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Abstract

This study identified a framework of team-based leadership facing the change
of future requirements of agile organizations and new work and aims to clar-
ify the underlying mechanisms and how they work together and under what
conditions. Data were collected from leaders in three separate surveys cha-
racterized by various countries, first languages and different ethnicity. A total
of 401 completed interviews were collected and the results were analyzed at
the individual level. All variables were modeled in a path diagram and tested
applying structural equation modeling. The results show that leadership self-
efficacy is a key mechanism that let team-based leadership emerge. Leader-
ship self-efficacy is related to personal power, collaboration, teamwork proc-
esses and team task performance, but there is no direct effect on team con-
textual performance. Personal power is correlated with team task performance.
Positional power is interrelated with team contextual performance and per-
sonal power. Teamwork processes partially mediate the relation between lead-
ership self-efficacy and team task performance as well as team contextual per-
formance. The study findings identified that the leader role perception by
teammates can affect personal power and that organizational politics, expres-
sions of narcissists personal characteristics or cross-cultural context depen-
dency can have an impact on positional power. Theoretical and practical im-
plications of the results are discussed, together with limitations and recom-
mendations for future research.
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1. Introduction

The impact of the COVID-19 pandemic beginning in 2020 disproves all those
who argue that leadership does not matter. It has been shown that leadership can
be the difference between “life and death” (Uhl-Bien, 2021). Political and busi-
ness leaders have to deal with such unprecedented challenges in situations of
ambiguity and disasters in a charismatic way and to contribute to the “public
good” (Antonakis, 2021). Krstevska and Rizoska-Jovanovska (2021: p. 22) stated
that these unprecedented times were a time of substantial change in the under-
standing of leadership and dictate the necessity that “...until the T’ turns into the
‘WE’, we cannot talk about any leadership...”. This “WE”-oriented post-pandemic
world requires teamwork processes that are a combination of in-person collabora-
tion and virtual coordination with effective leadership and that go beyond tradi-
tional team leadership by driving information sharing, monitoring progress and,
launching goals among teammates (Day, Riggio, Tan, & Conger, 2021; Hooij-
berg & Watkins, 2021).

However, various leadership researchers argued that the concept of leadership
is still poorly understood (Dinh et al., 2014; Riggio, 2018) and the prediction of
others that our understanding of leadership will change fundamentally has be-
come true today (Lord, Day, Zaccaro, Avolio, & Eagly, 2017).

Today, leadership research focuses more on team-based leadership concepts,
dealing with the new requirements of new work and agile organizations (Lee,
2021; Salas, Dinh, & Reyes, 2019; van Knippenberg, 2017).

1.1. Basis for This Study—A Critical Realist View on the
Leadership Phenomena

In a previous conceptual study, the author as a critical realist researcher investi-
gated the causal mechanisms of leadership in general and how they work, ex-
ploring whether they had been activated and under what conditions (Krauter,
2020). A main argument of critical realism is the so called epistemic fallacy
(Bhaskar, 2013) which means that the ontology of leadership cannot be reduced
to epistemology, because experience of leadership alone is uncertain about the
“real” reality and human perception of leadership is biased, fallible and influ-
enced by theory-laden thoughts (Varaki & Earl, 2005). Causality in this sense, try
to explain how and why the phenomena of leadership occur (Wynn & Williams,
2012) and not to predict it, because of its unique context and the general open-
ness of social systems such as organizations (Bygstad & Munkvold, 2011; Dan-
ermark, 2002; Sayer, 2000: p. 14).

Krauter (2020) argued that leadership could be best understood as the interac-
tion between the mechanism of power, along with human agency and collabora-
tive agency, within specific structural and contextual conditions.

Based on this conceptual study (Krauter, 2020), a key question remains: what
is the empirical evidence about the interaction between power, human agency

and collaborative agency as mechanisms explaining team-based leadership and
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how they work? To answer the key question, it is necessary to identify measur-
able variables for the main categories power, human agency, collaborative agency
and team-based leadership.

The purpose of this study is to identify such measurable variables and investi-

gate the interplay between them.

1.2. Structure of the Study

This study consists of the following sections: literature review, research hypo-
theses and hypothesized path model, method, results and discussion. The lite-
rature review discusses existing research that deals with the investigated phe-
nomena of team-based leadership. The section research hypotheses and hy-
pothesized path model provides a quantitative oriented conceptual framework
for hypothesis testing to gain a better understanding of the underlying mechan-
isms of team-based leadership. The method section presents the research me-
thodology in detail and the result section presents the outcome of the data anal-
ysis. The final section of discussion provides the data final interpretation, the
contribution to theory and the managerial implications derived from this study.
It acknowledges the research limitations and suggests future research considera-

tions.

2. Literature Review

The next section provides a brief narrative literature review of the applied con-
cepts of leadership, power bases, human agency, collaborative agency, the me-
diating concept of teamwork processes and the outcome variables team task
performance as well as team contextual performance, for a better understanding

of a team-based leadership framework.

