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Abstract

Knowledge hiding is a destructive behavior that degrades organizational success. Knowledge hiding is the intentional
withholding of information from another employee. It has been reported that 76% of U.S. employees hide knowledge
from each other. The displaced aggression theory suggests that employees are more likely to hide knowledge from
others in the presence of mistreatment by a leader. Therefore, there was a need to investigate new ethical theories that
have been shown to influence organizational commitment and potentially decrease knowledge-hiding practices among
employees. This research used foundational leadership theory (FLT) developed by Fuller in 2021 to examine the overall
influence on knowledge hiding. The sample consisted of 306 full-time employees across various industries throughout
the United States. The results indicated that FLT had a significant negative relationship (-0.64); regression analysis
indicated that, as FLT increased, knowledge hiding decreased by 0.57. Therefore, leadership training programs that
teach ethical leaders based on integrity, assurance, and pragmatism will likely reduce knowledge hiding tactics among
employees and create a strategic advantage among competitors.
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1. Introduction

Knowledge hiding is an employee's attempt to intentionally withhold or conceal information (Connelly et al., 2012).
Employees hide knowledge by pretending not to know (Connelly & Zweig, 2015) or blaming others for lack of
information (Arain et al., 2020). Knowledge hiding has become a destructive behavior that hinders knowledge transfer
(Offergelt et al., 2019; Schyns & Schilling, 2013). This can present challenges for leaders who rely on knowledge
sharing and transfer to create strategic advantages over competitors.

Displaced aggression theory (DAT) suggests that employees may hide knowledge when they are not treated well by
leaders (Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007; Skarliciki & Folger, 1997). Wang et al. (2019) used DAT and confirmed that
employees were more likely to have destructive behaviors toward each other rather than their leaders. This is primarily
due to leaders having authority over employee rewards and promotions. This explains why 76% of sampled U.S.
employees admit to hiding knowledge from each other (Connelly et al., 2012) and is estimated to cost Fortune 500
companies approximately $31.5 billion in revenue (Babcock, 2004; Chenghao et al., 2020).

Gaps in the literature exist concerning the association between leadership variables and knowledge hiding (Cerne et al.,
2014; Tang et al., 2015). Additionally, theoretical and empirical methods for studying knowledge hiding remain
underdeveloped and untested (Men et al., 2018). Comparatively, the literature suggests that ethical leadership can
reduce knowledge hiding (Khalid et al., 2018; Ladan et al., 2017; Lee et al., 2018; Zhao & Xia, 2019). This confirms
the need to investigate the affect concerning ethical leadership and knowledge hiding.

The purpose of this study is to better understand foundational leadership theory (FLT) and reducing knowledge hiding
among employees. FLT builds on the ethic position theory and suggests that employees perceive integrity, assurance,
and pragmatism as ethical leadership attributes (Fuller, 2021a). Because knowledge hiding is inimical to organizational
success (Connelly et al., 2017), this study aims to contribute to the literature by providing other methods to assess ethics
and reducing knowledge hiding practices (Offergelt et al., 2019).

Ethical leaders create organizational commitment (Mackey et al., 2017), which predicts knowledge-sharing behaviors
(Cerne et al., 2014; Peng & Wei, 2018; Skerlavaj et al., 2018). Comparatively, FLT’s integrity, assurance, and
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pragmatism have been validated as an ethical leadership measurement and predicted organizational commitment (Fuller,
2021a). FLT should provide a suitable ethical model and assessment (Lee et al., 2018) to enhance our understanding of
methods to reduce knowledge hiding (Tang et al., 2015). Therefore, if employees perceive integrity, assurance, and
pragmatism as ethical leadership attributes, then those employees will be less likely to hide knowledge from each other.

Research Question: Do employees who perceive leadership as having integrity, assurance, and pragmatism less likely to
hide knowledge from each other?

2. Literature Review

Knowledge hiding is an intentional attempt to conceal knowledge requested by co-workers based on the behaviors:
claiming not to have the knowledge (“playing dumb”), evasive hiding, and rationalized hiding (Connelly et al., 2012).
Playing dumb requires that the knowledge hider pretend not to understand questions or show a lack of interest in
helping others. Evasive hiding is a deceptive tactic by which knowledge hiders provide incorrect information to the
requester (Connelly et al., 2012). In rationalized hiding, the knowledge hiders blame others for justifying not providing
relevant knowledge (Connelly et al., 2012). Some employees may consider rationalized hiding as a nondeceptive tactic
(Connelly & Zweig, 2015).

