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WHY LEADERS ARE IMPORTANT
FOR CROSS-FUNCTIONAL
TEAMS: MODERATING ROLE

OF SUPPORTIVE LEADERSHIP
ON KNOWLEDGE HIDING

Abstract

Knowledge exchange has been a critical factor for cross-functional teams to master
different tasks and problems and promote innovation. Cross-functional teams rely on
the direct cooperation of senior employees from different departments, often with con-
verging aims, leadership, culture, and communication. However, with the ever-increas-
ing complexity in business decisions, decision-makers invested in the manufacturing
industry sector need the support of a diverse team as an advisory tool to put well-
thought measures into effect. The aim of this study is to analyze how cross-functional
teams in commerce and industry rely on different key performance indicators to limit
knowledge hiding. This paper conducted a quantitative study of 130 individual par-
ticipants working in cross-functional teams in Germany. It also adapted multiple lin-
ear regression and used a conceptual model impacting the relationship between team
performance, trust, and organizational citizenship behavior, including the moderating
role of leadership. The disruptive effect of knowledge hiding was contextualized. The
results indicate that team performance is directly affected by the selected variables.
Furthermore, it is limited to knowledge hiding, while trust and the use of adequate
leadership help to retain knowledge retention. Lastly, organizational citizenship be-
havior was found as the paramount factor, supported by individually tailored leader-
ship methods, to foster information exchange and thereby promote organization-wide
learning.

Keywords management support, information retention, trust,

organizational citizenship behavior, team effectiveness

JEL Classification D21, D23

INTRODUCTION

In recent years, there have been major crises that have shaken the
world. The COVID-19 pandemic was one of the biggest crises in hu-
man history, with consequences that lasted for years (Ozili & Arun,
2020). Many businesses have gone through organizational crises due
to having to reduce or reorganize to stay afloat during the epidemic
(Malik, 2017; Ozili & Arun, 2020). In addition to these uncertain-
ties, negative social factors developed, such as the disruption of co-
operation between workers due to competition and knowledge hid-
ing (Konig et al., 2020). Employees had to compete for shortened
resources, take on more tasks, and often did not have the oppor-
tunity to complete them because they lacked the necessary infor-
mation. Within this spiral, workers were insecure about themselves,
lost trust in work colleagues and leadership, and meanwhile with-
held their knowledge to secure a competitive advantage within the
organization (Aarabi et al., 2013). Such an environment can distort
perceptions between individuals, leading to negative consequences
such as knowledge hiding.

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/ppm.20(3).2022.15
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Uncertain work environments of the last years due to the COVID-19 pandemic caused a cascading ef-
fect of an individualistic team approach. Rather than sharing competencies, many employees resorted
to walling themselves off from corporate processes to preserve their valuable unique knowledge assets
to avoid being replaced or fired. This trend hindered the successful work in cross-functional teams, as
these teams are set together by individuals with different opinions, competencies, and personalities on
purpose. Precisely this configuration, where individuals do not have a closer relationship with each oth-
er due to the temporary cross-functional composition, results in increased competition with each other.
On the other hand, these interfaces enable unique investigations into organization-wide challenges and
therefore take on a critical role in the study of knowledge hiding in cross-functional teams.

Creating cross-functional teams is one technique to bring organization units together for collaborative
work and increase their competencies. A cross-functional team is a collection of persons with varying
levels of experience who work together toward a shared objective to become more creative, inventive,
and successful. Especially in groups where individuals from different areas work together temporarily,
knowledge retention often occurs due to widely different ideas, mindsets, social skills, and general ex-
perience. Cross-functional teams fulfill the role of crossing the gap in projects requiring different sets
of expertise, skills, and methodology to overcome barriers not solvable in traditional team environ-
ments. This study explicitly focuses on said group dynamics, focusing on the interdepartmental project
management dimensions, where problem-solving is the critical parameter. The focus in terms of the
content-related goals of cross-functional teams is not specified in more detail and is not essential. This
means that cross-functional teams can be formed with the aim, for example, to improve the circular
economy, to implement new IT software on specified processes, or to develop new products.