2.1. Leadership—The Move from Hierarchy to Team-Based

Among many other definitions (Rost, 1991) leadership can be defined as “a process
whereby an individual influences a group of individuals to achieve a common
goal” (Northouse, 2015: p. 10). In the earlier context of hierarchical organizations,
transformational leadership is an empirically tested and well-known leadership
style (Northouse, 2015) and consists of the following dimensions: 1) idealized
influence (charisma), 2) inspiration, 3) intellectual stimulation, and 4) individu-
alized consideration with the aim to move teammates beyond self-interests
(Bernard M. Bass, 1999; Bernard M. Bass & Avolio, 1993). However, transforma-
tional leadership has several critical disadvantages regarding current require-
ments and Yukl and Mahsud (2010: p. 83) argued that transformational leader-
ship “..fails to capture the complexity of leadership processes in modern or-
ganizations.” Anticipating the modern organizations requirements Zaccaro,
Rittman, and Marks (2001) stated that as numerous organizations change from a
traditional hierarchical organization to a more team-based one, team processes

have a progressively vital influence on leadership and organizational effective-
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ness (Zaccaro et al., 2001). Team-based Leadership is grounded on tolerance, the
allowance of divergent views and constructive criticism. It rigorously creates and
maintains a culture for debating ideas and builds a platform of creativity. It is a
leadership concept in which the decision-making processes are decentralized
and shared by all teammates (de Cruz, 2019; Pearce & Manz, 2005).

2.2. Power Bases

Leadership researchers have proposed an intrinsic interrelation between power
and leadership (Janda, 1960; Ross, Matteson, & Exposito, 2014; Zogjani & Llaci,
2014). In this study, power will be represented by the concept of social power
bases developed by French, Raven, and Cartwright (1959). This concept is
mainly built on social power theory and therefore defines power as the potential
ability (potentiality for inducing forces) of person A to have an influence on
person B within a particular context (French, Raven, & Cartwright, 1959; French
Jr, 1956; Graumann, 1986). French and Raven’s taxonomy consists of the lead-
er’s ability to influence others’ behaviour, based on the hierarchical position (le-
gitimate power), by supporting them to achieve what they want (reward power),
by the use of punishment or threat (coercive power), through the extent of
her/his knowledge, experience and skills (expert power) and, because of their
admiration, respect or identification with the leader (referent power) (French,
Raven, & Cartwright, 1959). Advancing the French and Raven taxonomy, Yukl
and Falbe (1991) added three sources of power (information, persuasiveness and
charisma) and divided all eight sources of power into two categories. Position
power contains the legitimate, reward, coercive, information power sources and
personal power consists of expert, referent, persuasive and, charisma power
(Yukl & Falbe, 1991). They argue that the possession of information other
people need to do their work (information power) has been discussed in the
theoretical literature over a long period of time, but empirical research seems to
be rare, except for the work of Pettigrew (1972); (Yukl & Falbe, 1991). The other
two power sources are persuasiveness and charisma. There is evidence that ra-
tional persuasion is related to managerial effectiveness (Yukl & Falbe, 1991) re-
garding its purpose to be a key influence technique (Kipnis, Schmidt, & Wilkin-
son, 1980). Charisma, as the perception by others to be amazing and trustworthy
to lead a team successfully, has a long history in leadership research (House,
1977).

The responsibility of the leader for the consequences of intentionally acting
or not acting, evaluated by the criterion of morality, is a main link between
power and human agency (Hayward & Lukes, 2008). Within the concept of lea-
dership-as-practice, power and collaborative agency are also interdependent
(Raelin, 2020).

2.3. Leadership Self-Efficacy Representing Human Agency

According to Bandura (2006) human agency has four properties: 1) the inten-
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tional property including planning strategies and actions; 2) the forethought
property consisting of goal orientation and future anticipation; 3) property of
self-reactiveness with the purpose of acting and behavioural regulation; 4) the
self-reflectiveness property including self-awareness regarding own self-efficacy
(Bandura, 2006). Bandura (1982) states the significance of self-efficacy mechan-
ism in human agency because in empirical studies it could be shown that the
higher the level of induced self-efficacy, the higher the performance achieve-
ments and the lower the emotional excitement. Other studies identified a wide
explanatory power of perceived self-efficacy in supporting changes in coping
behaviour regarding physiological stress reactions, hopelessness, failure expe-
riences, and resignation (Bandura, 1982, 2018).

Leadership self-efficacy has been recognized as the key cognitive factor regu-
lating leader performance in a complex and volatile environment (McCormick,
2001). For example, in high change contexts, self-efficacy emerged as a more
outstanding and instrumental resource leading to positive reactions (Bayraktar
& Jiménez, 2020). Also, reliable evidence shows the positive relation between a)
leadership self-efficacy and leaders’ individual performance and their teams’
collective efficacy and performance (Paglis, 2010), b) creative self-efficacy and
power distance orientation (Rauniyar, Ding, & Rauniyar, 2017), c) leadership
self-efficacy positively moderates the relationships between autocratic leadership
and team reflexivity (Lin, Liu, Joe, Chen, & Tsai, 2022), d) empowering leader-
ship styles significantly relates to job performance through self-efficacy (Widianto,
2021), e) collective (team) efficacy as a significant mediator between leadership
self-efficacy and group performance (Dwyer, 2019). Bandura (1977) perceived
self-efficacy as people’s beliefs in their capabilities to produce given attainments
and is the most pervasive among the mechanisms of agency. Evidence shows
that a high level of agency in the form of intentionally exerting positive influence
as well as confidence is necessary for effective leadership (Hannah, Avolio, Lu-
thans, & Harms, 2008) and that self-efficacy is the most powerful self-regulatory
mechanism in affecting behaviours (Bobbio & Manganelli, 2009). In contrast,
exaggerated self-efficacy could lead to a specific kind of overconfidence with the
effect that a leader fails (Ho, Huang, Lin, & Yen, 2016; Loeb, 2016; Moores &
Chang, 2009).

