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Abstract: As the organizational environment becomes more volatile, uncertain, complex, and ambigu-
ous, and the economy becomes increasingly knowledge-based, organizational knowledge manage-
ment is key for companies’ success. This is especially important as organizational ties are weaker and
job-hopping becomes a more prevalent phenomenon. As human resource mobility increases, compa-
nies must ensure that knowledge remains within the company despite employee exit. In this context,
the current study sought to understand how leaders’ actions can facilitate employee knowledge
sharing, focusing on paradoxical leadership. Besides examining the impact of paradoxical leadership
on employees’ propensity to adopt knowledge-sharing behaviors, this study also explored the effects
of one potential intervening variable (i.e., promotive voice behavior) and one potential boundary
condition (i.e., trust in the leader) on this relationship. A two-wave time-lagged correlational study
was conducted with a sample of 154 workers from various sectors. The results of moderated media-
tion analysis suggest that paradoxical leaders indirectly promote greater knowledge-sharing among
subordinates by fostering their promotive-voice behaviors, but only for those with high levels of
trust in the leader. The implications of these findings for current organizational challenges regarding
knowledge management are discussed.

Keywords: paradoxical leadership; knowledge sharing; trust in the leader; employee promotive-
voice behavior

1. Introduction

As the organizational environment becomes more volatile, uncertain, complex, and
ambiguous (VUCA), and the economy becomes increasingly knowledge-based, knowledge
becomes an important asset for organizations. Knowledge management, including its
acquisition, sharing, and use, becomes key for companies’ competitive advantage, success,
and sustainability in the long-term (Rezaei et al. 2021). This is especially important as
organizational ties are weaker and job-hopping becomes a more prevalent phenomenon.
On this regard, a recent survey by McKinsey and Company (2022) involving workers
from nine European countries found that one-third of the respondents were expecting to
quit their jobs in the next three to six months. In the same line, a study by OECD (2023)
revealed that changing jobs frequently has increased in OECD countries for all age groups,
with younger workers being more prone to leave their jobs. As human resource mobility
increases, companies must ensure that knowledge remains within the company despite
employee exit to minimize human capital lost. Incentivizing employees to share their
knowledge with other organizational members (e.g., leaders, coworkers, and subordinates)
is, thus, an important piece for an effective knowledge management processes.
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A leader’s role in facilitating the knowledge management processes within the orga-
nizational setting, including knowledge sharing, has been subject to inquiry in the past
(Pellegrini et al. 2020). Several leadership styles have been related to the promotion of
employee and team knowledge sharing behavior, including transformational leadership
(Kim and Park 2020), transactional leadership (Hussain et al. 2017), ethical leadership
(Goswami and Agrawal 2023), authentic leadership (Edú-Valsania et al. 2016), and servant
leadership (Reslan et al. 2021).

Adding to the extant literature, the present study has focused on one type of leadership
that increasingly is receiving more attention because of its advantages in dealing with
organizational paradoxes—paradoxical leadership. This refers to the apparently competing
behaviors of leaders to simultaneously meet rival workplace demands over time (Zhang
et al. 2015). Evidence has shown that paradoxical leadership is associated with better
leader−subordinate relationships, as well as increased positive job attitudes and behaviors,
such as organizational commitment roles and extra-role behaviors (Kundi et al. 2023; Pan
2021; Zhang et al. 2015). It has also been associated with higher employee creativity and
innovation at work (Lee et al. 2023a; Zhang et al. 2015).

The present study sought to analyze its relationship with employee knowledge shar-
ing, proposing that paradoxical leaders stimulate mutual exchange of personnel knowledge,
expertise, and experience, as well as knowledge co-creation amongst employees, namely
by increasing their disposition to engage in promotive-voice behavior. This discretionary
behavior targets the proactive implementation of constructive changes in the workplace
(Liang et al. 2012). Because paradoxical leaders balance the challenges between organiza-
tional and employee development and allow employees to feel supported, autonomous,
and responsible (Li et al. 2020), employees should feel more motivated to express their
ideas and suggestions on how to implement improvements in the workplace and therefore
be more likely to exchange their knowledge with other members. Accordingly, this study
proposes employee promotive voice as a potential mechanism explaining how paradoxical
leadership fosters knowledge sharing.

Trust in the leader was also included in the present study’s research model to develop a
more comprehensive conceptual framework. Both voice and knowledge-sharing behaviors
have some degree of risk associated, as they can be interpreted as a criticism to the current
situation. The level of trust in referent people, including the leader, can inhibit or enhance
the engagement in such behaviors and was therefore set as a boundary condition of
paradoxical leadership’ effects on promotive voice and knowledge sharing.

By exploring the interrelationships between the abovementioned set of variables,
the present study extends the existing literature on paradoxical leadership’s contribution
to intensified voice behavior (Lee et al. 2023a; Xue et al. 2020) and knowledge sharing
(e.g., Devi 2023; Yi et al. 2019). A careful review of the relevant literature failed to reveal
any research that has focused on the relationships between these variables, as well as the
moderating role trust in the leader may have.

The results provide information relevant to practitioners by clarifying which factors
foster knowledge sharing, which is important to designing appropriate ways to manage
knowledge, including the adoption of paradoxical leadership behaviors by managers.

This paper is structured as follows. The Section 1 presents a review of the pertinent
literature and the theoretical framework underlying the research model, as well as the
hypotheses’ development. In the Section 2, the methodology is described, including sample
collection, procedures, and measures, after which the statistical analyses and results are
presented. The Section 5 discusses the findings’ theoretical and practical implications.

2. Literature Review and Hypotheses
2.1. Paradoxical Leadership

As mentioned above, paradoxical leadership is gaining more attention, especially since
it continues with the research regarding what is a paradox: in this case, in the organizational
context (Batool et al. 2023). As defined by Smith and Lewis (2011, p. 386), a paradox is
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“contradictory yet interrelated elements that exist simultaneously and persist over time.
Such elements seem logical when considered in isolation but irrational, inconsistent, and
even absurd when juxtaposed”. Despite these dynamic and divergent demands, the
literature highlights that to cope with these paradoxes, there is a need to juxtapose the
different and opposing elements and reframe the tensions of either of them and/or even the
possibilities of them both (Smith 2014). Some scholars agree that these different elements
need to be accepted to be true in a simultaneous matter, and that holistic thinking is needed
to achieve that (Miron-Spektor et al. 2011; Waldman and Bowen 2016).

Based on this, and considering the current challenges organizations face, the literature
has been exploring how leaders can manage these conflicts and tensions and make decisions
regarding the next step. Zhang et al. (2015) developed the concept of paradoxical leadership
that focus on the fact that management, while in a paradoxical predicament, needs to be able
to internally connect and manage the needs of both the organization and its development,
as well as the needs of the employees (Li et al. 2020; Zhang et al. 2015).

The conceptualization of paradoxical leadership behavior is based on the Yin-Yang
philosophy, as the two sides of the paradox are both complementary, as well as contradic-
tory (Zhang et al. 2015). With that in mind, the authors defined that paradoxical leadership
encompasses five dimensions: treating subordinates uniformly while allowing individual-
ization; combining self-centeredness with other-centeredness; maintaining decision control
while allowing autonomy; enforcing work requirements while allowing flexibility; and
maintaining both distance and closeness.

However, a question can be raised, that is, how is paradoxical leadership different
from other leaderships styles? Paradoxical leaders have a paradox mindset, assuming
the dynamic and different possibilities of the paradox. Their role is to cope with change
while maintaining an equilibrium within the dynamics of the organization by having a
growth oriented, mechanistic, and flexible organizational structure. Further, and differently
from other leadership styles, these leaders embrace tensions that might arise and used
them as opportunities to experience and learn. Moreover, it is a leadership style that has a
long-term sustainability-strategy results mindset, meaning that it thinks in long-term, not
in short-term success (Batool et al. 2023; Zhang et al. 2015).

2.2. Paradoxical Leadership and Knowledge-Sharing Behavior

As established, paradoxical leadership combines two apparently incompatible yet
connected behaviors and tries to emphasize work tasks and responsibilities, setting high
standards for work. It also empowers and encourages employees by increasing their
freedom, flexibility, and autonomy at work (Zhang et al. 2015). Furthermore, this type of
leadership allows workers to make different decisions during the organizational develop-
ment, is open for communication, and values different ideas (Zhang et al. 2015), which
leads to knowledge sharing.