Ethical and supportive leadership is one effective method to unify contrast among group environments.
However, little research has been conducted on how supportive leadership affects knowledge hiding
when circumstances change, such as a pandemic. So far, moderating effects such as individuals’ percep-
tions of other team members, personality, and trust on the effects of knowledge-hiding behavior and
supportive leadership have not yet been investigated.

Due to their nature, cross-functional teams rely on deeply entrenched project management environ-
ments. Looking at specific industries, the automotive industry offers an exceptionally high level of ne-
cessity for interdepartmental competence. Individuals from sourcing, logistics, production planning,
sales, maintenance, and many more have to cooperate to form a successful value chain in the strategic
planning of future automotive products. The input of every individual employee is critical in order to
prevent mismanagement or business failure. As a result, only individuals active in this sector of the
German manufacturing automotive industry were questioned to ensure the actual data representation.

1. LITERATURE REVIEW

AND HYPOTHESES

larly important for companies to operate and man-
age efficiently and effectively (Maravilhas & Martins,
2019). Practically, however, employees tend to hide

To further understand how knowledge dictates the
efficiency of company processes, it is vital to under-
stand its attributes and limiting and promoting fac-
tors. In the literature, knowledge is categorized into
explicit and tacit (Polanyi, 1962). The transfer of ex-
plicit knowledge is more accessible than that of tacit
knowledge because the type of knowledge is limited
(Hwang, 2012). In companies, tacit knowledge is pre-
dominantly held by employees and remains undocu-
mented (Nguyen, 2021). Tacit knowledge is particu-

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/ppm.20(3).2022.15

knowledge, leading to extra work and reduced work
efficiency (Beijer et al., 2021). Therefore, it is impera-
tive to prevent knowledge restitution. Connelly et al.
(2012) distinguished between 3 types of knowledge
retention.

Team effectiveness can be defined in different class-
es. For example, according to Pifa et al. (2008), team
effectiveness is classified into performance, attitudi-
nal outcomes, and behavioral outcomes.
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Connelly et al. (2012) point out that knowledge
hiding does not happen because knowledge is
missing but because it is intentionally concealed,
which is requested by colleagues. Especially in
cross-functional teams, i.e., groups where individ-
uals from different areas work together temporari-
ly, knowledge retention often takes place. Previous
research found that abusive supervision (Feng &
Wang, 2019) and job insecurity (Ali et al., 2021)
contribute to knowledge hiding.

While attitudinal and behavioral outcomes re-
flect individual self-perception and subjective
perceptions of management, such as satisfaction,
commitment to the organization, trust, and con-
fidence (Campion et al., 1993; Doolen et al., 2003),
absenteeism and safety (Cohen et al., 1996), per-
formance refers to the objective evaluation of the
organization or the team. To assess team effective-
ness, the third class, performance, is used within
this study, which refers to the behavior of employ-
ees that contributes to the organization’s effective-
ness (Singh, 2021).

First, knowledge hiding reduces the availability of
knowledge to enable better performance (Xiao &
Cooke, 2019). Employees who already hide knowl-
edge tend not to seek support themselves because
they fear that others will hide their knowledge
(Xiao & Cooke, 2019). It is this process that leads
to an increase in knowledge hiding and a decrease
in performance within the team.

Knowledge hiding often hinders knowledge trans-
fer within and between teams. This knowledge
transfer process often aims to expand employ-
ees’ existing knowledge and optimize work per-
formance by learning and combining knowledge
(Wuryanti & Setiawan, 2017). In this context, an-
tecedents for increasing performance through
knowledge transfer do not have to be time inten-
sive. Just directed task orientation and communi-
cation can already boost knowledge exchange in
the short term (Ton & Hammerl, 2021).

On the other hand, hiding knowledge often re-
duces employees’ work performance for reasons
such as lower decision-making capacity and prob-
lem-solving ability (Davenport et al., 2016). This
spirals as employees cannot use the knowledge to
generate new knowledge (Lee, 2016). Further, em-
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ployees may document their tacit knowledge in-
to explicit knowledge, which causes knowledge
to be lost across organizations and lowers team
effectiveness.

