.07 .54** –.24** .28** –.13** .17** –.13* (.84)           

16. Perceived supervisor compassionate behavior (T2) 3.41 1.11 .09 .08 –.01 .04 .03 –.05 -.12 .33** –38** .70** –.50** .15** –.18** .29** –.29** (.94)          

17. Perceived supervisor self-serving behavior (T2) 1.95 0.97 –.07 –.12 –.12 –.12 –.07 .11 .18** –.08 .41** –.42** .61** –.17** .37** –.06 .39** –.55** (.87)         

18. Knowledge sharing (T2) 4.13 0.68 .12 .07 .13* .13* .12 .08 -.19** .19** .19** .24** –.23** .61** –.17* .21** –.17** .30** –.22** (.82)        

19. Knowledge hiding (T2) 1.84 0.97 .00 –.15* .10 –.07 –.10 .16* .25** .07 .20** –.19** .24** –.18 .55** .05 .28** –.13* .29** –.14* (.88)       

20. Pandemic-induced challenge appraisals (T3) 3.45 0.92 .06 .01 .07 .08 .02 .05 -.04 .48** –.09 .22** –.03 .19** –.01 .66** –.13 .24** –.02 .21** .06 (.77)      

21. Pandemic-induced hindrance appraisals (T3) 2.55 1.03 –.01 –.21** –.04 –.19** –.19** .08 .19** –.06 .57** –.25** .32** –.16* .18** –.09 .58** –.28** .36** –.18** .24** –.06 (.81)     

22. Perceived supervisor compassionate behavior (T3) 3.49 1.05 .10 .02 .01 –.01 .03 –.07 -.14* –.29** –.37** .68** –.48** .21** –.23** .20** –.31** .76** –.51** .33* –.19** .26** –.30 (.94)    

23. Perceived supervisor self-serving behavior (T3) 1.97 1.04 –.02 –.10 –.10 –.09 –.07 .14* .28** .09 .45** –45** .62** –.18** .37** –.09 .38** –.57** .74** –.20** .27** –.12 .47** –.60** (.88)   

24. Knowledge sharing (T3) 4.31 0.62 .13* .00 .10 .10 .14* –.02 -.28** .20** –.17** .27** –.24** .55** –.25** .17** –.20** .31** –.24** .65** –.25** .24** –.16* .38** –.26** (.81)  

25. Knowledge hiding (T3) 1.80 0.95 –.04 –.12 .03 –.10 –.14* .06 .27** .03 .25** –.20** .38** –.18** .49** –.03 .24** –.22** .32** –.23** .58** –.01 .30** –.23** .36** –.33** (.88) 
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Table 2. Study 1: Alternative Models Comparisons for the Hypothesized Model of Cross-Lagged Indirect Effects of Pandemic-induced Challenge 

and Hindrance Appraisals 

Model χ2 df Δ χ2 Δ df CFI RMSEA SRMR AIC Δ AIC 

Model 1 (stability model) 430.86* 194 40.97* 8 .87 .07 .11 9423.49 24.97 

Model 2 (hypothesized model) 389.89* 186 – – .88 .07 .09 9398.52 – 

Model 3 (reverse model) 413.45* 184 23.56* 10 .87 .07 .10 9630.59 232.07 

Model 4 (full cross-lagged model) 364.55* 170 25.34 16 .89 .07 .09 9609.69 211.17 

Model 5 (additional paths: 

PICA → PSSB → knowledge sharing, PIHA 

→ PSCB → knowledge hiding) 

389.78 178 0.11 14 .88 .07 .09 9618.92 220.40 

Note:  N = 171 PICA = pandemic-induced challenge appraisals; PIHA = pandemic-induced hindrance appraisals; PSCB = perceived supervisor 

compassionate behavior; PSSB = perceived supervisor self-serving behavior: CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of 

approximation; SRMR = standardized root means square residual; AIC, Akaike Information Criteria. *p < 01.
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Figure 1. Study 1: Standardized path estimates for the hypothesized model of cross-lagged indirect effects of pandemic-induced challenge 

and hindrance appraisals. Dotted lines indicate non-significant effects. 
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Table 3. Study 2: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations  

Note. N = 210. Internal consistency coefficients (Cronbach’s alphas) appear along the diagonal, in parentheses. Pandemic-induced stress appraisals were coded as 0 = 

pandemic-induced hindrance appraisals, 1 = pandemic-induced challenge appraisals. Attributions of supervisor motives were coded as 0 = attributions of supervisor 

self-serving motives, 1 = attributions of supervisor compassionate motives.*p < .05; **p < .01.  