Knowledge sharing can be defined as the exchange of knowledge, expertise, and
technology among different areas within an organization (Wang et al. 2009) and developing
new skills or/and competencies by exchanging information or helping others (Connelly
et al. 2012). However, exchanging and creating knowledge with others is not considered
to be a tangible activity, meaning that it cannot be observed or enforced (Dalkir 2013;
Grossman 2007). Research on the topic found that knowledge sharing has an impact
on organizational learning (Swift and Hwang 2013). With knowledge sharing, research
has stated that employees can experience more situations to learn by engaging with other
colleagues and integrate them into practical applications on the organizational level (Farooq
2018; Swift and Hwang 2013).

Given this context, how can paradoxical leadership influence knowledge sharing in or-
ganizational settings? Since paradoxes emerge from incompatible yet interrelated elements,
their management constitutes a challenge for organizations. Knowledge-sharing processes
can help overcome organizational challenges by co-generating new ideas, solutions, and
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outputs, searching for alternatives, and optimizing decision-making processes (Razak et al.
2016; Zhang et al. 2022).

Drawing on signaling theory (Connelly et al. 2012; Spence 1978), one signal we consid-
ered is that paradoxical leadership sends signals to employees on how knowledge sharing
is valued by the organization. Specifically, since paradoxical leaders embrace different
ideas and promote out of the box thinking, it can be theorized that employees will be more
inclined to engage in conversations and share information. Paradoxical leaders foster a cul-
ture of openness and trust, leading through this method to knowledge sharing (Devi 2023).
As established by Jia et al. (2018), this will lead, possibly, to the organization developing
different and efficient problem-solving and decision-making processes.

The leadership literature has found that leadership can foster knowledge-sharing
behaviors. This is the case of transformational leadership, leaders can encourage employees
to engage in organizational learning and allow them to experiment and communicate with
each other (Kim and Park 2020), especially if those employees believe that the group values
their contributions (Swift and Virick 2013).

The literature indicates that there is a relationship between paradoxical leadership
and knowledge sharing. Yi et al. (2019) found a moderating effect of knowledge sharing
on the relationships between paradoxical leadership and exploratory innovation in high-
technologic industries. Devi (2023) found that knowledge sharing serves as a mediator
in explaining the relationship between paradoxical leadership and creativity, whereas
knowledge hiding does not mediate this relationship among employees. Based on the
arguments provided above, the following hypothesis was developed.

Hypothesis 1: Paradoxical leadership is positively related to employee knowledge-sharing behavior.

2.3. Paradoxical Leadership, Employee Promotive-Voice Behavior and Knowledge-Sharing Behavior

Since paradoxical leadership is a recent topic of research, little is known about the
processes underlying its effects on employees’ attitudes and behaviors at work. Regarding
knowledge sharing, because it implies disclosure and/or speaking up about personal
information, experiences, and expertise that help others to address their daily job demands
and ultimately develop their skills and abilities and co-create further knowledge, a possible
psychological intervening variable is worker’s disposition to engage in voice behaviors.

Employee voice behavior refers to discretionary behavior aiming at proactively making
constructive changes (Van Dyne and LePine 1998; Morrison 2023), either by signaling
potentially harmful work practices to be suppressed (i.e., prohibitive voice) or suggesting
opportunities and initiatives to increase operational efficiency (i.e., promotive voice) (Liang
et al. 2012). Interpersonal workplace relationships, both with leaders and coworkers, may
be harmed if the receivers interpret voice as criticism (Detert and Edmondson 2011). Voicing
personal ideas can be risky, so not all workers are equally willing to express their thoughts
and feelings at work. Promotive voice is less risky because employees engaged in this
behavior are often seen as contributing to the organization’s success (Liang et al. 2012).

Relevant antecedents of employee voice behavior include dispositional variables
(e.g., proactive personality and conscientiousness) and job and organizational attitudes
(e.g., autonomy, organizational commitment, and organizational justice) (Chamberlin et al.
2017; Morrison 2023). Within contextual variables, leader behavior has been identified
as a key antecedent because leaders can influence workplace norms regarding voice and
directly motivate or deter employee behavior (Chamberlin et al. 2017).

Indeed, voice behaviors have been positively related to distinct types of positive leader-
ship (e.g., transformational leadership—Svendsen et al. 2018; authentic leadership—Hsiung
2012) and leader−member exchange (Carnevale et al. 2017). Recent research has also found ev-
idence of paradoxical leadership’s positive effect on employee voice (Lee et al. 2023a; Xue et al.
2020). For instance, Li et al. (2020) found that paradoxical leadership stimulates promotive-
and prohibitive-voice behaviors via the enhancement of perceived psychological safety and
self-efficacy. The cited authors propose that by having good relationships with workers,
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paradoxical leaders can serve as role models with whom workers learn how to balance the
benefits and risks of voice behavior and to express it at an appropriate time. Xiao et al. (2023)
found that perceived insider status and organizational-based self-esteem-mediated paradox-
ical leadership effect employee voice. Rescalvo-Martin et al. (2021) found that paradoxical
leadership boosted hospitality employees’ voice behavior. Kundi et al. (2023) established that
work engagement intervenes as a mediating variable in paradoxical leadership and voice’s
relationship using a sample from the same business sector.

Employee voice and knowledge sharing behaviors are distinct forms of discretionary
behaviors at work involving risk-taking, but voice can have more unfavorable effects
on interpersonal relationships than knowledge sharing (Bavik et al. 2018). Considering
this, the present study has focused on promotive voice because being positive in tone
seems more aligned with the prosocial nature of knowledge co-creation and disclosure.
Prior studies on the relationship between variables, despite their scarcity, indicate that
the two variables are intercorrelated, but do not clarify the causality nexus. For instance,
Lee et al. (2023b) found that co-workers’ knowledge sharing predicts employee voice
behaviors as rated by supervisors, thereby influencing employee innovation on service
performance. On the other hand, Narayanan and Nadarajah (2024) found that increased
employee voice led to increased knowledge productivity. Alzyoud et al. (2024) reported
that increased employee voice led to increased employee innovation via the mediating role
of tacit knowledge sharing. The present study proposes that promotive-voice behavior can
be conducive to knowledge-sharing behavior amongst organizational members because it
signals employees’ willingness to improve organizational functioning. One way to help
the company to enhance its activities is sharing their knowledge, both tacitly and explicitly
with others. Since paradoxical leaders welcome employees’ voice and knowledge-sharing
initiatives, promotive voice is proposed as a mediating mechanism explaining how this
type of leadership fosters knowledge sharing. The present study’s second hypothesis was
developed to reflect the above findings.

Hypothesis 2: Employee promotive-voice behavior mediates the positive relationship between
paradoxical leadership andemployee knowledge-sharing behavior.

2.4. The Moderating Role of Trust in the Leader

Trust is defined as a “psychological state comprising the intention to accept vulnerabil-
ity based upon positive expectations about the intentions or behavior of another” (Rousseau
et al. 1998, p. 395). Trust in the leader is affected by the quality of relationships supervisors
have with their subordinates, including the support and genuine attention given to each
other’s well-being, which is a characteristic of high-quality exchange relationships (Mitchell
and Ambrose 2012; Mitchell et al. 2015). Extra-role behavior appears to become more com-
mon in the presence of stable social exchange relationships based on follower−leader trust
(Agarwal 2014; May et al. 2004), including voice behavior (Carnevale et al. 2017; Van Dyne
et al. 2008) and knowledge-sharing behaviors (Hao et al. 2019; Le and Nguyen 2023; Son
et al. 2017).

Greater trust in the leader contributes to perceived psychological safety (May et al.
2004), which reduces feelings of worry and anxiety in followers, as they are more confident
that their leader is dependable, benevolent, and will provide support if needed (Madjar
and Ortiz-Walters 2009). Thus, when employees feel safe, based on the trust they have in
their leaders, they are more likely to speak up and express their options openly, because
trust reduces the sense that such behavior might jeopardize their situation at work. In
other words, trust reduces the perceived risk of voicing, thereby fostering employee voice
behaviors (Duan et al. 2019).