Threatening environments where employees are
suspected of being stigmatized or discriminated
against directly impact their knowledge-sharing
strategies (Jahanzeb et al., 2019), often leading
them to hide their knowledge to avoid criticism
or harassment from colleagues (Arain et al., 2020).

Lanke (2018) found out that knowledge hiding
by employees increases when interpersonal in-
teractions are met with a lack of dignity and re-
spect. Therefore, the relationship and atmosphere
between employees are crucial as it has a lasting
impact on collaboration and, thus, implicit knowl-
edge sharing (Casimir et al., 2012).

A good relationship among employees, which in-
cludes respect, regular interactions, and trust,
can promote sharing behavior among employees.
However, especially in cross-functional teams,
where employees have often not worked togeth-
er before, this relationship is often challenging.
Previous studies have found that competitive cli-
mates, on the other hand, increase knowledge
concealment (Han et al., 2021).

It is known from several studies that the relation-
ship among employees influences the hiding or
sharing of knowledge. Semerci (2019) investigat-
ed the influence of tasks and relationship conflicts
and found that both have a positive influence on
knowledge hiding, and additional task conflicts
lead to more robust competition. If team members
feel connected to each other, the positive effects of
teamwork increase. Relevant studies show positive
correlations between commitment and perfor-
mance, motivation, and attendance at work; neg-
ative correlations exist between commitment and
stress, intention to leave the company, and actual-
ly leaving the company (Delgado Pifa et al., 2008).
It, therefore, stands to reason that interpersonal
relationship commitment (OCB) also brings other
team-building effects.

Results from previous literature further indicate

that extraversion, neuroticism, and agreeableness
negatively influence knowledge hiding, while con-

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/ppm.20(3).2022.15



scientiousness shows a positive correlation. Similar
results are also provided by Demirkasimoglu
(2016), but extraversion is positively correlated
with playing dumb, while neuroticism has a neg-
ative correlation. Further empirical studies are
called for (Anand & Jain, 2014).

It is positive workplace behaviors that not only fos-
ter the aforementioned relationship among team
members but also promote organizational func-
tioning. From past literature, such behavior could
be surveyed by the well-known Organizational
Citizenship Behavior (OCB), characterized by
five factors of altruism, conscientiousness, sports-
manship, courtesy, and civic virtue (Organ, 1994;
Ocampo et al., 2018). These factors correlate with
the personality traits, with conscientiousness even
occurring identically in both.

So far, there has been no research on this aspect.
In addition, especially in cross-functional teams,
workplace behaviors play a more significant role,
as prior characteristics of the employees in the
team are not known. It is assumed that the desira-
ble behaviors that lead to, among other things, or-
ganizational commitment, job satisfaction (Chiu
& Chen, 2005), and job autonomy (Liguori et al.,
2013), also have a positive influence on knowledge
transmission or a negative influence on knowl-
edge concealment within cross-functional teams.

Lastly, it is disputed that leadership can influence

Problems and Perspectives in Management, Volume 20, Issue 3, 2022

sharing (Koay & Lim, 2021). Transformational
leadership behavior also influences knowledge
reset (Ladan et al., 2017). Kim and Park (2020)
found that transformational leadership not only
has a direct positive impact on knowledge sharing
but also on climate and organizational learning
behaviors. As a moderator, transformational lead-
ership has a negative impact on the influence be-
tween employee role conflict and knowledge reset
(Nguyen et al., 2022).

In both ethical and transformational leadership be-
haviors, their employees’ mindsets are challenged,
motivated, and inspired by keeping in mind high
moral standards and values that guide their per-
formance (Bass et al., 2003). Consequently, these
leaders gain respect, trust, and admiration from
their employees. In addition, both leadership be-
haviors are characterized by supportive and recip-
rocal communication. It is therefore hypothesized
that the supportive aspects of leadership act as a
moderator on OCB interaction, trustworthiness,
interpersonal relationship commitment to team
members, and knowledge concealment.