Leadership Self-Efficacy (LSE) can be defined as a specific form of efficacy be-
liefs related to leadership behaviours and so it deals with individual self-efficacy
beliefs to successfully accomplish leadership role in groups (Bobbio & Manganelli,
2009). For Bobbio and Manganelli (2009), the concept of leadership self-efficacy is
built on six sub-dimensions: 1) starting and leading change processes in groups,
2) choosing effective followers and delegating responsibilities, 3) managing in-
terpersonal relationships within the group, 4) showing self-awareness and self-
confidence, 5) motivating people, 6) gaining consensus of group members. Si-
milarly, leadership self-efficacy was investigated in a military context with the

presence of perceived threat to life. The result showed that it was supported by
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leader self-control efficacy (to maintain cognitive and emotional control) and
leader assertiveness efficacy (the ability to make immediate and correct decisions
in leading others) (Bergman, Gustafsson-Sendén, & Berntson, 2021; Bergman,
Sendén, & Berntson, 2019).

2.4. Collaboration Representing Collaborative Agency

Collaborative agency is a phenomenon of togetherness for the advancement of a
creative meeting as an “horizon of possibility” in which teammates work to-
wards a joint goal (Lemos, 2017; Miettinen, 2010, 2013; Van Oers & Hanniki-
nen, 2001). Leadership can be associated with an agentic process using collabo-
ration and teamwork processes (Hennessy, 2020; Murray, 2017; Nykénen, 2019;
Raelin, 2016; Simpson, 2016). This agentic process is based on intersubjectivity,
which describes a process of sharing emotional, volitional, intentional and cog-
nitive states between teammates (Crossley, 1996; Zlatev, Racine, Sinha, & Itko-
nen, 2008) with the purpose of building a ‘we-centric’ shared space (Gallese,
2003).

Collaborative agency can be measured by the concept of collaboration (Kuziemsky
& Cornett, 2013; Raelin, 2016). Therefore, Thomson, Perry, and Miller (2009) de-
fined collaboration as a multidimensional, variable construct constituted by five
key dimensions: 1) governance 2) administration that has a structural nature, 3)
mutuality 4) norms that can be categorized as social capital dimensions 5) orga-
nizational autonomy that involves the agency perspective (Thomson et al.,
2009). In particular, collaboration is a common effort concerning a team-goal,
whether the teammates feel happy with this goal or have reason to achieve it
(Briggs, Kolfschoten, de Vreede, & Douglas, 2006). Lai (2011) pointed out that
collaboration is the “mutual engagement of participants in a coordinated effort
to solve a problem together”, and it is categorized by interdependence, shared
goals, a high degree of negotiation, interactivity, and symmetry of structure. Si-
milarly, Henneman, Lee, and Cohen (1995) outlined that collaboration demands
that co-workers contribute actively to a shared goal, take responsibility for re-
sults and show themselves as team-members. Collaboration is interrelated with
teamwork processes (Disch, 2012; Driskell, Salas, & Driskell, 2018; Tseng, Ku,
Wang, & Sun, 2009). The study of Tseng et al. (2009) shows, that collaboration
factors can explain 63% of the variance in online teamwork processes satisfac-

tion.

2.5. Teamwork Processes Representing Collaboration Agency

Teamwork processes are defined as a set of phases with people working together
to achieve something beyond the capabilities of individuals working alone (Marks,
Mathieu, & Zaccaro, 2001). Such activities within teamwork processes can be di-
vided into three phases and ten sub-processes.

The transition phase describes a period of time when teams focus on evalua-

tion and/or planning activities to guide their achievement of a team goal. Sub-
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processes of the transition phase are 1) mission analysis, 2) goal specification 3)
strategy formulation (Marks et al., 2001). Within the action phase, teams handle
activities leading directly to goal accomplishment using the following sub-
processes: 4) monitoring progress toward goals, 5) systems monitoring, 6) team
monitoring and backup responses, 7) coordination activities. Finally, the sub-
dimensions of (8) conflict management, 9) motivating/confidence building, 10)
affect management, represent the phase of interpersonal processes which are
expected to appear during transition and action phases at different times with
various issues (Marks et al., 2001). Similarly, Salas, Shuffler, Thayer, Bedwell,
and Lazzara (2015) have circumscribed teamwork processes as a configuration of
dynamic, adaptive, and episodic processes that incorporate shared behaviours
(i.e., what teammates do), cognitions (i.e., what teammates think or know) and,
attitudes (i.e., what teammates feel or believe) while they interact toward a shared
goal (Salas et al., 2015). Salas et al. (2015) outlined that teamwork processes seem
to be a necessary condition for effective team performance as they explain how

tasks and objectives have to be accomplished within a specific team context.