We propose that trust in the leader may act as a boundary condition for the positive
effects of paradoxical leadership on employee voice and knowledge-sharing behaviors.
As paradoxical leadership implies leaders behave in seemingly contradictory ways to
successfully balance structural and relational demands over time, workers may doubt the
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leaders’ intentions and feel vulnerable, unless such behavior is viewed as coming from
a credible source (Yang et al. 2024). If workers distrust leaders, they might doubt the
leaders’ intention behind apparently contradictory behaviors and judge these as unreliable
and inconsistent (Yang et al. 2024). In this situation, voicing ideas may be seen as riskier
due to the manager’s inconsistent behavior—will he/she welcome the expressed ideas
or not? Uncertainty brings anxiety regarding the possibility of negative consequences for
the self (e.g., retaliation, punishment, etc.) (Detert and Treviño 2010; Morrison 2023) and
thereby diminishes the likelihood of voice behavior. As a result, the relationship between
paradoxical leadership and promotive-voice behavior will be weakened when trust is low.

If trust in the leader is high, workers will be more likely to voice because they will
perceive that doing so will be safe and effective (Jiang et al. 2018). They will feel free to
speak up honestly (Silla et al. 2020). Trust in leadership enables employees to accept the
inherent risk to voice is based upon positive expectations of the behavior or intentions of
their leaders (Detert and Treviño 2010; Silla et al. 2020). The current study’s third hypothesis
was therefore written as follows.

Hypothesis 3: Trust in the leader moderates the positive relationship between paradoxical leader-
ship and employee promotive-voice behaviors, such that the relationship is stronger when the level of
trust is high rather than low.

It is reasonable to expect that in situations of high levels of trust in the leader, the
indirect effect of paradoxical leadership on knowledge-sharing behavior via promotive
voice will be stronger than when workers distrust their leaders. Trust in other organiza-
tional members has been settled as a relevant enabler of knowledge sharing (Farooq 2018;
Nadeem et al. 2021; Rutten et al. 2016). When employees trust their leaders, they are more
comfortable with the leader’s seemingly contradictory behavior. They are more likely to
understand that their paradoxical leaders welcome ideas on how to improve the company’s
activities and thus are more willing to share their expertise, knowledge, and experiences
with others. If trust in the leader is low, paradoxical leaders’ apparently contradictory
behavior can signal unclear messages about accepting new ideas, increasing the perceived
risk of expressing voice and thereby limiting knowledge sharing initiatives. Therefore, the
final hypothesis that focuses on a moderated mediating effect was developed.

Hypothesis 4: Trust in the leader moderates the positive indirect relationship between paradoxical
leadership and employee knowledge-sharing behavior via employee promotive-voice behavior, such
that the relationship is stronger when the level of trust is high rather than low.

The conceptual model hypothesized in this study is shown in Figure 1.
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3. Method
3.1. Procedure and Sample

Data were collected at two times, with a 2-week interval, to minimize the possibility of
encountering common method bias (Podsakoff et al. 2024) and reverse causality (De Clercq
et al. 2020) and to improve power of the theoretical model (Griep et al. 2021).

Participants were recruited by social media professional platforms and by approach-
ing organizations via e-mail or personal contacts. In this context, a non-probabilistic
convenience sample was used for this study. Upon acceptance, the questionnaires were
distributed via a link and sent to the participants by the opted means of communication.
This communication was accompanied by a brief explanation of the study’s objective, as
well as information highlighting that the participation was voluntary and anonymous and
that participants could leave or ask to be removed at any moment during the data collection.
To merge the questionnaires, participants were instructed to generate a personal code with
the first letter of their mother’s name, number of children they have, month of birth (two
digits), last letter of their last name, and the last digit of their phone number (e.g., M004A1).

In total 302 participants completed the time 1 questionnaire, and 194 participants
completed the time 2 questionnaire (i.e., a response rate of 64.2%). However, due to missing
the control questions or not meeting the inclusion criteria some participants were excluded
(i.e., being less than 18 years old; working without a formal contract; and being under
the management of the same direct manager for less than 3 months). The final sample
included 154 workers from a south-European country (i.e., the final response rate was
51%). Mean age was 37.17 years old (SD = 13.18) and 68.2% were female. Education was
mostly a bachelor’s degree (46.4%); however, 70.2% had some type of higher education
(e.g., Master’s and/or Ph.D.). Regarding their relationship to the leader, 66.9% had a
daily interaction with the leader and had worked with him/her between three months
and 35 years (M = 5.01; SD = 6.74). Participants, on average, worked 9 years at their
organization (SD = 11.28; min = 3 months; max = 40 years), most of them with permanent
contracts (77.5%) in organizations with more than 250 employees (58.9%) in the private
sector (73.5%).

3.2. Measures

The time 1 survey included the measurement scales for paradoxical leadership and
trust in the leader; consequently, the time 2 survey included measurement scales for
employee promotive-voice behavior and knowledge sharing. Hence, the predictor and
criterion variable were separated, and this would allow us to test the tie-lagged relationship
between them, as well as the role of the mediator and moderator variables. McDonald’s
omega (ω) was calculated as an estimation of internal consistency for the different scales.

3.2.1. Paradoxical Leadership (Predictor Variable)

To access the employee’s perception of the leader’s paradoxical leadership, the Para-
doxical Leadership scale by Zhang et al. (2015) was used. This consists of 22 items
divided into five factors, as mentioned previously. A sample item is “My direct leader
uses a fair approach to treat all subordinates uniformly, but also treats them as individ-
uals”, where the participant indicates his/her response on a Likert scale ranging from
1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) were
conducted. After removing item 20, which had a standardized estimate indicative of
misalignment with the construct (i.e., −0.048), the five-factor solution still showed issues
with the covariance matrix of latent variables, indicating high correlations among some
factors that could lead to potential multicollinearity problems. Specifically, factors 1, 2,
and 5 were highly correlated (between 1.26 and 1.67), so the model was simplified by
aggregating the items of the problematic factors into one factor. Consequently, a three-
factor solution was tested (χ2(154) = 308.976, p < 0.001; χ2/df = 2.01; comparative fit index
[CFI] = 0.915; Tucker–Lewis index [TLI] = 0.901, root mean square error of approxima-
tion [RMSEA] = 0.068), including items related to uniformity and individualization, self-
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centeredness with other-centeredness, and distance and closeness in the first factor. The sec-
ond factor related to decision control while allowing autonomy, and the third factor related
to enforcing work requirements while allowing flexibility. This three-factor solution showed
a better fit compared to the five-factor solution (χ2(154) = 325.734, p < 0.001; χ2/df = 2.11;
CFI = 0.903; TLI = 0.886, RMSEA = 0.073) or the single-factor solution (χ2(189) = 432.656,
p < 0.001; χ2/df = 2.28; CFI = 0.838; TLI = 0.820, RMSEA = 0.091). McDonald’s omega for
total scale (ω = 0.916) was later calculated, indicating good internal consistency.

3.2.2. Knowledge-Sharing Behavior (Criterion Variable)

Employees’ self-rated knowledge-sharing behaviors using the scale from Swift and
Virick (2013), which consists of 5 items. A sample item is “I often share my knowledge with
my work colleagues”, where participants were asked to answer based on a Likert scale
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The measured unidimensionality
was tested with a single-factor CFA which indicates a good fit (χ2(3) = 3.986, p = 0.263;
χ2/df = 1.33; CFI = 0.997; TLI = 0.989; RMSEA = 0.046). The McDonald’s omega was 0.823.

3.2.3. Employee Promotive-Voice Behavior (Mediator Variable)

In order to measure employee voice behavior, the scale developed by Liang et al. (2012)
was used, consisting of 5 items and ranging on a Likert response scale between 1 (never)
to 7 (always). A sample item is “I proactively suggest new projects that are beneficial to
the organization”. To test measure unidimensionality we ran a single-factor CFA which
indicates a good fit (χ2(4) = 1.422, p = 0.840; χ2/df = 0.35; CFI = 0.1.000; TLI = 1.012;
RMSEA = 0.000). The McDonald’s omega was 0.918.

3.2.4. Trust in the Leader (Moderator Variable)

To measure employee trust in the leader, the scale developed by Fehr et al. (2020)
was used. The scale used a Likert response scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to
7 (strongly agree). The scale had 4 items, including “I believe that my direct management
would care for my well-being”. The unidimensionality of the measure was tested and the
results indicate an excellent fit (χ2(1) = 0.237, p = 0.627; χ2/df = 0.24; CFI = 1.000; TLI = 1.013;
RMSEA = 0.000). The McDonald’s omega was 0.884.