The aim of this study revolves around the analy-
sis of factors in previous research that indicate a
potential positive or negative link towards knowl-
edge hiding, which is defined as the most limiting
factor of team performance. Therefore, the follow-
ing hypotheses are formulated:

knowledge concealment or knowledge sharing be- HI: Knowledge hiding among employees in
havior. In recent years, researchers have found that cross-functional teams is negatively associat-
ethical leadership behavior leads to knowledge ed with team effectiveness.
Leadership support
Interpersonal relationship
commitment to team
members —
- ledge hid ff
Knowledge hidin » Team effectiveness
Trustworthiness to team / ‘/

members

Organizational citizenship
behavior

Figure 1. Conceptual model

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/ppm.20(3).2022.15
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H2:  Trust in team members has a negative influ-
ence on knowledge hiding.

H3: Interpersonal relationship commitment to
team members has a negative influence on
knowledge hiding.

H4:  Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB)
has a negative influence on knowledge hiding.

H5:  Supportive leadership moderates the impact

of a) interpersonal relationship commitment
to team members, b) trustworthiness to team
members, and c) organizational citizenship
behavior on knowledge hiding.

Figure 1 illustrates the conceptual model and as-
sociated hypotheses.

2. METHODS

This paper measures, through different scales, the dif-
ferent impact factors of individual perception that
result in knowledge hiding, mainly interpersonal
relationship commitment to team members, trust-
worthiness to team members, and organizational
citizenship behavior. It further shows the moderat-
ing role of leadership support and the influence of
knowledge hiding on team effectiveness.

Firstly, a classic short questionnaire for measuring
commitment is the “Organizational Commitment
Questionnaire — OCQ.” Seven of the 15 items from
Mowday et al. (1979) were used and adapted to sur-
vey the relationship of a cross-functional team to as-
sess interpersonal relationship commitment.

Secondly, to measure leadership support, five out of
eight items of the scale of Dai et al. (2013) to meas-
ure transformational leadership style were used and
adapted to the current pandemic situation. Since
transformational leadership is characterized by sup-
portive leadership guided by trust, loyalty, and re-
spect (Bass, 1995), the items of Dai et al. (2013) were
optimal for assessing the perception of supportive
leadership.

Thirdly, the inventory of Chiang and Hsieh (2012)

was applied to measure the OCB. Items that predict-
ed OCB were further described, particularly the trait
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factors of altruism, conscientiousness and sports-
manship, courtesy, and civic virtue. They were orig-
inally assessed by Organ (1994). Other authors had
similar results, assessing the items in helping behav-
ior and voice behavior (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998)
or OCB-0 and OCB-I (Williams & Anderson, 1991).
These items are also indisputably listed by other re-
searchers as explanatory variables for OCB.

Fourthly, team effectiveness was also measured due
to Chiang and Hsieh’s scale (2012). They initially
used it for job performance in the tourism industry,
but it is so generalized that it could also be adapted
for cross-functional team effectiveness.

Lastly, the widely applied scales of Connelly et al.
(2012) were chosen to measure knowledge hiding.
The second-order construct of knowledge hiding
subsumes three latent constructs: evasive hiding,
playing dumb, and rationalized hiding.

All response options were measured on a bipolar,
eleven-point rating scale, from 0 (strongly disagree)
to +11 (strongly agree). The survey included only
participants with previous experience in cross-func-
tional teams focusing on interdepartmental project
management. This survey was exclusively provided
to individuals heavily invested in the German auto-
motive industry.

Since Germany plays a dominant role in Europe,
explicitly in Central Europe, in the research and
development, production, and distribution of au-
tomotive vehicles, the focus was narrowed down to
one country. Although more and more neighboring
countries, especially the Czech Republic, Hungary,
and Slovakia, are taking on a growing role in car
production, conceptualization and design take place
exclusively in Germany. Moreover, even in the case
of cross-border cooperation, the center of project
management and development, communication
channels, and therefore also cross-functional teams
remain in Germany for organizational and manage-
rial reasons. Consequently, the answers were limited
to German responses.

To empirically examine the model and test the hy-
potheses, respondents were asked to complete the
structured questionnaire with 63 questions scaled
metrically (see Appendix A). To collect the data, the
survey was created on SoSciSurvey.com. Participants

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/ppm.20(3).2022.15



took the survey between January 1 and April 26,2022.
To consider the problem of common method bias be-
cause the data consisted of participants’ self-reports,
the concepts of Podsakoft et al. (2003, 2012) were

considered for the questionnaire design. The inde-
pendent constructs were separated from the depend-
ent ones so that the intent of the purpose of the study
would not be apparent, to prevent bias in the results,
and to ensure participant confidentiality. Items were

additionally rotated within the study to avoid prima-
cy and recency effects (Deese & Kaufman, 1957) and

order bias (Blankenship, 1942). There was no time

limit for answering the questions.