2.6. Team Performance Representing the Outcome of Team-Based
Leadership

Team performance is an emergent phenomenon as a result of an aim-directed
process whereby teammates apply shared resources to show taskwork and team-
work processes to create outcomes (Klein & Kozlowski, 2000; Stagl et al., 2007).
Various researchers have identified team performance as bi-dimensional, con-
ceptualized by task performance and conceptual performance (Morgan Jr, Salas,
& Glickman, 1993; Morgeson, Reider, & Campion, 2005). This distinction has

been used in this study for empirical measurement.

2.6.1. Team Task Performance

Task performance consists of actions that are properly known as part of the task,
maintenance of the organization’s technical core, and directly impacting organi-
zational goal achievement (Morgeson et al., 2005). In this study, team task per-
formance is theorized by group task performance (Conger, Kanungo, & Menon,
2000) measured by five items with an acceptable Cronbach’s alpha level (ranging
from 0.70 to 0.95) of 0.85 as an index of reliability (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011).
Regarding the impact of task performance on organizational goal accomplish-
ment such as productivity (Bass, 1982; Darisipudi, 2006; Steiner, 1972; Zawawi &
Nasurdin, 2020), a second source for item creation was the concept of organiza-
tional performance expressed by a reverse articulation of “Productivity of em-
ployees is much lower than industry average” (Hassan Nasir, 2021; Hernaus,
Skerlavaj, & Dimovski, 2008).

2.6.2. Team Contextual Performance
Jetfrey A. LePine, Hanson, Borman, and Motowidlo (2000) suggest that contex-

tual performance as a behaviour that improves the social, organizational, and
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psychological environment is related to teamwork processes (Jeffrey A. LePine et
al., 2000). It takes into account a variety of facilitating and cooperating elements
of organizational citizenship behaviour (Jeffrey A. LePine, Erez, & Johnson,
2002; Organ, 1997; Podsakoff, Ahearne, & MacKenzie, 1997) and prosocial or-
ganizational behaviour (Brief & Motowidlo, 1986) to build an environment which
maintains the organization’s technical core (Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994).
Similar to the conception of Motowidlo and Van Scotter (1994), in this study
team contextual performance is created from three perspectives 1) commitment
(Christian, Garza, & Slaughter, 2011; Vandenberghe, Bentein, & Stinglhamber,
2004), 2) engagement/OCB (Christian et al., 2011), 3) absenteeism (Reilly &
Aronson, 2009).

Team performance is significantly affected by leadership (Yangchun, 2014;
Zaccaro & Klimoski, 2002; Zaccaro et al., 2001). The impact of leadership to ef-
fective team performance relies on the extent to which team leaders help mem-
bers achieve a common goal, where team-effort achieves more than the sum of
the particular abilities of each teammate (Zaccaro et al., 2001). Similarly, Day,
Gronn, and Salas (2004) show evidence of leadership as a contribution to team

performance (Day et al., 2004).

2.7. Summary

In sum, it can be argued that the identified variables personal and positional
power bases (power), leadership self-efficacy (human agency), collaboration and
teamwork-processes (collaboration) as well as team task performance and team
contextual performance (team performance) are able to represent the main cat-
egories power, human agency, collaborative agency and team performance of the
conceptual framework (Krauter, 2020). On this basis research hypotheses and a

hypothesized path model can be designed.

3. Research Hypotheses and Hypothesized Path Model

On the fundament of the mentioned team-based leadership framework, a path
analytic model is presented, as outlined in Figure 1. In this model, position
power affects personal power and leadership self-efficacy influences position
power, personal power, as well as collaboration. Furthermore, personal power,
position power, and leadership self-efficacy are afterwards connected to two
perceptual outcome variables: team task performance and team contextual per-
formance. Additionally, leadership self-efficacy and collaboration are linked to
teamwork processes. Two mediation hypotheses were included to test teamwork
processes as a mediator regarding the relations between leadership self-efficacy
and team task performance, as well as team contextual performance. The aim of
this was to better understand the underlying processes. Hereby, the relation be-
tween self-efficacy and teamwork processes is mediated by collaboration. Con-
trol variables 1) age, 2) gender 3) leadership experience were included in the path

analytic model, but to maintain a better overview they not represented in the
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Personal Power Performance

Leadership Self-
Efficacy

Collaboration

Team Task

H2

Position Power Team

Contextual H11

Performance

Teamwork

Source: the author.

Figure 1. Hypothesized research model without control variables.

hypothesized research model.