3.2.5. Sociodemographic Variables

Besides all the variables mentioned above, more data were retrieved regarding the
employees’ sociodemographic characteristics, such as age, gender, their relationship with
the leader, such as tenure of the relationship and interaction, as well as data regarding their
organization, such as type of organization and sector.

3.3. Discriminant and Convergent Validity

CFA was conducted to check whether the items of the four variables capture dis-
tinct constructs. The four-factor measurement model yielded acceptable fit indexes (i.e.,
CFI = 0.899; TLI = 0.890; RMSEA = 0.061). In contrast, the single-factor model and two
other alternative models produced unacceptable fit statistics (Hu and Bentler 1999; Marsh
et al. 2004) (see Table 1).

Table 1. Fit indices.

Models χ2 (df) p-Value χ2/df CFI TLI RMSEA

Model 1: Four-factor model (PL + Trust + EPVB + KS) 849.442 (543) p < 0.001 1.56 0.899 0.890 0.061
Model 2: Three-factor model (PL + Trust and EPVB + KS) 1273.601 (547) p < 0.001 2.32 0.761 0.740 0.093
Model 3: Three-factor model (PL + Trust + EPVB and KS) 972.010 (547) p < 0.001 1.77 0.860 0.848 0.071
Model 4: Single-factor model (all merged) 1812.064 (527) p < 0.001 3.44 0.557 0.528 0.126

Notes. df = degrees of freedom; CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker–Lewis index; RMSEA = root mean square
error of approximation; PL = paradoxical leadership; Trust = trust in the leader; EPVB = employee promotive-voice
behavior; KS = knowledge sharing.
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To further ensure discriminant validity, average variance extracted (AVE) values were
estimated and compared to the squared correlations between all pairs of variables. The
composite reliability (CR) values ranged from 0.83 to 0.93, exceeding the recommended
cutoff point of 0.70, as suggested by Hair et al. (2010). The AVE values are also above the
threshold of 0.50, as recommended by Fornell and Larcker (1981), except for knowledge
sharing (0.35) (see Table 2). However, according to Fornell and Larcker (1981, p. 46),
researchers can still “conclude that the convergent validity of the construct is adequate,
even if more than 50% of the variance is due to error”, when the variable’s CR values
surpass the recommended minimum. Overall, results indicate adequate discriminant and
convergent validity.

Table 2. Means (Ms), standard deviations (SDs), correlations, McDonald’s omega, squared correla-
tions, composite reliability (CR), and average variance extracted (AVE) values.

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 CR AVE

1. Gender (a) -- -- --

2. Age 37.03 13.09 0.07 --

3. Education (b) -- -- −0.18
*

−0.23
** --

4. Tenure 9.03 11.21 0.01 0.71
**

−0.26
** --

5. Dyad tenure 4.96 6.69 −0.04 0.60
**

−0.23
**

0.87
** --

6. Dyad interaction (c) -- -- −0.00 −0.16 0.09 0.01 0.02 --

7. Professional status (d) -- -- 0.03 0.42
** −0.13 0.48

**
0.43
**

−0.17
* --

8. Organization
dimension (e) -- -- 0.01 0.19 * 0.07 0.14 0.01 −0.06 0.16

* --

9. Knowledge-sharing
behavior 5.99 0.73 −0.10 0.26

** 0.07 0.29
**

0.27
** 0.07 0.20

* 0.10 (0.823) 0.15 0.04 0.04 0.83 0.35

10. Employee
promotive-voice
behavior

4.57 1.07 0.16 0.15 −0.07 0.12 0.09 0.01 0.12 −0.10 0.39
** (0.918) 0.03 0.05 0.91 0.68

11. Trust in the leader 4.40 1.38 0.02 −0.03 −0.00 −0.06 −0.13 −0.11 −0.05 0.10 0.20
*

0.18
* (0.884) 0.49 0.87 0.64

12. Paradoxical
leadership 5.07 0.91 0.11 −0.05 0.06 −0.07 −0.12 −0.02 −0.02 0.01 0.20

*
0.23
**

0.67
** (0.916) 0.93 0.56

Note. (a) Gender: 0 = female, 1 = male; (b) Education: 1 = 9 years of schooling, 2 = 12 years of schooling, 3 = degree,
4 = master degree, 5 = Ph.D.; (c) Dyad interaction: 1 = daily, 2 = 4 to 6 times/week, 3 = 2 to 4 times/week, 4 = once
a week, 5 = biweekly, 6 = monthly; (d) Professional status: 0 = fixed-term contract, 1 = permanent contract; (e)

Organization dimension: 1 = up to 9 employees, 2 = between 10 and 50 employees, 3 = between 51 and 250
employees, 4 = more than 250 employees; McDonald’s omega in parentheses; Squared correlations in bold;
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01.

4. Results

Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics and Spearman’s correlation coefficients for the
study’s variables. The results show that these are all significantly intercorrelated producing
low to moderate correlation values (all p < 0.05).

Participants’ age, tenure in the organization, and tenure in dyad are positively cor-
related with knowledge sharing, suggesting that older participants and those working
for more years in the organization and with the same leader share their knowledge more
frequently than younger workers or those working more recently in the company or dyad.
Professional status also reveals a positive relationship with knowledge sharing, suggest-
ing that workers with a permanent employment status are more prone to share their
knowledge than those who are in more unstable professional situations. Hence, these four
socioprofessional variables were included as covariates in subsequent analyses.

The hypothesis testing for the moderated mediation model was assessed using the
PROCESS Macro for IBM SPSS Statistics 28 software (Hayes 2022; Igartua and Hayes 2021).
Model 4 was used to calculate the total and indirect effect of paradoxical leadership on
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knowledge sharing, while Model 7 served to obtain the results of the moderated mediation
analysis (see Table 3).

Table 3. Moderated mediation analysis.

Model 1
Employee Promotive-Voice Behavior

(M)

Model 2
Knowledge-Sharing Behavior

(Y)

b SE LLCI, ULCI b SE LLCI, ULCI

Constant 3.967 0.318 3.229, 4.597 4.381 0.286 3.817, 4.946
Paradoxical leadership (X) 0.316 0.139 0.041, 0.591 0.087 0.059 −0.031, 0.204
Employee promotive voice behavior (M) -- -- -- 0.248 0.050 0.148, 0.348
Trust in the leader (W) 0.065 0.088 −0.108, 0.238 -- -- --
X*W 0.160 0.054 0.053, 0.266 -- -- --
Age 0.009 0.010 −0.011, 0.029 0.008 0.006 −0.005, 0.021
Tenure 0.007 0.013 −0.017, 0.032 0.001 0.008 −0.015, 0.017
Dyad tenure −0.004 0.017 −0.037, 0.029 0.012 0.010 −0.008, 0.032
Professional status (a) 0.120 0.217 −0.310, 0.550 0.140 0.136 −0.123, 0.409

R2 = 0.127; F(7, 146) = 3.042, p < 0.01 R2 = 0.259; F(6, 147) = 8.546, p < 0.001

Conditional indirect effects Effect BootSE 95% BootCI
Low trust in the leader (−1 SD) 0.024 0.037 −0.059, 0.091
Middle trust in the leader (0 SD) 0.078 0.041 0.008, 0.168
High trust in the leader (+1 SD) 0.133 0.059 0.032, 0.262

Index BootSE 95% BootCI
Index of moderated mediation 0.040 0.020 0.007, 0.087

Note. (a) Professional status: 0 = fixed-term contract, 1 = permanent contract; b = unstandardized effect;
SE = Standard error.

Hypothesis 1 proposed that paradoxical leadership is positively related to employee
knowledge-sharing behavior. In conformity, paradoxical leadership’s total effect on the
criterion variable is statistically significant (unstandardized coefficient [b] = 0.152, p < 0.05;
R2 = 0.107; F(5, 148) = 4.674, p < 0.001, confirming that employees’ perception that their
leaders adopt paradoxical behaviors fosters their tendency to share knowledge in the
workplace (Table 3). Hypotheses 1 was thus supported.