3. RESULTS

The sample consisted of a heterogeneous group.
Surprisingly, the gender ratio indicated a high lev-
el of female participants. Additionally, many of
the experts previously invested in cross-function-

Table 1. Descriptive data

Problems and Perspectives in Management, Volume 20, Issue 3, 2022

al teams highlight an academic background, with
more than half of the relevant survey respond-
ents having a Bachelor’s degree or higher degrees.
Lastly, it became evident that lately, many young
professionals have joined the ranks of highly spe-
cialized experts in the automotive industry, al-
lowing the transformation towards a more agile
and flexible approach in favor of cross-functional
teams. The descriptive data is provided in Table 1.

The hypotheses were tested using a series of line-
ar regression analyses with Stata 14 (Table 2). All
variables were standardized to mitigate multicol-
linearity. Additionally, collinearity diagnostics in-
dicated that multicollinearity was not a significant
issue (with tolerance indicators ranging from 0.53
to 0.87 and VIF scores ranging from 1.15 to 1.86).

Table 2 shows the regression analysis results with
team effectiveness depending on knowledge hiding.
The overall model is significant (F = 43.79, p < .01).

Items Percentage
Gender
"""""""""""""""""""""""""""" 407
59.3
"""""""""""""""""""""""""""" ‘ 1.2
71.9
. . . . . . . .20
3.9
"""""""""""""""""""""""""""" 1.2
"""""""""""""""""""""""""""" 1.2
Education background
Secondary school 6.7
Highschool . . . . . . .25
Nﬁggh‘elor """""""""""""""""""""""""""" 497
R 168
Ph.D 1.3
Table 2. Linear regression
Number of obs ' = 130
Source SS df MS *
F(1, 3) = 43.79
Model 186.527 1 186.527 Prob > F < 0.01
Residual 545217 128 4259 R? = 0.2549
. . . . .. AR - 0.2491
Total 731.744 129 5.672 Root MSE = ; 2.0639
Team Effectiveness Coef Std. err. T P>t 95% Conf. Intervall
“Knowledge Hiding -486 0.073 -662 <0.01 -0.632 -0.341
cons 7.869 0.565 13.93 <0.01 6.751 8.987
Note: n =130.

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/ppm.20(3).2022.15
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Table 3. Hierarchical linear regression

Variable Model 1Beta : SE = Model 2Beta | SE = Model3Beta : SE : Results
Independent variable
SN S, SO T 0003 L0107 H2 not supported
Trust - - —0.25* -0.18 H3 supported
e — o S i P THOAt S S b
Moderator variable
Leadership support - - -0.03 :0.08: -0.82 1033 -
Interaction effects
JRCX Leadershipsupport .« - SO T S o 001 ...004  HSanotsupported
Trust X Leadership support - - - - -0.002 0.04 H5b not supported
'OCB X Leadershipsupport - - - - - 01* 005 Hscsupported
Control variable
Age 0.06 £004 ¢ 0.03 1003 0.02 ‘
Gender 043 7028 037 034 6 02
Education 23 -0.11 0.2 -0.11 0.37
B2 e T 03T 03 S
AR2 - - - 026 - £002 ¢ -

Note: n =130 ** p<0.01, * p < 0.05.

It explains a good part of the variance of the de-
pendent variable (R* = .2549). According to the
regression analysis results, HI can be confirmed:
With increasing knowledge hiding, team effective-
ness decrease (r = -0.486, p < 0.01).

Regarding H2-H5, the control variables (gen-
der, age, and education) were inserted in Model
1, followed by the independent variables (OCB,
IRC, and Trust) and the moderator variable
(Leadership support) in Model 2. Model 3 includes
the interactions (OCB X leadership support; IRC X
Leadership support; Trust X Leadership support)
related to the outcome variable, knowledge hiding.
Model 3 shows an improvement and significance
in exploratory power, made visible in Table 3.