Connelly et al. (2012) confirmed that knowledge hiding is multidimensionally noted that each dimension may be related
to antecedents and mediators. Thus, rationalized hiding may be a minor infraction, such as giving misinformation about
a meeting, or a significant infraction, such as hiding major strategies (Serenko & Bontis, 2016). Although employees
may consider rationalized knowledge hiding to be purposeful (Connelly et al., 2012), it is less likely that ethical leaders
will have employees willing to engage in this tactic. This suggests that knowledge hiders may not directly intend to
harm the organization or its members.

2.1 Ethical Leadership and Knowledge Hiding

Ethical leadership encompasses two crucial dimensions. First, the moral dimension consists of personal traits and
characteristics such as integrity, honesty, and trustworthiness (Brown et al., 2005). The other dimension is the moral
manager, who punishes unethical behaviors and encourages ethical behaviors (Brown & Trevino, 2006). According to
Bouckenooghe et al. (2015), these proactive measures hold followers responsible for acceptable conduct while treating
employees fairly. This supports social learning theory (Bandura, 1977), which suggests that ethical leadership may
influence employee behaviors but not measure other facets of the leader-follower relationship (Zhang et al., 2012).

Ethical leadership has mediating roles on follower outcomes. For example, Zhu et al. (2013) used affective trust to
assess social exchanges between leaders and followers. Trust defined the high-quality relationship but may have
obstructed consideration of other dimensions or facets that foster leader-follower exchanges (Zhang et al., 2012).
Edmondson (1999) suggested that mutual respect through trust may influence an employee’s willingness to share
knowledge. Fuller (2021b) used Lewicki and Bunker’s (1996) knowledge-based trust (KBT) theory and reported that
trust predicted employees’ willingness to share tacit knowledge. Fuller (2021b) did not investigate the effect of ethical
leadership on employee willingness to share knowledge. Therefore, this study considered ethical leadership attributes
built on integrity, assurance, and pragmatism as a trust mechanism.

Ethical leaders do not compromise integrity; they strive to make fair decisions in the best interest of employees and the
organization (Den Hartog, 2015; Usman & Hameed, 2017). Abdullah et al. (2019) used social learning theory (SLT) and
social exchange theory (SET) to assess how ethical leadership discourages knowledge-hiding behavior. They concluded
that attributes such as integrity decreased deceptive behaviors such as knowledge hiding. FLT contributes to this
research by introducing ethical leadership built on assurance and pragmatism in addition to integrity.

Tang et al. (2015) were among the first researchers to fully explore the relationship between ethical leadership and
knowledge hiding in the workplace. However, that study observed university students rather than employees. SLT has
shown promise in assessing the link between ethical leadership and knowledge hiding (Khalid et al., 2018). However,
Sturm (2017) argued that moral attractiveness and reflectiveness could decrease unethical decisions. Other ethical
theories cannot be ruled out in attempts to gain insight into possible links between ethical leadership and
knowledge-hiding behaviors (Huo et al.,, 2016). FLT considers moral attractiveness and reflection using an
inward/outward approach based on integrity, assurance, and pragmatism to account for perceived unethical leadership
behavior (Fuller, 2021a).

2.2 Displaced Aggression Theory and Knowledge Hiding

DAT suggests that employees who feel victimized by supervisory mistreatment do not show aggression toward their
supervisor. Instead, their negative feelings are directed toward convenient targets, such as other employees (Skarlicki &
Folger, 1997). Mitchell and Ambrose (2007) confirmed Skarlicki and Folger’s (1997) results and suggested that
employees who feel mistreated seek revenge on leaders by hiding knowledge from co-workers. Because leaders
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exercise authority over rewards and promotions, employees are less likely to display negative behaviors toward those
leaders (Wang et al., 2019). For strategic reasons, it is difficult to eradicate perceived leadership abuse (Khan et al.,
2019). However, FLT accounts for social norms that may provide leaders with a process to account for decisions that
may be perceived as unethical or abusive to employees (Fuller, 2021a).