Hypothesis 2 foresaw a mediating effect of employee promotive-voice behavior in para-
doxical leadership’s relationship with employee knowledge-sharing behavior. The results
show that paradoxical leadership significantly increases employee promotive-voice behav-
ior (b = 0.316; 95% confidence interval [0.041; 0.591]) and the latter variable also positively
affects knowledge sharing (b = 0.248; 95% confidence interval [0.148; 0.348]). Moreover,
paradoxical leadership’s indirect effect via promotive voice on reported knowledge-sharing
behavior is also significant (b = 0.078; 95% confidence interval [0.008, 0.168]), which sup-
ports the proposed hypothesis. As the predictor variable’s direct effect (b = 0.09; n.s.) is no
longer statistically significant, the findings indicate that the mediation is full.

As for Hypothesis 3, it proposed that trust in the leader would moderate the relation-
ship between paradoxical leadership and employee promotive voice behavior. In other
words, the higher the trust in the leader, the stronger becomes the association between
paradoxical leadership and promotive-voice behavior. As seen in Table 3, while trust in
the leader alone does not affect an employee’s propensity to engage in voice behaviors
(b = 0.065; 95% confidence interval [−0.108, 0.238]), it interacts significantly with paradoxi-
cal leadership (b = 0.160; 95% confidence interval [0.053; 0.266]). Hypothesis 3 was thus
supported, indicating that the relationship is stronger when employees’ level of trust is high
rather than when their trust levels in their immediate supervisor are lower. Figure 2 depicts
the conditional effect of paradoxical leadership on employee promotive voice behavior
across different values of trust in the leader.
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Moreover, Hypothesis 4 was also supported by the present sample’s data. The findings
confirm that trust in the leader also moderates the indirect effect of paradoxical leader-
ship on knowledge sharing via increased employee promotive-voice behavior (b = 0.040;
95% confidence interval [0.007; 0.087]). The conditional indirect effects presented in Table 3
indicate that this effect exists only when employees have middle and high levels of trust in
the leader, but not when the level of trust is low. Figure 3 depicts the visual presentation of
the linear function relating trust in the leader to the indirect effect of paradoxical leadership
on knowledge sharing through employee promotive-voice behavior.
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Overall, the full model explains 26% of the unique variance of employees’ knowledge
sharing behaviors (F [6,147] = 8.546; p < 0.001). None of the covariates’ effects on the
criterion variable were statistically significant, as shown in Table 3. Figure 4 depicts the
theoretical model supported by results of moderated mediation analysis.
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5. Discussion
5.1. Main Findings

This study sought to determine how employees’ knowledge-sharing behaviors can
be explained by their leader’s paradoxical-leadership behavior via workers’ increased
engagement in promotive-voice behaviors, while considering the interactive role of trust
in the leader in the observed relationships. Four hypotheses were submitted to empirical
validation and supported by the finding of a two-wave time-lagged correlational study.

As Hypothesis 1 suggested, these employees’ views of their leader’s paradoxical
behaviors are positively related to their self-reported knowledge-sharing behaviors. This
result is in line with the findings of Devi’s (2023) and underlines that paradoxical leadership
is a significant facilitator of individuals’ choice to share their knowledge with others. By
balancing the different aspects of a paradoxical relationship with subordinates, including
maintaining decision control while allowing autonomy and ensuring compliance with
work requirements while allowing flexibility, a paradoxical leader might emanate the signal
that knowledge sharing is valued by the organization. This is consistent with signaling
theory (Connelly et al. 2011; Spence 1978), which stresses the importance of managers
communication about aspects valued by the organization. The leader’s efforts to balance
different challenges may stimulate workers’ openness to share knowledge with others and
thereby achieve the company’s operational and business goals.

As for Hypothesis 2, it proposed that employee promotive-voice behavior signifi-
cantly mediates the positive relationship between paradoxical leadership and their knowl-
edge sharing behaviors. Recent studies have linked paradoxical leadership to increased
promotive-voice behavior (Kundi et al. 2023; Li et al. 2020; Rescalvo-Martin et al. 2021), and
the latter variable has been connected to intensified knowledge sharing (Alzyoud et al. 2024;
Narayanan and Nadarajah 2024). Hence, paradoxical leadership was expected to encourage
employees feel more willing to speak up about improvement opportunities and suggestions
and thus report more knowledge-sharing behaviors. The present study’s results support
Hypothesis 2, identifying promotive voice as a relevant mediator of paradoxical leadership
and knowledge sharing’s relationship.

Hypothesis 3 also received empirical support since trust in the leader proved to be a
significant moderator of the positive relationship between paradoxical-leadership behavior
and employee promotive voice. The prior literature suggested that follower–leader trust is
conducive of extra-role behaviors (Agarwal 2014; May et al. 2004), including voice behavior
(Carnevale et al. 2017; Van Dyne et al. 2008), notably because it contributes to increased
psychological safety (Duan et al. 2019; Madjar and Ortiz-Walters 2009; May et al. 2004).
Differently, in this study trust in the leader was proposed to interact with paradoxical leader-
ship and reinforce its positive effect on employee promotive-voice behaviors. Accordingly,
trust in the leaders would work as a shield preventing employees from doubting leaders’
intentions based on their contradictory behavior (Yang et al. 2024). The results support the
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proposed interactive effect, indicating that when trust in the leader is high, workers are
more likely to voice rather than when it is low. In high trust situations, employees probably
perceive that it is safe and feel free to speak up honestly (Jiang et al. 2018), accepting the
inherent risk of such behavior based upon positive expectations of their leaders (Detert
and Treviño 2010; Silla et al. 2020). In opposite ways, low trust situation should increase
the risk perception, limiting the engagement in voice behaviors because of fear of negative
consequences for the self.

Moreover, trust in the leader was also found to moderate the indirect effect of paradox-
ical leadership on knowledge sharing behaviors via increased promotive voice behaviors.
Trust in other organizational members has been settled as a relevant enabler of knowledge
sharing (Farooq and Sultana 2021; Nadeem et al. 2021; Rutten et al. 2016). The current
study’s findings suggest that when employees trust their paradoxical leaders, they are more
likely to understand that the leader welcome ideas on how to advance company’s practices
and processes, and thus are more willing to share their expertise, knowledge, and expe-
riences with others. This reinforcing effect, however, does not occur if trust in the leader
is low, probably because workers cannot clearly interpret leaders’ expectations regarding
these proactive extra-role behaviors, and consistent with arguments presented above, have
higher risk perceptions and are fearful of negative consequences. Thus, Hypothesis 4 was
supported by current study’s findings.

The effects between these variables were found to be statistically significant as they
explain nearly a quarter of the variance in workers’ willingness to share their knowledge.
Overall, little information is available about the boundary conditions and processes under-
lying how and when leaders’ paradoxical behavior shapes employee extra-role behavior,
especially regarding employees’ knowledge sharing, so these findings provide added value
to this field of study.

5.2. Theoretical Contributions and Implications for Management

The present study’s results expand the knowledge about paradoxical leadership as an
important factor affecting employee discretionary behaviors (not only promotive-voice be-
havior but also knowledge-sharing behaviors) and identify trust in the leader as a relevant
boundary condition that helps paradoxical leader’s behavior to be more effective. This
leadership behavior has recently been found to be a key predictor of knowledge sharing
(Devi 2023)—a phenomenon that contributes to companies’ effective knowledge manage-
ment processes. By sharing their personal knowledge, expertise, and experiences with
other organizational members, workers contribute to stronger interpersonal relationships
at work, organizational learning (Farooq 2018; Swift and Hwang 2013), creativity, and
innovation processes (Devi 2023; Hussain et al. 2017; Zhang et al. 2022). These are relevant
factors in helping managers and their teams successfully deal with the paradoxes and
challenges that organizations face today.

From a practical perspective, the above findings indicate that managers can adopt more
paradoxical-leadership behavior to increase their workers’ knowledge-sharing behaviors.
Managers that adopt this type of behavior can strengthen their subordinates’ promotive
voice and thus enhance their knowledge-sharing behaviors. As proposed by Zhang et al.
(2015), this leadership behavior implies balancing five competing needs, namely treating
subordinates uniformly while allowing individualization; combining self-centeredness
with other-centeredness; maintaining decision control while allowing autonomy; enforcing
work requirements while allowing flexibility; and maintaining both distance and closeness.
Achieving the necessary level of balance can be demanding. So, organizations should
provide training opportunities to help managers to better understand how to deal with
increasing uncertainties that often involve competing possibilities in terms of managerial
actions (Zhang et al. 2015).