H2 predicts that there is an association between
IRC and knowledge hiding. The results in Model
2 indicate a positive effect, but it is not significant;
therefore, H2 is not supported.

Model 2 shows that trust is negatively and signif-
icantly associated with knowledge hiding (p = -
.25, p < 0.05), supporting H3. OCB and knowledge
hiding are significantly and negatively correlated,
supporting H4 ( = - 1.04, p < 0.01).

The results in Model 3 include the interaction ef-
fects of IRC, trust, and OCB with leadership sup-
port. The interaction effect of leadership support
on IRC and knowledge hiding is positive but not

184

significant, thus rejecting H5a. Moreover, the in-
teraction effects of leadership support on trust and
knowledge hiding are very weakly negative cor-
related but not significant, rejecting H5b. Finally,
the results indicate a consistent pattern of a posi-
tive and significant relationship between OCB and
knowledge hiding moderated by leadership sup-
port (B = 0.1, p < 0.01), thus supporting H5c. The
moderating effect of OCB is shown in Figure 2.

The simple slopes analysis revealed that the asso-
ciation between the OCB and knowledge hiding
weakens significantly at high levels of leadership
support. With low OCB (1-SD) and low leadership
support, knowledge hiding is more prevalent than
with higher leadership support. A slight reversal
occurs with high OCB (1+SD). Knowledge hiding
is slightly higher with high leadership support.

4. DISCUSSION

This paper has summarized the status of research
regarding knowledge hiding and subsequent-
ly formulated different research hypotheses of
correlating research areas. Firstly, its direct ef-
fects on the performance of team structures
and possible limited knowledge exchange were
highlighted. Secondly, the internal scope was
further elaborated, focusing on specific key per-
formance indicators, namely the interpersonal
relationship between team members, trustwor-

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/ppm.20(3).2022.15
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Organizational Citizenship Behavior

High

Knowledge hiding
N w IS (O] a

Low (mean-1SD)

High (mean+1SD)

Figure 2. Moderating effect of OCB

thiness among them, the relationship among
organizational citizenship behavior, and lastly,
the moderating effect of leadership on the afore-
mentioned factors in relationship to knowledge
hiding. Finally, the goal was to explain links to
expected team behavior if the effect of knowl-
edge hiding is present, as well as extract theo-
retical and practical implications for a high-per-
formance cross-functional team environment,
using a questionnaire like previous research in
the area of cross-functional teams.

This study focused on the prerequisites and
consequences of knowledge hiding among
cross-functional teams. Hypothesis 1 focused
on the factor of team effectiveness and the dete-
riorating effect of knowledge hiding on this fac-
tor. Cross-functional teams fulfill a specific role
in the analyzed scenario, as they consist of in-
dividuals from different departments pursuing
different aims while applying individual meth-
ods. Functionally tasked with solving interdisci-
plinary problems, cross-functional teams fulfill
the critical role of delivering organization-im-
pacting results. However, appreciable levels of
knowledge hiding undermine the necessary ex-
change of information and thereby prohibit the
out-of-the-box thinking critical for the com-
petence interplay in project teams of all sorts
(Zhang & Min, 2019).

Preventing knowledge hiding is one of the high-
est priorities for a manager as a plethora of neg-
ative consequences may develop. Firstly, indi-
viduals’ personality traits change permanently
from knowledge-seekers who actively partici-
pate and exchange ideas, past experiences, and
methods toward knowledge hiders to remain
silent and reluctant to meaningfully cooperate

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/ppm.20(3).2022.15

(Chatterjee et al., 2021). Secondly, missing out
on exclusive knowledge results in losing com-
petitive advantage, dampening, or even halting
a project for undefined amounts of time, there-
by postponing crucial project success.

Besides consequences, antecedents also play a
significant role in the danger of growing knowl-
edge hiding. Hypothesis 3 focused on the build-
up of trust infrastructure, which negatively in-
fluences the possibility of knowledge hiding.
Facilitating personal psychological safety and
improving cooperation in all circumstances,
the rising confidence and support from a shared
mindset promote the cooperation between in-
dividuals immensely. The willingness of knowl-
edge sharing thereby crucially depends on the
improvement of individuals’ learning ability
and willingness through the build-up of trust
(Zhao, 2022). A consistent lack of trust amongst
employees, on the other hand, might substan-
tially impede the exchange of critical informa-
tion, reducing collaborative efficiency.