Correspondingly, the hypotheses H1 to H13 are justified as follows:

3.1. H1: Personal Power -> Team Task Performance

Strong empirical evidence shows that the application of personal power is the
most effective regarding performance. For example, Podsakoff and Schriescheim
(1985) argued that personal power (expert and referent power) are positively
connected to teammate performance. Similarly, in earlier research, Student (1968)
found that referent power and expert power were both related to production
performance. Rational persuasion as a dimension of personal power is associated
with managerial effectiveness (Yukl & Falbe, 1991) regarding its purpose to be a
key influence technique (Kipnis et al., 1980). Also, Tost, Gino, and Larrick
(2013) stated that the psychological effect of power (personal power) on leaders’
behaviour can affect team performance in a negative way as verbal dominance
and diminishing communication deteriorate team performance (Cummings,
2017; Tost et al., 2013). Or it can also affect it in a positive way when personal
power is labelled with high organizational effectiveness, which should improve
valuable teammate outcomes (Haller, Fischer, & Frey, 2018). In contrast, the of-
fered studies might be criticized as they do not all explicitly discuss the relation
between personal power and team task performance. Some investigated the rela-
tion regarding performance and outcome in a more general way (Nikoloski,
2015; Reiley & Jacobs, 2019; Wageman & Mannix, 1998). However, it can be ar-
gued that the study findings supporting the hypothesis within the long time
frame of investigations (see (Student, 1968)) and coming from different perspec-
tives and contexts show strong empirical evidence. Thus, the following hypothe-

sis can be formulated: H1: The higher the level of personal power, the higher the
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level of Team Task Performance.

3.2. H2: Position Power -> Personal Power

As shown in Table 1 a different kind of relation between the dimensions of posi-
tional power and the dimensions of personal power can be identified in various
studies.

However, the identified relations are diverse and inconsistent. For example,
the study of Munduate and Dorado (1998) is contextualized on organizational
change and the occurrence of reward power is connected with application of ex-
pert power. Other studies have identified the relation between the strength of
reward and coercive power bases and expert and legitimate power bases, but do
not answer precisely whether the relation is a positive or negative one (Carson et
al., 1993; Gaski, 1986; Rahim & Psenicka, 1996; Rahim, 2009). In contrast, the
study of Aguinis et al. (1994) proved that coercive power reduces referent power
and coercive and reward power negatively affect expert power. Regarding these
findings, Lunenburg (2012) proposed that expert power itself can be the basis of
legitimate power, which shows the multifaceted interrelations between the posi-
tional power and personal power. It might be argued similarly to Lunenburg
(2012: p. 1) that “Sometimes leaders use the sources of power together in varying
combinations depending on the situation.” But, this assumption should be ad-
vanced by the circumstance that the usage of different power bases in particular
situations also depends on the cross-cultural context of leaders and teammates,
as shown by Mittal and Elias (2016).

Regarding the categorization of power in soft and harsh power, based on Ra-

ven (1992) taxonomy, they argue that soft power (similar to personal power)

Table 1. Relation between the dimensions of positional power and the dimensions of
personal power.

Positional Relation Personal Source

power power

reward affect the strength of Expert (Carson, Carson, & Roe, 1993;
coercive legitimate Gaski, 1986; Rahim & Psenicka,

1996; Rahim, 2009)

reward positively associated referent  (Munduate & Dorado, 1998)
(together with
expert power)

coercive reduce referent (Aguinis, Nesler, Quigley, &
power Tedeschi, 1994)

coercive reduce expert (Aguinis et al., 1994)
reward
Legitimate are likely to have (reverse) expert (Lunenburg, 2012)

(people accept expertise as
a basis for authority)

DOI: 10.4236/0jl.2022.112010

155 Open Journal of Leadership


https://doi.org/10.4236/ojl.2022.112010

J. Krauter

seems to be more often activated in cultural contexts that have a collectivist,
long-term view, but low on uncertainty avoidance and power distance. Con-
versely, harsh power (similar to positional power) seems to be more likely to be
activated in cultures that are short-term oriented, tight, and high in power dis-
tance (Dirik & Eryilmaz, 2018; Mittal & Elias, 2016).

In summary, the expected influence of positional power on personal power is
not fully supported by the existing study results. It can be argued that when
leaders have a high level of reward power, it has a positive impact on expert and
referent power. However, when leaders show a high level of coercive power this
can reduce expert and referent power levels. Both relations might be influenced
by multifaceted interrelations and cross-cultural context dependency. Overall, it
can therefore be hypothesised as follows: H2: The higher the level of position
power, the higher the level of personal power.

3.3. H3: Leadership Self-Efficacy -> Personal Power

One study provided evidence that leaders with high self-efficacy are more likely
to use personal power, such as expert, informational, and referent power, when
carrying out their role (Lyons & Murphy, 1994), others referenced this source in
similar contexts (Yost, Conrad, Watkins, Parr, & Gordon, 2019). Investigating
the sub-dimension of leadership self-efficacy regarding the relation to personal
power, there are studies indicating the hypothesized relationship. For example,
Demont (2017) proposed that female leaders’ self-awareness as a sub-dimension
of leadership self-efficacy increased social power overall, but is most strongly
correlated with information power (positional power) (Demont, 2017).