Kahlid et al. (2018) and Islam et al. (2021) investigated the role of abusive leadership to explain knowledge-hiding
behaviors by employees. Employees who perceived their knowledge as valuable (Kim et al., 2016) were more likely to
hide knowledge from other employees (Islam et al., 2021; Kahlid et al., 2018). These results aligned with uncertainty
management theory (van den Bos & Lind, 2002), suggesting that the perception of injustice results in action to regain
lost control. Therefore, knowledge-hiding behaviors may become a threat to organization objectives. However, Tepper
(2007) suggested that knowledge-hiding behaviors may be controlled by reducing abusive organizational leadership.
Previous studies confirmed the relationship between abusive supervision and knowledge sharing (Kim et al., 2016; Wu
& Lee, 2016, 2017). However, FLT may further explain DAT by providing insight into positive leadership behaviors
that reduce knowledge-hiding tactics by employees.

2.3 Foundational Leadership Theory and Knowledge Hiding

FLT consists of foundational leadership-integrity (FLI), foundational leadership-assurance (FLA), and foundational
leadership-pragmatism (FLP). First, FLI was used as the foundation of organizational justice and fairness. McGregor
(1960) reported that fairness is related to ethical leadership. Leaders with integrity were perceived as acting in the best
interest of the organization (Brown et al., 2005), being honest and fair (Jordan et al., 2017), and enhancing follower
perception (Ming et al., 2020). This suggests that FLI should provide insight into the link between ethical leadership
and “rationalized’ knowledge hiding in which others are blamed for lack of information.

FLA is the second stage of FLT and accounts for moral sensitivity. Leaders’ moral sensitivity has been shown to
influence employee uncertainty. Brown et al. (2005) found that ethical decision-making contributed to employees’
overall effectiveness and efficiency. FLA integrated employee perception of ethical leadership based on decisions that
promote stress, anxiety, and uncertainty. FLA was shown to influence organizational commitment (Fuller, 2021a),
which has been shown to predict knowledge-sharing behaviors (Cerne et al., 2014; Peng and Wei, 2018; Skerlavaj et al.,
2018). Therefore, FLA may establish ethical leadership standards that reduce employee knowledge-hiding behaviors.

FLP builds on SET, which labels pragmatism as a fundamental approach to leadership decision-making (Homans, 1974).
Because pragmatism appears most in organizational routines (Winter, 2013), employees who perceive leaders as
pragmatic are likely to accept their decisions to help them achieve personal and professional goals (Jensen & Sandstrom,
2013). Based on the SET approach, FLP accounts for pragmatic forms of ethical leadership to improve employee
dedication to the organization (Anderson & Sun, 2017). This explains why FLT predicted organizational commitment
(Fuller, 2021a) and may contribute to understanding the influence of DAT on employee-to-employee destructive
behaviors reflected in knowledge hiding practices (see Figure 1).

‘ Integrity

[ A Foundational Knowledge
ssurance Leadership Hiding

‘ Pragmatism

Figure 1. Foundational Leadership and Knowledge Hiding Conceptual Model

Ethics position theory (EPT; Forsyth, 1980, 1992) posits that moral actions and evaluations are outward expressions of
a person’s ethical position. EPT is applied to explain behaviors and actions in specific situations and ethical scenarios
based on idealism and relativism decision-makers. Decision-makers who are high in idealism show concern for the
welfare of others (Forsyth, 1992). Relativism measures the degree to which the decision-maker complies with rules and
regulations in the workplace (Forsyth, 1992). Therefore, Fuller (2021a) confirmed that employees who perceived
leaders as having foundational leadership attributes (integrity, assurance, and pragmatism) would predict organizational
commitment. Comparatively, this researcher proposed the following hypotheses on FLT and reducing knowledge hiding
tactics between employees.

Ho: FLT has no relationship with knowledge-hiding tactics.
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H,: FLT has a significant negative relationship with knowledge-hiding tactics.
3. Method

This study used a cross-sectional, quantitative study design. The research followed general regression analysis
procedures to explain the association and relationship between the independent variable (IV) FLT and dependent
variable (DV) knowledge hiding. Cronbach's alpha was used to measure the scale reliability of the Likert-type scale.
Pearson’s correlation was used to measure relationships between the IV and DV. The results were tested for assumptions
of normality, homoscedasticity, outliers, and regression paths. However, since there is only one predictor variable,
multicollinearity did not apply, and variance inflation factors were not addressed in this study. The research followed
general procedures for Pearson correlation and regression analysis. Linear regression analysis was used to measure the
positive or negative strength between the IV and DV. Linear regression confirmed this measurement model.