According to H4, organizational citizenship be-
havior negates the effects of knowledge hiding if
supportive leadership is applied. Organizational
citizenship behavior (OCB) coins a term focus-
ing on all voluntary behavioral actions of signif-
icance that accompany the task-solving compe-
tence in day-to-day business (Kaur & Randhawa,
2021). Based on previous research, it was al-
ready suspected that advanced OCB is mainly
expressed and developed by a social exchange
on vertical and horizontal levels. Therefore, fo-
cusing on active exchange between individuals
is essential to generate an open idea and discus-
sion environment, transferring knowledge to-
ward team and organizational structures.
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The moderator of leadership support has the sur-
prising effect that the correlation between OCB
and knowledge hiding decreases with higher lead-
ership support so that at a very high OCB (+1 SD),
knowledge hiding is slightly higher with higher
leadership support than without. This phenom-
enon can probably be explained by social desira-
bility bias. Social desirability is present when re-
spondents prefer to give answers that they believe
are more likely to meet with social approval than
the true answer for which they fear social rejection
(Nederhof, 1985). Since both OCB and knowledge
hiding focus on one’s advantage and on influenc-
ing other people’s perceptions, the trend switch of
moderator influence can be explained.

Lin et al. (2020) noted the role of leadership in re-
gard to knowledge hiding. However, only the di-
rect effects of adaptive leadership on knowledge
hiding have been verified so far. The results indi-
cate a level beyond, namely, the moderating effect
of leadership principles on the daily business-de-
cision making of individuals. Previous indices
support the idea of moderating factors responsible
for knowledge hiding in organizations; however,
exact definitions have not been discovered so far
(Xiong et al., 2021). The statistical methods ap-
plied in this paper connect the effect of leadership
on OCB and its moderating role on knowledge
hiding in cross-functional teams.

Based on the results of this study, it is strongly
recommended to adopt an industrial sector-de-
pendent, differentiated, and adaptive leader-
ship style as the decision-making individual in
cross-functional teams. As all members possess
different rights and organizational background,
it is crucial to define and enact clear boundaries
and right of command to ensure effective com-
munication and collaboration among the whole
team. Implementing reliable and personalized
procedures that accompany every team mem-
ber allow continuous improvement of the sta-
tus quo, effective managerial decision-making,

and evaluation of the overall team performance
(Pinto-Santos et al., 2022). Insufficient leader-
ship can spiral out of control as other factors
promoting knowledge hiding take over control
(Xiong et al., 2021).

Putting a focus on the mutual recognition of team
members and fostering the build-up of a shared
vision can sustainably eliminate the room for
a potential build-up of knowledge hiding. This
tool requires the shifting from an individual and
self-centered view towards a collective focus, on-
ly achievable through common determined lead-
ership. Main performance indicators rely on the
manifestation of a stability-minded environment
that allows critical discussion of ideas while guar-
anteeing a resilience-backed tone, accepting the
abandoning of failed concepts or ideas (Zhang &
Min, 2019).

Higher participation inside cross-functional
teams encourages individuals on all levels to inter-
act and invest themselves to a higher degree than
stricter, authoritarian leadership methods (Kaur
& Randhawa, 2021). Following models of indi-
vidual employees’ needs, it becomes evident that
higher fulfillment of said needs positively increas-
es the willingness to be involved in decision-mak-
ing processes.

Lastly, inter-industrial competencies must be
managed, as, depending on the field of industry,
the backgrounds of each team member differ in fi-
nancial, organizational, routine, and communica-
tion habits. Furthermore, applied and user-friend-
ly infrastructure, including user-friendly UX-
design, although becoming known as a term, still
is not fully elaborated, resulting in not just room
for improvement regarding content but also meth-
odology (Saleh et al., 2022). Furthermore, cultural
and legal frameworks, which have high levels of
presence in interconnected supply chains, need to
be kept in mind to allow a successful knowledge
transfer.