In addition to drawing managers’ attention to theories that support paradoxical
thinking and action, training interventions can focus on soft skills that promote high quality
leader–follower relationships. An important result of this study lies in the fundamental
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role of trust in leader as a boundary condition of paradoxical-leadership behavior’s effects
on voice and knowledge-sharing behaviors. The effectiveness of paradoxical leadership
behavior in promoting these extra-role behaviors depends on employees’ levels of trust in
their leaders. When there is mistrust, employees avoid expressing their ideas and sharing
their knowledge. This means that organizations and leaders must cultivate a climate of
trust within the organizational environment, where people feel safe to express their voices
and share their knowledge without fear of being criticized or penalized by engaging in
such behaviors. Trust in the leader is a key factor in supporting the positive outcomes that
this contemporary leadership style can bring to people management, including in terms of
knowledge management processes.

5.3. Limitations and Future Research

The above findings provide significant added value, but they must be interpreted
with care given this study’s limitations in three main areas: the research design and
data collection procedure, measures, and the sample. First, despite that the risk of CMV
occurrence was diminished using a two-wave time-lagged data collection procedure and
other procedural (e.g., reducing evaluation apprehension) and statistical remedies (e.g.,
ascertaining measures’ discriminant and convergent validity), the correlational design
limits definitive conclusions about causal relationships. Therefore, future studies can re-
examine the relationships between variables along the time axis using a longitudinal design
to further support the causal nexus here proposed.

Second, the questionnaire needed to be relatively parsimonious to encourage partic-
ipation and the completion of all the items, which meant that the number of variables
included was restricted. Broader results could have been obtained by using variables
focused also on interpersonal relationships with coworkers, such as trust in the team and
psychological safety at the team level, which can also be relevant to employee’s willing-
ness to engage in voice (Chamberlin et al. 2017; Morrison 2023) and knowledge-sharing
behaviors (Lee et al. 2023a).

Third, the sample was relatively small and non-probabilistic, so the results’ general-
izability is limited. Future studies could use more representative samples to increase the
findings’ stability. The origin of the sample, i.e., a south-European country, is nevertheless
an advantage, since most research on paradoxical-leadership behavior has been carried out
in Eastern countries, mainly with Chinese samples. As Zhang et al. (2015) argued, more
research is needed to see if results can be generalized to other populations.

Besides overcoming the above-mentioned limitations, future research can further
explore the effects of paradoxical leadership in knowledge management processes by in-
cluding knowledge-hiding behaviors in the model. As recently proposed by Chin et al.
(2024), employees’ knowledge-sharing and -hiding behaviors can be seen as having a
paradoxical interrelationship, with the two types of behavior being motivated by different
factors. Establishing how and when paradoxical leadership can be effective in foster-
ing sharing behaviors while demotivating hiding ones can be relevant for a company’s
improved knowledge management process.

6. Conclusions

In conclusion, organizational knowledge sharing is crucial in today’s fast-paced and
highly competitive business environment. The findings in this study emphasize that
paradoxical leadership can be an effective way to foster intensified willingness to speak
up about opportunities for improving organizational functioning and ultimately results
in better employee knowledge-sharing behaviors. However, this effect is contingent on
the trust employees have in their leaders. Leaders play a fundamental role in creating
environments that encourage knowledge sharing, which drive innovation, create value,
and strengthen a culture of continuous learning. This, in turn, positively impacts employee
engagement and motivation. This highlights the importance of establishing a precondition
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based on individual employee perceptions, such as trust in the leader, to create a space
where successful sharing can occur within the organization.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, V.H.S., A.P.D. and L.M.S.; methodology, V.H.S., A.P.D.
and L.M.S.; formal analysis, V.H.S.; data curation, V.H.S.; writing—original draft preparation, V.H.S.,
A.P.D. and L.M.S.; writing—review and editing, V.H.S., A.P.D. and L.M.S.; project administration,
V.H.S.; funding acquisition, A.P.D. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of
the manuscript.

Funding: This work was supported by Portugal’s Fundação para a Ciência e Tecnologia, grants:
UIDB/03127/2020 (doi:10.54499/UIDB/03127/2020); UIDB/05380/2020 (do:10.54499/IUDB/05380/
2020); UIDB/00315/2020 (doi:10.54499/UIDB/00315/2020); Ph.D. grant 2021/05726/BD.

Institutional Review Board Statement: The study was conducted according to the guidelines of the
Declaration of Helsinki. The study also followed the ethical standards of the researchers’ institution.

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was received from each participant.

Data Availability Statement: The data will be made available upon receipt of a reasonable request
by the corresponding author.

Acknowledgments: The authors wish to thank the participants, without whom this study would not
have been possible, as well as the students that assisted with data collection.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
Agarwal, Upasna A. 2014. Linking justice, trust and innovative work behaviour to work engagement. Personnel Review 43: 41–73.

[CrossRef]
Alzyoud, Sultan, Waed Ensour, and Ayman Harb. 2024. Linking employee voice to service recovery performance in the hotel sector:

The mediating role of tacit knowledge sharing and employee innovation. Journal of Entrepreneurship, Management and Innovation
20: 62–77. [CrossRef]

Batool, Uzma, Muhammad Mustafa Raziq, and Naukhez Sarwar. 2023. The paradox of paradoxical leadership: A multi-level
conceptualization. Human Resource Management Review 33: 100983. [CrossRef]

Bavik, Yuen Lam, Pok Man Tang, Ruodan Shao, and Long Wai Lam. 2018. Ethical leadership and employee knowledge sharing:
Exploring dual-mediation paths. The Leadership Quarterly 29: 322–32. [CrossRef]

Carnevale, Joel B., Lei Huang, Marcus Crede, Peter Harms, and Mary Uhl-Bien. 2017. Leading to stimulate employees’ ideas:
A quantitative review of leader–member exchange, employee voice, creativity, and innovative behavior. Applied Psychology 66:
517–52. [CrossRef]

Chamberlin, Melissa, Daniel W. Newton, and Jeffery A. Lepine. 2017. A meta-analysis of voice and its promotive and prohibitive
forms: Identification of key associations, distinctions, and future research directions. Personnel Psychology 70: 11–71. [CrossRef]

Chin, Tachia, Yi Shi, Elisa Arrigo, and Rosa Palladino. 2024. Paradoxical Behavior toward Innovation: Knowledge sharing, knowledge
hiding, and career sustainability interactions. European Management Journal. [CrossRef]

Connelly, Brian L., S. Trevis Certo, R. Duane Ireland, and Christopher R. Reutzel. 2011. Signaling theory: A review and assessment.
Journal of Management 37: 39–67. [CrossRef]

Connelly, Catherine E., David Zweig, Jane Webster, and John P. Trougakos. 2012. Knowledge hiding in organizations. Journal of
Organizational Behavior 33: 64–88. [CrossRef]

Dalkir, Kimiz. 2013. Knowledge Management in Theory and Practice. London: Routledge. [CrossRef]
De Clercq, D., Muhammad U. Azeem, Inam U. Haq, and Dave Bouckenooghe. 2020. The stress-reducing effect of coworker support on

turnover intentions: Moderation by political ineptness and despotic leadership. Journal of Business Research 111: 12–24. [CrossRef]
Detert, James R., and Amy C. Edmondson. 2011. Implicit voice theories: Taken-for-granted rules of self-censorship at work. Academy of

Management Journal 54: 461–88. [CrossRef]
Detert, James R., and Linda K. Treviño. 2010. Speaking up to higher-ups: How supervisors and skip-level leaders influence employee

voice. Organization Science 21: 249–70. [CrossRef]
Devi, N. Chitra. 2023. Paradoxical leadership and employee creativity: Knowledge sharing and hiding as mediators. Journal of

Knowledge Management 28: 312–40. [CrossRef]
Duan, Jinyun, Émilie Lapointe, Yue Xu, and Sarah Brooks. 2019. Why do employees speak up? Examining the roles of lmx, perceived

risk and perceived leader power in predicting voice behavior. Journal of Managerial Psychology 34: 560–72. [CrossRef]
Edú-Valsania, Sergio, Juan Antonio Moriano, and Fernando Molero. 2016. Authentic leadership and employee knowledge sharing

behavior: Mediation of the innovation climate and workgroup identification. Leadership & Organization Development Journal
37: 487–506. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-02-2012-0019
https://doi.org/10.7341/20242034
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2023.100983
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2017.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12102
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12185
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2024.06.005
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310388419
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.737
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780080547367
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.01.064
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.61967925
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1080.0405
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-10-2022-0779
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-11-2018-0534
https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-08-2014-0149


Adm. Sci. 2024, 14, 221 16 of 18

Farooq, Rayees. 2018. A conceptual model of knowledge sharing. International Journal of Innovation Science 10: 238–60. [CrossRef]
Farooq, Rayees, and Almaas Sultana. 2021. Abusive supervision and its relationship with knowledge hiding: The mediating role of

distrust. International Journal of Innovation Science 13: 709–31. [CrossRef]
Fehr, Ryan, Ashley Fulmer, and Fong T. Keng-Highberger. 2020. How do employees react to leaders’ unethical behavior? The role of

moral disengagement. Personnel Psychology 73: 73–93. [CrossRef]
Fornell, Claes, and David F Larcker. 1981. Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable variables and measurement error.