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1. Extraversion 2.88 1.15 (.86)           

2. Conscientiousness 4.29 0.69 .22** (.72)          

3. Agreeableness 3.86 0.85 .23** .34** (.71)         

4. Neuroticism 2.45 1.11 –.48** –.39** –.30** (.84)        

5. Locus of control 3.94 0.75 .32** .43** .18* –.37** (.71)       

6. Pandemic-induced stress appraisals – – .02 –.02 –.04 –.03 .03 –      

7. Attributions of supervisor motives – – .15* .09 –.03 –.08 .08 .00 –     

8. Perceived supervisor compassionate behavior 2.99 1.41 .14* –.00 –.02 –.03 .11 .09 .72** (.98)    

9. Perceived supervisor self-serving behavior 3.03 1.32 –.10 –.08 –.03 .02 –.09 –.10 –.70** –.83** (.92)   

10. Knowledge sharing 4.34 0.70 .07 .29** .29** –.03 .23** –.07 .15* .22** –.22** (.93)  

11. Knowledge hiding 1.60 0.82 –.01 –.32** –.34** .10 –.01 .11 –.08 –.06 .23** –.58** (.90) 
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Table 4. Study 2: Results of Analyses of Variance for Perceived Supervisor Compassionate Behavior and Perceived Supervisor Self-serving 

Behavior  

 Pandemic-induced challenge appraisals  Pandemic-induced hindrance appraisals 

Predictor 

Attributions of 

supervisor 

compassionate motives 

Attributions of 

supervisor  

self-serving motives 

 

Attributions of 

supervisor 

compassionate motives 

Attributions of 

supervisor  

self-serving motives 

Perceived supervisor compassionate behavior      

M 3.89 2.36  4.12 1.60 

SD .90 1.15  .76 .91 

Perceived supervisor self-serving behavior      

M 2.17 3.62  2.10 3.92 

SD .94 1.07  0.92 .97 

Number of groups 52 52  53 53 

Note. N = 210. *p < .05; **p < .01. 
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Table 5. Study 2: Results of Analyses of Variance for Perceived Supervisor Compassionate Behavior and Perceived Supervisor Self-serving 

Behavior  

 Perceived supervisor compassionate behavior  Perceived supervisor self-serving behavior 

Predictor df MS F η2 Adjusted R2  df MS F η2 Adjusted R2 

Covariates            

Extraversion 1 .66 .75 .00 –  1 .02 .03 .00 – 

Conscientiousness 1 2.03 2.30 .01 –  1 .22 .26 .00 – 

Agreeableness 1 .34 .39 .00 –  1 1.43 1.68 .01 – 

Neuroticism 1 .77 .87 .00 –  1 1.57 1.84 .01 – 

Locus of control 1 3.47 3.93* .02 –  1 .63 .74 .00 – 

Variables            

Pandemic-induced stress appraisals (PSA) 1 3.53 3.99* .02 –  1 4.04 4.73* .02 – 

Attributions of supervisor motives (ASM) 1 205.53 232.73** .54 –  1 173.13 202.49** .50 – 

PSA × ASM 1 12.35 13.98** .06 –  1 .831 9.72** .05 – 

Corrected model 8 29.69 33.62** .57 .55  8 24.34 28.47** .53 .51 

Residual 201 .88 – – –  201 .85 – – – 

Note. N = 210. *p < .05; **p < .01. 
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Figure 2. Study 2: Perceived Supervisor Compassionate Behavior as a Function of 

Pandemic-Induced Stress Appraisals and Attributions of Supervisor Motives. 

 

 

Attributions of supervisor compassionate motivesAttributions of supervisor self-serving motives
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Figure 3. Study 2: Perceived Supervisor Self-serving Behavior as a Function of 

Pandemic-Induced Stress Appraisals and Attributions of Supervisor Motives. 
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