CONCLUSION

The aim of this paper was to indicate the factors positively and negatively affecting or reacting to knowl-
edge hiding in cross-functional teams. Cross-functional teams are an increasingly applied method in
the manufacturing industrial environments in the western hemisphere. By carefully choosing the indi-
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viduals from all departments inside a company, the exchange of implicit knowledge can reach signifi-
cant levels due to easier communication and shared and adaptive leadership.

Knowledge hiding has a detrimental effect on the effectiveness of team structures, hindering innova-
tion. The factor of trust is one of the few effective methods to promote knowledge exchange and bridg-
ing interpersonal conflicts independent of experience, authority, field of expertise, or age. From these
results, the following conclusion can be drawn: active and supportive leadership, adapted to individual
team members, precise rulesets and tasks, help foster the organizational citizenship behavior among
individuals, thereby allowing a solid foundation for open and unhindered knowledge exchange. Due to
the diverging external and internal factors of industrial development (taxation, labor laws, policies, and
regulations), these lessons could only be verified with German commercial businesses of the manufac-
turing industry inside the automotive environment.
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Table Al. Questionnaire
Category Items Source
I'am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond what is normally expected
{in order to help my team member be successful
[ talk up this cross- functlonal team to my frlends as agreat team to work for
i would accept almost any type of job a55|gnment in order to keep working ;
Interpersonal relationship i for this cross-functional team { Mowday et al.
commitment (1979)

Altruism

Organizational
citizenship
behavior

i Conscientiousness

i This cross- funct‘lonal team really i |nsp|res the very bestin me in the Way ofJob
Eperformance H

i | believe in glvmg an honest day’s work for an honest day’s pay

Chiang and Hsieh
(2012)
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Table A1l (cont.). Questionnaire

Category Items Source

In this specific situation, | explained that | would like to tell him/her but was
not supposed to
fn thrs specrﬁc situation, I explarned that the mforma‘non is conﬁdenhal and
Ratlonallzed hiding onIy avarlable to people ona parhcular project
In this specnﬁc situation, | told him/her that my boss would not let anyone

i share this knowledge
: In thls specn"lc situation, I sald that | would not answer hls/her questlons
iIn thrs specific situation, | pretended that I did not know the information
;Inﬁthls specnﬁc S|tuat|on,'lﬁsa|d that | dld not know, even though | did ;
¢ In this specific situation, | pretended | did not know what s/he was talking i Connelly et al.
‘about £(2012)
In thrs spemﬁc situation, I sa|d that I was not very knowledgeable about the
i topic :
i In this specn"lc situation, | agreed to heIp hlm/her but never reaIIy |ntended to
In this specific situation, | agreed to help him/her but instead gave h|m/her
‘ ;rnformatron drfferent from what s/he wanted :
Evasive hiding In this specific situation, | told him/her that | would help h|m/her out Iater but
i  stalled as much as possible §
In this specific situation, | offered hlm/her some other |nformat|on |nstead of

what he/she reaIIy Wanted H
; The supervisors can understand my srtuauon and give me encouragement
: and assistance

Knowledge

hiding gPIaylng dump

The supervisor encourages me to take the pandemlc asa chaIIenge

Leadership support The supervisor encourages us to make efforts toward fulfilling the company Dai et al. (2013)

ision during the pandemic

; The supervisor encourages me to th|nk about the pandemlc from a new
i perspective

: The supervisor spends tlme understandlng my needs

| thrnk the people in cross-functional teams tell the truth in negobatrons

i Ithink that the team members meet negotlated obligations to our
; department

‘ In our oplnlon my team member is rellable
i th|nk that people in cross- funcuonal teams succeed by stepprng on other

i people

: | feel that cross- functlonal team member tries to getthe upper hand. :

: Cummings and
Trust i I think that some cross- functlonal team member takes advantage of my :

{problems : Bromiley (1996)

el that cross- func'oonal team member negot‘lates with us honestly

| feel that cross-functional team members will keep their words

Chiang and Hsieh
:(2012)

Team effectiveness

My team performs better than many other teams which perform the same
%Job
: My team produces high- quallty work
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