Only full-time employees were recruited to streamline the process and to minimize erroneous data. Part-time or
seasonal employees or self-employed persons did not participate. Full-time employee work data were retrieved from the
U.S. Department of Labor, current as of April 2020. The U.S. workforce was estimated at approximately 136 million
(not including seasonal or holiday employees). This study used a confidence interval (Cl) of 95% with an acceptable
margin of error of 4% to 6%. The minimum acceptable sample size was 270; the aim was 300 participants to meet
correlation and regression analysis criteria. Gender differences can affect ethical judgment, decisions, and behavior
(Marcus & Schuler, 2004) and can potentially influence knowledge hiding (Peng, 2013). Previous research has shown
that gender did not have significant correlations with outcome variables. Therefore, this study replicated Peng’s (2013)
control variable to provide insight into the relationship between gender and knowledge hiding.

The survey was sent via SurveyMonkey™; each participant was randomly selected and required to read instructions
before responding to the survey. Persons who selected “I do not agree” were not given access to the survey and were
diverted to a screen stating, “Thank you for your participation.” Persons who agreed to participate were given access to
the survey after signing informed consent. In this cross-sectional quantitative study, the researcher collected and
analyzed data from 321 participants to measure the possible influence of FLT on knowledge hiding. However, 15
response sets were deleted due to incomplete or erroneous responses. Therefore, the IV FLT and DV knowledge hiding
measures were based on 306 completed surveys from full-time employees in the United States. A 15-item scale
measured the IV by Fuller (2021a) and a 12-item scale by Connelly et al. (2012).

FLT measures perceived integrity, assurance, and pragmatism for ethical decision-making. Therefore, it was
hypothesized that ethical decisions grounded in FLT would significantly predict organizational commitment and reduce
knowledge-hiding behaviors by employees. FLT consisted of a 15-item scale developed and validated by Fuller (2021a),
using a 7-point Likert-type measurement scale (example, “I trust leadership decisions that promote job security”). Each
response was based on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree). Knowledge hiding was
measured based on a 12-item scale developed and validated by Connelly et al. (2012; example: “I agreed to help
him/her but instead gave him/her information different from what s/he wanted”). Each response was based on a 7-point
Likert-type scale (1 = not at all, 7 = to a very great extent). Each response was given under anonymous conditions; no
personally identifiable information was collected.

3. Results

The most frequently observed age category was 45 to 60 (n = 96, 31%). The most frequently observed category of
gender was female (n = 192, 63%). Frequency and percentages are listed in Table 1.

Table 1. Participant demographics (N = 306)

Variable n %
Aae
18-29 75 2451
30-44 72 23.53
45-60 96 31.37
60> 63 20.59
Gender
Male 114 37.25
Female 192 62.75
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Summary statistics were calculated for FLQ1, FLQ2, FLQ3, FLQ4, FLQ5, FLQ6, FLQ7, FLQ8, FLQ9, FLQ10, FLQ11,
FLQ12, FLQ13, FLQ14, FLQ15, KHQ1, KHQ2, KHQ3, KHQ4, KHQ5, KHQ6, KHQ7, KHQ8, KHQ9, KHQ10,
KHQ11, and KHQ12 (Table 2).

Table 2. Summary statistics for interval and ratio variables

Variable M SD n SEw Min Max
FLO1 6.12 1.55 306 0.09 1.00 7.00
FLO2 6.14 1.56 306 0.09 1.00 7.00
FLO3 6.15 1.52 306 0.09 1.00 7.00
FLO4 6.00 1.43 306 0.08 1.00 7.00
FLO5 6.08 1.33 306 0.08 1.00 7.00
FLO6 5.95 1.58 306 0.09 1.00 7.00
FLO7 5.97 1.46 306 0.08 1.00 7.00
FLO8 5.65 1.39 306 0.08 1.00 7.00
FLO9 6.07 1.31 306 0.07 1.00 7.00
FLO10 5.74 1.36 306 0.08 1.00 7.00
FLO11 5.73 1.55 306 0.09 1.00 7.00
FLO12 5.49 1.36 306 0.08 1.00 7.00
FLO13 5.58 1.53 306 0.09 1.00 7.00
FLO14 5.75 1.38 306 0.08 1.00 7.00
FLO15 5.72 1.30 306 0.07 1.00 7.00
KHO1 2.38 1.76 306 0.10 1.00 7.00
KHO2 2.20 1.70 306 0.10 1.00 7.00
KHO3 214 1.71 306 0.10 1.00 7.00
KHO4 2.03 1.57 306 0.09 1.00 7.00
KHO5 2.01 1.66 306 0.09 1.00 7.00
KHO6 2.08 1.63 306 0.09 1.00 7.00
KHO7 2.04 1.55 306 0.09 1.00 7.00
KHO8 2.18 1.46 306 0.08 1.00 7.00
KHQ9 2.20 1.60 306 0.09 1.00 7.00
KHO10 2.83 1.79 306 0.10 1.00 7.00
KHO11 242 1.74 306 0.10 1.00 7.00
KHO12 1.94 1.46 306 0.08 1.00 7.00

A Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was provided for the Knowledge Hiding scale, consisting of KHQ1, KHQ2, KHQ3,
KHQ4, KHQ5, KHQ6, KHQ7, KHQ8, KHQ9, KHQ10, KHQ11, KHQ12, and Foundational Leadership scale, consisting
of FLQ1, FLQ2, FLQ3, FLQ4, FLQ5, FLQ6, FLQ7, FLQ8, FLQ9, FLQ10, FLQ11, FLQ12, FLQ13, FLQ14, and FLQ15.
The Cronbach's alpha coefficient was calculated using guidelines suggested by George and Mallery (2018), where > 9 =
excellent, >.8 = good, >.7 = acceptable, >.6 = questionable, >.5 = poor, and <.5 =unacceptable. The items for Knowledge
Hiding had a Cronbach's alpha coefficient of .93, and FLT had a Cronbach’s alpha of .95, indicating excellent reliability.
Table 3 presents the results of the reliability analysis.

Table 3. Reliability coefficients for knowledge hiding and foundational leadership theory

Scale No. of ltems o Lower Bound Upper Bound
Knowledae Hidina 12 0.93 0.92 0.94
Foundational Leadership Theory 15 0.95 0.94 0.96

Note. The lower and upper bounds of Cronbach's o were calculated using a 95% confidence interval.

A Pearson correlation analysis was conducted between Foundational Leadership and Knowledge Hiding. The result of the
correlation was examined based on an alpha value of .05. A significant negative correlation was observed between
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Foundational Leadership and Knowledge Hiding (RP =-0.64, p <.001, 95% CI [-0.70, -0.56]). The correlation coefficient
between Foundational Leadership and Knowledge Hiding was -.64, indicating a large effect size based on Cohen's (1988)
standard where coefficients between .10 and .29 represent small effect sizes, coefficients between .30 and .49 represent
moderate effect sizes, and coefficients above .50 indicate large effect sizes. This correlation indicated that, as
Foundational Leadership increased, Knowledge Hiding tended to decrease. Table 4 presents the results of the correlation.

Table 4. Pearson correlation results between foundational leadership and knowledge hiding (N = 306)

Combination RP. 95% ClI p
FLT-Knowledge Hiding -0.64 [-0.70, -0.56] <.001

A linear regression analysis assessed whether Foundational Leadership significantly predicted Knowledge Hiding. The
linear regression model results were significant, F(1, 304) = 206.39, p < .001, R? = .40, indicating that Foundational
Leadership explained approximately 40% of the variance in Knowledge Hiding. Therefore, Foundational Leadership
significantly predicted Knowledge Hiding, B =-0.57, t(304) = -14.37, p <.001. This indicated that, on average, a one-unit
increase in Foundational Leadership was associated with a 0.57 unit decrease in Knowledge Hiding. Table 5 summarizes
the regression model.

Table 5. Results of linear regression analysis for foundational leadership predicting knowledge hiding

Variable B S.E. 95% CI § t p
(Intercept) 76.35 3.53 [69.40, 83.31] 0.00 21.60 <.001
FLT -0.57 0.04 [-0.64, -0.49] -0.64 -14.37 <.001

Note. F(L, 304) = 206.39, p < .001, R = .40

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) explored the potentially significant differences in Knowledge Hiding by gender, alpha
< .05. The results were not significant, F(1, 304) = 0.90, p = .344, indicating that differences in Knowledge Hiding were
similar between genders F(1, 304) = 0.90, p = .344. Means and standard deviations are listed below in Table 7.