Journal of Marketing Research 18: 39–50. [CrossRef]
Goswami, Anil Kumar, and Rakesh Kumar Agrawal. 2023. It’s a knowledge centric world! Does ethical leadership promote knowledge

sharing and knowledge creation? Psychological capital as mediator and shared goals as moderator. Journal of Knowledge
Management 27: 584–612. [CrossRef]

Griep, Y., Ivana Vranjes, Johannes M. Kraak, Li Dudda, and Yingjie Li. 2021. Start Small, not random: Why does justifying your
time-lag matter? The Spanish Journal of Psychology 24: e45. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Grossman, Martin. 2007. The Emerging academic discipline of knowledge management. Journal of Information Systems Education 18:
31–38.

Hair, Joseph F, William C Black, Barry J Babin, and R. E Anderson. 2010. Multivariate Data Analysis: A Global Perspective, 7th ed. Upper
Saddle River: Pearson.

Hao, Qi, Yijun Shi, and Weiguo Yang. 2019. How leader-member exchange affects knowledge sharing behavior: Understanding the
effects of commitment and employee characteristics. Frontiers in Psychology 10: 2768. [CrossRef]

Hayes, Andrew F. 2022. Introduction to Mediation, Moderation, and Conditional Process Analysis: A Regression-Based Approach, 3rd ed.
New York and London: The Guilford Press.

Hsiung, Hsin-Hua. 2012. Authentic leadership and employee voice behavior: A multi-level psychological process. Journal of Business
Ethics 107: 349–61. [CrossRef]

Hu, Li-tze, and Peter M Bentler. 1999. Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis: Conventional criteria versus new
alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal 6: 1–55. [CrossRef]

Hussain, Syed Talib, Jaffar Abbas, Shen Lei, Muhammad Jamal Haider, and Tayyaba Akram. 2017. Transactional leadership and
organizational creativity: Examining the mediating role of knowledge sharing behavior. Cogent Business & Management 4: 1361663.
[CrossRef]

Igartua, Juan-José, and Andrew F Hayes. 2021. Mediation, moderation, and conditional process analysis: Concepts, computations, and
some common confusions. The Spanish Journal of Psychology 24: e49. [CrossRef]

Jia, Jianfeng, Jiaqi Yan, Yahua Cai, and Yipeng Liu. 2018. Paradoxical leadership incongruence and chinese individuals’ followership
behaviors: Moderation effects of hierarchical culture and perceived strength of human resource management system. Asian
Business & Management 17: 313–38. [CrossRef]

Jiang, Zhou, Huong Le, and Paul J. Gollan. 2018. Cultural intelligence and voice behavior among migrant workers: The mediating role
of leader–member exchange. The International Journal of Human Resource Management 29: 1082–112. [CrossRef]

Kim, Eun-Jee, and Sunyoung Park. 2020. Transformational leadership, knowledge sharing, organizational climate and learning: An
empirical study. Leadership & Organization Development Journal 41: 761–75. [CrossRef]

Kundi, Yasir Mansoor, Mohammed Aboramadan, and Ahmad Abualigah. 2023. Linking paradoxical leadership and individual in-role
and extra-role performance: A multilevel examination. Management Decision 61: 2851–71. [CrossRef]

Lee, Allan, Joanne Lyubovnikova, Yaxin Zheng, and Zexi Flavia Li. 2023a. Paradoxical leadership: A meta-analytical review. Frontiers
in Organizational Psychology 1: 1229543. [CrossRef]

Lee, Jihye, Seckyoung Loretta Kim, and Seokhwa Yun. 2023b. Encouraging employee voice: Coworker knowledge sharing, psychologi-
cal safety, and promotion focus. The International Journal of Human Resource Management 34: 1044–69. [CrossRef]

Le, Phong Ba, and Dung Thi Nguyet Nguyen. 2023. Stimulating knowledge-sharing behaviours through ethical leadership and
employee trust in leadership: The moderating role of distributive justice. Journal of Knowledge Management 27: 820–41. [CrossRef]

Liang, Jian, Crystal I. C. Farh, and Jiing-Lih Farh. 2012. Psychological antecedents of promotive and prohibitive voice: A two-wave
examination. Academy of Management Journal 55: 71–92. [CrossRef]

Li, Xiyuan, Ying Xue, Hao Liang, and Dong Yan. 2020. The impact of paradoxical leadership on employee voice behavior: A moderated
mediation model. Frontiers in Psychology 11: 537756. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Madjar, Nora, and Rowena Ortiz-Walters. 2009. Trust in supervisors and trust in customers: Their independent, relative, and joint
effects on employee performance and creativity. Human Performance 22: 128–42. [CrossRef]

Marsh, Herbert W, Kit-Tai Hau, and Zhonglin Wen. 2004. In search of golden rules: Comment on hypothesis-testing approaches
to setting cutoff values for fit indexes and dangers in overgeneralizing Hu and Bentler’s (1999) findings. Structural Equation
Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal 11: 320–41. [CrossRef]

May, Douglas R., Richard L. Gilson, and Lynn M. Harter. 2004. The psychological conditions of meaningfulness, safety and availability
and the engagement of the human spirit at work. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology 77: 11–37. [CrossRef]

McKinsey and Company. 2022. European Talent is Ready to Walk Out the Door. How Should Companies Respond? McKinsey &
Company. Available online: https://www.mckinsey.com/capabilities/people-and-organizational-performance/our-insights/
european-talent-is-ready-to-walk-out-the-door-how-should-companies-respond (accessed on 9 July 2024).

https://doi.org/10.1108/IJIS-09-2017-0087
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJIS-08-2020-0121
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12366
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800104
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-09-2021-0669
https://doi.org/10.1017/SJP.2021.42
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34511144
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.02768
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-1043-2
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2017.1361663
https://doi.org/10.1017/SJP.2021.46
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41291-018-0043-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2017.1322119
https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-12-2018-0455
https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-10-2022-1353
https://doi.org/10.3389/forgp.2023.1229543
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2021.2018014
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-06-2021-0462
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0176
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.537756
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33071857
https://doi.org/10.1080/08959280902743501
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15328007sem1103_2
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317904322915892
https://www.mckinsey.com/capabilities/people-and-organizational-performance/our-insights/european-talent-is-ready-to-walk-out-the-door-how-should-companies-respond
https://www.mckinsey.com/capabilities/people-and-organizational-performance/our-insights/european-talent-is-ready-to-walk-out-the-door-how-should-companies-respond


Adm. Sci. 2024, 14, 221 17 of 18

Miron-Spektor, Ella, Francesca Gino, and Linda Argote. 2011. Paradoxical frames and creative sparks: Enhancing individual creativity
through conflict and integration. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes 116: 229–40. [CrossRef]

Mitchell, Marie S., and Maureen L. Ambrose. 2012. Employees’ behavioral reactions to supervisor aggression: An examination of
individual and situational factors. Journal of Applied Psychology 97: 1148–70. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Mitchell, Marie S., Ryan M. Vogel, and Robert Folger. 2015. Third parties’ reactions to the abusive supervision of coworkers. Journal of
Applied Psychology 100: 1040–55. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Morrison, Elizabeth Wolfe. 2023. Employee voice and silence: Taking stock a decade later. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology
and Organizational Behavior 10: 79–107. [CrossRef]

Nadeem, Muhammad Athar, Zhiying Liu, Usman Ghani, Amna Younis, and Yi Xu. 2021. Impact of shared goals on knowledge hiding
behavior: The moderating role of trust. Management Decision 59: 1312–32. [CrossRef]