Studying the context of new team-leaders’ role perception by teammates, Sau-
er (2011) argued that for new team-leaders within a high-status leader role might
be better off relying on their personal power, because teammates perceive them
as more effective applying a participative style mediated by self-confidence (a
part of leadership self-efficacy). Low-status leaders can improve their level of
personal power by drawing on whatever positional power they hold and are
viewed as more effective, when they use a directive leadership style. This is be-
cause a perception of “taking charge” can outweigh the low-status role level at
the beginning (Sauer, 2011). Hereby, self-confidence embodies the new leader’s
degree of perceived likelihood of success in exercising power (Cartwright, 1965;
McClelland, 1985; Sauer, 2011). Teammates view leaders’ self-confidence as a
signal of self-efficacy, demonstrating willingness to show leadership responsibili-
ties (Gist & Mitchell, 1992). Based on the study result, Sauer (2011) argued that
teammates will respond more positively to leaders’ effectiveness if they merely
perceive the leader to be self-confident, whether the leader truly feels self-confi-
dent or is motivated to apply power. The basis of this assumption lies on the
findings of Mowday (1979), theorizing that self-confidence is a vital factor of
power motivation predicting leaders’ willingness to practice power in decision

situations, and self-awareness (also a part of leadership self-efficacy) supports
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new leader to understand the current status of the leader role and choosing fit-
ting leadership behaviours (Atwater & Yammarino, 1992; Sauer, 2011).
Arguably, the leader role and its perception or expectation by teammates are
relevant conditional factors for the hypothesized relationship between leadership
self-efficacy and personal power. Thus, the following hypothesis can be formu-
lated: H3: The higher the level of leadership self-efficacy, the higher the level of

personal power.

3.4. H4: Position Power -> Team Contextual Performance

The current state of research claims that the lower the level of position power,
the higher the level of team contextual performance (Podsakoff & Schriescheim,
1985; Reiley & Jacobs, 2019; Vigoda-Gadot, 2007). In contrast, the findings of
the correlation analysis applied by Dirik and Eryilmaz (2018) show evidence that
there is a synchronized increase of contextual performance along with percep-
tions of leaders’ positional power bases, in the case of a cultural context that is
tight, short-term oriented and high in power distance and uncertainty avoidance
(Dirik & Eryilmaz, 2018; Mittal & Elias, 2016). Such cultural contexts can be
found in Turkey and South Korea with the result that the teammates accept and
like the positional power bases of their leaders (Dirik & Eryilmaz, 2018). There-
fore, the following hypothesis can be made: H4: The lower the level of position

power, the higher the level of team contextual performance.

3.5. H5: Leadership Self-Efficacy -> Collaboration

Empirical findings from Pendley (2021) show that there is a strong positive rela-
tion between school social workers’ leadership self-efficacy and the perceived
interdisciplinary collaboration. It may be argued that a social worker with en-
larged self-efficacy is placed to provide aspects of transformational leadership
within the context of interdisciplinary collaboration (Bobbio & Manganelli, 2009;
Ng, Ang, & Chan, 2008). Other research results confirm that teacher self-efficacy is
positively associated with collaboration (Sehgal, Nambudiri, & Mishra, 2017).
Chiocchio, Lebel, and Dubé (2016) found out that for effective collaboration to
happen, it is necessary for teammates to believe in their ability to provide what
others need to perform their job well (a part of leadership self-efficacy). Hereby,
informational role self-efficacy predicts proactive collaboration behaviours by
common goals, coordination and intra-team trust (Chiocchio et al., 2016). Suc-
cessful scientific collaborations depend on strong leaders with a high level of
self-awareness (a part of leadership self-efficacy) (Bennett & Gadlin, 2012). Simi-
larly, Keogh and Sonenberg (2006) argued that leaders need to have a high level of
self-awareness regarding their own role and responsibilities and be aware of their
relationships with others in the team with the aim to work in a self-organized col-
laborative team to deal well with critical incidents, such as a bush-fire. Con-
nected to the relation between leadership self-efficacy and collaboration, Hoyt,
Murphy, Halverson, & Watson (2003), Murphy, Reichard, & Johnson (2008)
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showed that leadership self-efficacy can lead to increased collective self-efficacy
of followers as a basis of collaboration. Collective self-efficacy can affect team
goal setting, team effort, and team performance (Bandura, 1998, 2000). Similarly,
Salanova, Rodriguez-Sanchez, Schaufeli, and Cifre (2014) showed within an em-
pirical study of teams that collective efficacy beliefs predict collective flow over
time. Overall, the following hypothesis can be stated: H5: The higher the level of
leadership self-efficacy, the higher the level of collaboration.

3.6. H6: Leadership Self-Efficacy -> Team Task Performance

In general, there is evidence that self-efficacy positively influences task perform-
ance (Avey, Palanski, & Walumbwa, 2011; Bandura & Locke, 2003; Koonce,
2012; Kozlowski, Watola, Jensen, Kim, & Botero, 2009; Krauter, 2020; Locke &
Latham, 2006). In particular, studies propose that leadership self-efficacy is posi-
tively related to performance indicators (Dwyer, 2019; Katz-Navon & Erez, 2005;
Lev & Koslowsky, 2009; Paglis, 2010). Iroegbu (2015) reported that self-efficacy
is significantly and positively correlated with task performance. Various other
studies demonstrated that self-efficacy improves performance within several or-
ganizational contexts (Gist & Mitchell, 1992). Similarly, Lennings (1994) pro-
poses that self-efficacy predicts individual behaviour (performance) across situa-
tions and Eden and Zuk (1995: p. 629) stated that self-efficacy is the ability to ef-
fect “...requisite performances in achievement situations”. Also, Eden (1992)
argued that leadership can enhance self-efficacy which leads to increased per-
formance. Regarding team task performance, a meta-analysis showed that self-
efficacy as a function of self-beliefs to accomplish a task can lead to increased
performance and productivity (Cherian & Jacob, 2013). Overall, the following
can therefore be hypothesised: H6: The higher the level of leadership self-effi-

cacy, the higher the level of team task performance.