Table 6. Results of analysis of variance for knowledge hiding by gender

Term S.S. df F p n,2
Gender 193.69 1 0.90 .344 0.00
Residuals 65437.75 304

Table 7. Means, standard deviations, and sample size for knowledge hiding by gender

Combination M SD n
Male 27.47 15.03 114
Female 25.83 14.46 192
4. Discussion

This research examined the influence of foundational leadership on knowledge hiding. There are a few theoretical
contributions based on Pearson correlation and regression analysis output. First, the findings confirmed that ethical
leaders are less likely to have employees who engage in knowledge-hiding tactics (Connelly et al., 2012; Offergelt et al.,
2019). This is consistent and supports the need to advance the literature on ethical leadership and knowledge hiding
(Cerne et al., 2014; Tang et al., 2015). Furthermore, FLT revealed a significant negative correlation with knowledge
hiding. Based on the linear regression results, employees are less likely to engage in these destructive behaviors for
leaders who practice integrity, assurance, and pragmatism. This validated the ethical attributes of FLT as a reliable method
for reducing knowledge-hiding behaviors.
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Next, previous research revealed that integrity, assurance, and pragmatism measured ethical leadership, which predicted
organizational commitment (Fuller, 2021a). Furthermore, it was hypothesized that FLT would reduce knowledge-hiding
behaviors. The findings are consistent with previous theoretical contributions that affective commitment may reduce
knowledge hiding (Peng et al., 2013; Peng and Wei, 2018; Skerlavaj et al., 2018). This observation is based on the
significant negative effect size of -.64 according to Cohen’s (1988) standard. Regression analysis determined that, as FLT
increased, knowledge hiding decreased by 0.57, regardless of participant gender differences.

There are a few practical implications in the research. The hypothesis that FLT would decrease knowledge hiding
behaviors among employees was accepted. Therefore, leaders, managers, and supervisors should consider using integrity,
assurance, and pragmatism to increase organizational commitment (Fuller, 2021a) and reduce knowledge-hiding
behaviors (Koay et al., 2020; Ladan et al., 2017). Next, the findings contributed to developing new theoretical and
empirical ethical methods (Connelly et al., 2017; Men et al., 2018). This study further explains DAT and reveals that
integrity, assurance, and pragmatism reduce destructive behaviors such as knowledge hiding (Wang et al., 2019).
Therefore, this study added to the present literature by employing FLT as a practical method for reducing
knowledge-hiding tactics (Offergelt et al., 2019).

This research has limitations based on using a cross-sectional study method. Relationships between FLT and knowledge
hiding may change over time. The 306 participants in this study might have yielded different ANOVA results if race,
sexual orientation, or time on the job had been used as controls. There were possible sample biases in the study. First, the
research could not measure the entire population; data were collected from a sample consisting of 306 full-time
employees to reduce this bias. Participants may have rushed to complete each question or not answered them to the best of
their knowledge. To mitigate this possibility, the survey contained only 29 one-sentence items to address all variables and
demographics in the study. Each item was derived from previously validated and accepted studies to decrease survey item
bias.

Further research is needed to determine whether leadership styles mediate or moderate the negative relationship between
FLT and knowledge hiding. Further studies on leadership styles such as transformational and transaction may improve the
literature on the predictive power of FLT on knowledge-hiding behaviors. Participant gender was examined, and the
results showed no significant effect. However, future research should include other demographic categories. This would
add to the literature and inform leaders and managers about gender differences in knowledge-hiding concepts.

5. Conclusion

There was a need to investigate ethical leadership styles to advance research on knowledge hiding (Cerne et al., 2014;
Tang et al., 2015). Research has shown that ethical leaders influence affective commitment (Berthelsen et al., 2018; Peng
& Wei, 2018), which improves positive knowledge-sharing behaviors among employees (Skerlavaj et al., 2018). This
study confirmed that integrity, assurance, and pragmatism measured ethical leadership and reduced knowledge hiding
among employees. Previous literature suggested that ethics can be taught (Jones, 2009; Lau, 2010) and reduces
knowledge-hiding behaviors (Khalid et al., 2018; Ladan et al., 2017; Zhao & Xia, 2019). Therefore, it may be beneficial
to develop leadership training based on foundational leadership’s integrity, assurance, and pragmatism to improve
organizational commitment (Fuller, 2021a), reduce destructive knowledge hiding that hinders knowledge transfer
(Offergelt et al., 2019), and create strategic advantages over competitors.
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