Narayanan, Sivachandran, and Devika Nadarajah. 2024. Person-organisation fit, employee voice, and knowledge productivity: The
moderating role of perceived voice opportunity. Knowledge Management Research & Practice 22: 269–81. [CrossRef]

OECD. 2023. Retaining Talent at All Ages. Ageing and Employment Policies. Paris: OECD. [CrossRef]
Pan, Zhenlin. 2021. Paradoxical leadership and organizational citizenship behaviour: The Serial mediating effect of a paradoxical

mindset and personal service orientation. Leadership & Organization Development Journal 42: 869–81. [CrossRef]
Pellegrini, Massimiliano Matteo, Francesco Ciampi, Giacomo Marzi, and Beatrice Orlando. 2020. The relationship between knowledge

management and leadership: Mapping the field and providing future research avenues. Journal of Knowledge Management
24: 1445–92. [CrossRef]

Podsakoff, Philip M., Nathan P. Podsakoff, Larry J. Williams, Chengquan Huang, and Junhui Yang. 2024. Common method bias: It’s
bad, it’s complex, it’s widespread, and it’s not easy to fix. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior
11: 17–61. [CrossRef]

Razak, Norfadzilah Abdul, Faizuniah Pangil, Md Lazim Md Zin, Noor Azlina Mohamed Yunus, and Nini Hartini Asnawi. 2016.
Theories of knowledge sharing behavior in business strategy. Procedia Economics and Finance 37: 545–53. [CrossRef]

Rescalvo-Martin, Elisa, Leopoldo Gutierrez-Gutierrez, and Francisco Javier Llorens-Montes. 2021. The effect of paradoxical leadership
on extra-role service in the hospitality industry. International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management 33: 3661–84. [CrossRef]

Reslan, Bou, Fadi Youssef, Zanete Garanti, and Okechukwu Lawrence Emeagwali. 2021. The effect of servant leadership on innovative
work behavior and employee knowledge sharing in the Latvian ICT sector. Baltic Journal of Management 16: 729–44. [CrossRef]

Rezaei, Forouzan, Mohammad Khalilzadeh, and Paria Soleimani. 2021. Factors affecting knowledge management and its effect on
organizational performance: Mediating the role of human capital. Advances in Human-Computer Interaction 2021: 1–16. [CrossRef]

Rousseau, Denise M., Sim B. Sitkin, Ronald S. Burt, and Colin Camerer. 1998. Not so different after all: A cross-discipline view of trust.
Academy of Management Review 23: 393–404. [CrossRef]

Rutten, Werner, Joyce Blaas-Franken, and Harry Martin. 2016. The impact of (low) trust on knowledge sharing. Journal of Knowledge
Management 20: 199–214. [CrossRef]

Silla, Inmaculada, Francisco J. Gracia, and José M. Peiró. 2020. Upward voice: Participative decision making, trust in leadership and
safety climate matter. Sustainability 12: 3672. [CrossRef]

Smith, Wendy K. 2014. Dynamic decision making: A model of senior leaders managing strategic paradoxes. Academy of Management
Journal 57: 1592–623. [CrossRef]

Smith, Wendy K., and Marianne W. Lewis. 2011. Toward a theory of paradox: A dynamic equilibrium model of organizing. Academy of
Management Review 36: 381–403. [CrossRef]

Son, Seung Yeon, Duck Hyun Cho, and Seung-Wan Kang. 2017. The impact of close monitoring on creativity and knowledge sharing:
The mediating role of leader-member exchange. Creativity and Innovation Management 26: 256–65. [CrossRef]

Spence, Michael. 1978. Job market signaling. In Uncertainty in Economics. Amsterdam: Elsevier, pp. 281–306. [CrossRef]
Svendsen, Mari, Christine Unterrainer, and Thomas Faurholt Jønsson. 2018. The effect of transformational leadership and job autonomy

on promotive and prohibitive voice: A two-wave study. Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies 25: 171–83. [CrossRef]
Swift, Michele L., and Meghna Virick. 2013. Perceived support, knowledge tacitness, and provider knowledge sharing. Group &

Organization Management 38: 717–42. [CrossRef]
Swift, Peter E., and Alvin Hwang. 2013. The impact of affective and cognitive trust on knowledge sharing and organizational learning.

The Learning Organization 20: 20–37. [CrossRef]
Van Dyne, Linn, and Jeffrey A LePine. 1998. Helping and voice extra-role behaviors: Evidence of construct and predictive validity.

Academy of Management Journal 41: 108–19. [CrossRef]
Van Dyne, Linn, Dishan Kamdar, and Jeffrey Joireman. 2008. In-role perceptions buffer the negative impact of low lmx on helping and

enhance the positive impact of high lmx on voice. Journal of Applied Psychology 93: 1195–207. [CrossRef]
Waldman, David A., and David E. Bowen. 2016. Learning to be a paradox-savvy leader. Academy of Management Perspectives 30: 316–27.

[CrossRef]
Wang, Catherine L., G. Tomas M. Hult, David J. Ketchen, and Pervaiz K. Ahmed. 2009. Knowledge management orientation, market

orientation, and firm performance: An integration and empirical examination. Journal of Strategic Marketing 17: 99–122. [CrossRef]
Xiao, Xiaohong, Zheng Zhou, Fu Yang, and Shuai Wang. 2023. I am not proactive but i want to speak up: A self-concept perspective.

Current Psychology 42: 11234–49. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2011.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029452
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22845682
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000002
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25243999
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-120920-054654
https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-09-2019-1197
https://doi.org/10.1080/14778238.2022.2150579
https://doi.org/10.1787/00dbdd06-en
https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-08-2020-0351
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-01-2020-0034
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-110721-040030
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2212-5671(16)30163-0
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-02-2021-0198
https://doi.org/10.1108/BJM-09-2020-0321
https://doi.org/10.1155/2021/8857572
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1998.926617
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-10-2015-0391
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12093672
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.0932
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2009.0223
https://doi.org/10.1111/caim.12219
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-214850-7.50025-5
https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051817750536
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601113507597
https://doi.org/10.1108/09696471311288500
https://doi.org/10.2307/256902
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.6.1195
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2015.0070
https://doi.org/10.1080/09652540902879326
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-021-02404-0


Adm. Sci. 2024, 14, 221 18 of 18

Xue, Ying, Xiyuan Li, Hao Liang, and Yuan Li. 2020. How does paradoxical leadership affect employees’ voice behaviors in workplace?
A leader-member exchange perspective. International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health 17: 1162. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

Yang, Ning, Hui Chen, and Xiao-Hua (Frank) Wang. 2024. Stealth innovation: The dance of paradoxical leadership behavior, leader
trustworthiness, and psychological safety in fueling employee bootlegging behavior. European Management Journal. [CrossRef]

Yi, Lin, Hongyi Mao, and Zongjun Wang. 2019. How paradoxical leadership affects ambidextrous innovation: The role of knowledge
sharing. Social Behavior and Personality: An International Journal 47: 1–15. [CrossRef]

Zhang, Yan, David A. Waldman, Yu Lan Han, and Xiao Bei Li. 2015. Paradoxical leader behaviors in people management: Antecedents
and consequences. Academy of Management Journal 58: 538–66. [CrossRef]

Zhang, Yan, Ying Zhang, Kenneth S. Law, and Jing Zhou. 2022. Paradoxical leadership, subjective ambivalence, and employee
creativity: Effects of employee holistic thinking. Journal of Management Studies 59: 695–723. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17041162
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32059578
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2024.03.007
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.7636
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2012.0995
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12792

	Introduction 
	Literature Review and Hypotheses 
	Paradoxical Leadership 
	Paradoxical Leadership and Knowledge-Sharing Behavior 
	Paradoxical Leadership, Employee Promotive-Voice Behavior and Knowledge-Sharing Behavior 
	The Moderating Role of Trust in the Leader 

	Method 
	Procedure and Sample 
	Measures 
	Paradoxical Leadership (Predictor Variable) 
	Knowledge-Sharing Behavior (Criterion Variable) 
	Employee Promotive-Voice Behavior (Mediator Variable) 
	Trust in the Leader (Moderator Variable) 
	Sociodemographic Variables 

	Discriminant and Convergent Validity 

	Results 
	Discussion 
	Main Findings 
	Theoretical Contributions and Implications for Management 
	Limitations and Future Research 

	Conclusions 
	References