3.7. H7: Leadership Self-Efficacy -> Team Contextual Performance

Various research results have a distinct assumption that self-efficacy is signifi-
cantly and positively correlated with contextual performance (Bhatti, Alshagawi,
& Juhari, 2018; Iroegbu, 2015; Kappagoda, 2018). Other study results offer a
different picture that self-efficacy seems to be more closely correlated with
task than with contextual performance (Jawahar, Meurs, Ferris, & Hochwarter,
2008). However, the following hypothesis H7 can be outlined: H7: The higher
the level of leadership self-efficacy, the higher the level of team contextual per-

formance.

3.8. H8: Leadership Self-Efficacy -> Teamwork Processes

Various study results support the positive relation between leadership self-efficacy
and teamwork processes (B = 0.631 with p = 0.001) (Darma, 2021; Khan, Shah-
zad, Karim, & Amin, 2015). Anderson, Krajewski, Goffin, and Jackson (2008)
stated that managers with high leadership self-efficacy trusted in their ability to
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deliver guidance; they developed a sense of teamwork processes. Self-efficacy is
valid to support the functioning of management teams (De Jong, Bouhuys, &
Barnhoorn, 1999). Overall, the following can therefore be hypothesised: H8: The
higher the level of leadership self-efficacy, the higher the level of teamwork

processes.

3.9. H9: Collaboration -> Teamwork Processes

The positive relation between collaboration and teamwork processes can be in-
dicated by various study results. Hereby, collaboration (Kabanoff & O’Brien, 1979;
Lai, 2011) positively influences teamwork processes as codependent acts based on
cognitive and behavioural patterns to achieve collective goals (Chiocchio, Grenier,
O’Neill, Savaria, & Willms, 2012; Driskell et al., 2018; Marks et al., 2001). In-
ter-professional collaboration seems to be a good way to influence working to-
gether within multiple settings in different ways (Reeves, Xyrichis, & Zwarenstein,
2018; Schot, Tummers, & Noordegraaf, 2020). Collaborative communities en-
courage teammates to continually apply their unique talents to team projects and
mobilize their expertise in flexible, highly manageable team-work efforts, because
they become motivated by a collective purpose (Prusak, 2011), as a possible re-
sult of collaborative agency. Conversely, collaborative learning (team learning be-
haviours) as the creation of mutually shared cognition is dependent on inter-
personal context (expression of collaboration) and the engagement of teammates
and does not happen just by pushing people together (Van den Bossche, Gijse-
laers, Segers, & Kirschner, 2006). Thus, the following hypothesis can be formu-
lated: H9: The higher the level of collaboration, the higher the level of teamwork

processes.

3.10. H10: Teamwork Processes -> Team Task Performance

In particular, Jeffery A. LePine, Piccolo, Jackson, Mathieu, and Saul (2008) showed
that teamwork processes are positively associated with team performance in
complex relations. Baker and Salas (1992) also investigated the mutual relations
between teamwork processes and team task performance. Specifically, team-level
emotional processes and skills are positively related to team task performance
(Troth, Jordan, Lawrence, & Tse, 2012). In a more general view, Hoegl and Par-
boteeah (2003) showed that the quality of teamwork processes positively influ-
ences the performance of goal setting in team projects whereby goal setting is
directly related to both effectiveness and efficiency (Hoegl & Parboteeah, 2003)
as expressions of team task performance. Teammates demonstrating greater
proficiency of teamwork processes knowledge exhibit greater task proficiency
(Hirschfeld, Jordan, Feild, Giles, & Armenakis, 2006). Jeffery A. LePine et al.
(2008) showed that teamwork processes are positively associated with team per-
formance in complex relations. Overall, the following can therefore be hypothe-
sised: H10: The higher the level of teamwork processes, the higher the level of

team task performance.
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3.11. H11: Teamwork Processes -> Team Contextual Performance

Team contextual performance and teamwork processes seem to be interdepen-
dent by influencing organization’s social and psychological environment with
for example teammates’ helping behaviour and other reflective behaviour (Ahmad
Zawawi, 2020). Hereby, team contextual performance frequently echoes team-
work processes properties such cooperation, communication, team values, adapta-
bility, and coordination (Ahmad Zawawi, 2020; McIntyre & Salas, 1995). Con-
versely, teams expressing a high level of contextual performance behaviours, might
be able to optimize their capability for teamwork processes (Jeffrey A. LePine et
al., 2000). Jeffrey A. LePine et al. (2000) also discussed similarities between con-
textual performance and teamwork processes because both concepts pay atten-
tion to behaviours creating a social and emotional context (Jordan, 2000) re-
gardless of the taskwork. Overall, the following hypothesis can be stated: H11:
The higher the level of teamwork processes, the higher the level of Team Con-

textual Performance.

3.12. H12 and H13: Mediation Hypotheses

Hypotheses H6 and H7 outline the direct effect of leadership self-efficacy to the
outcome variables of team task performance and team contextual performance.
As demonstrated in Figure 1, the hypotheses H10 and H11 cover the direct ef-
fect of teamwork processes to the outcome variables. Therefore, it can be hy-
pothesized that teamwork processes mediate the relationship between leadership
self-efficacy and the outcome variables of team task performance and team con-
textual performance. Hence, to create a mediation hypothesis it is necessary that
all paths of the related variables should be included. Therefore, another media-
tion relation should be taken into consideration. Collaboration might be a me-
diator for the relation between leadership self-efficacy and teamwork processes.

Existing literature provides evidence that both 1) collaboration and 2) team-
work processes are investigated as mediator in relevant contexts of team-based
leadership.

In several studies, collaboration has been investigated as a mediator in a lea-
dership context. For example, Ismail, Kanesan, and Muhammad (2018) found
out that teacher collaboration can be a mediator between the strategic leadership
and teaching quality in schools. Others have identified member collaboration as
the mediator explaining the effect of leader centrality on team performance, as
moderated by team size (Yuan & Van Knippenberg, 2021) and team collabora-
tion mediate the relationship between dispersion and team performance (Anh,
Cruzes, & Conradi, 2012). Li and Hallinger (2015) tested the mediating effect of
collaboration between principal leadership and teacher professional learning in
Hong Kong primary schools.

In general, studies have given evidence to the mediating role of teamwork
processes in various leadership and team-based contexts. Teamwork processes

were identified as a partial mediator of work demands and burnout relationship
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(Mijakoski et al., 2015) and also mediate the effect between service quality im-
provement (education and training) and professionalism at the Makassar Main
Harbourmaster Office (Achmat et al., 2021). Another study proposed the effect
of a no-blame culture on team effectiveness mediated by teamwork processes
(Koolwijk, van Oel, & Gaviria Moreno, 2020).

Based on their work theorizing that cognitive states deliver a fundament for
teamwork processes, Salas, Sims, and Burke (2005) suggested that teamwork
processes mediate between cognitive states and team effectiveness. Hereby the
study findings show that teamwork processes mediate the relationship between
emergent states and team performance (Littlepage & Wertheimer, 2017). Others
found that project managers’ leadership style, teamwork processes, and project
performance are highly correlated and teamwork processes partially mediate the
relationships between leadership style and project performance (Yang & Chen,
2010).

Opverall, the following hypotheses can be stated:

H12: The relation of leadership self-efficacy and teamwork processes is me-
diated by collaboration. Teamwork processes mediates the relationship between
leadership self-efficacy and team contextual performance.

H13: The relation of leadership self-efficacy and teamwork processes is me-
diated by collaboration. Teamwork processes mediates the relationship between

leadership self-efficacy and team task performance.

4. Method

The framework was analyzed through quantitatively analysis. The applied quan-
titative method highlights objective measurements and the statistical analysis of
data collected through focusing on gathering numerical data across groups of
people and to explain a particular phenomenon, here team-based leadership. In
particular, a structural equation modelling (SEM), named covariance-based SEM
technique was applied to test the specific hypotheses based on conceptual frame-
work and estimate the model fit by comparing the covariance structure fit of the
model under study with an appropriate possible fit covariance structure (Byrne,
2013; Gefen, Straub, & Boudreau, 2000).

Data gathering conducted as three differentiated self-administered online
surveys of people in active leader role positions with various level of leadership
experience has been applied: 1) place: Germany with German as a first language,
2) place: United States and United Kingdom with English as a first language and,
3) place: United States and United Kingdom with different ethnicity and English
not as a first language. The aim was to obtain an appropriately large database to
statistically control for possible common-method bias (MacKenzie & Podsakoff,
2012).

4.1. Participants and Procedures

Leaders make up the investigated population and are the unit of analysis for this
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part of the study (Creswell, 1994; Pinsonneault & Kraemer, 1993). Knowledge-
able key informants were people actively working as leaders (leader role and
management experience) within different hierarchical levels of companies em-
bedded in an international environment during the time period of the study
(Eastwood, Jalaludin, & Kemp, 2014; Mitchell, 1994).

This study is a cross-sectional survey conducted as three differentiated self-
administered online surveys. The first survey was conducted via the network
platform, LinkedIn and as a snowball sampling using network data from the
consulting company SYNK GROUP, Germany, to reach German leaders. Two
surveys were conducted via an online platform managed by Prolific Academic
Ltd., focusing on leaders) with English as a first language (survey 2) and English
not as a first language (survey 3). Here, participants were paid a small sum for
their participation via Prolific Academic and provided informed consent.

The introduction to the survey informed all participants about regularities of
data security and that participation in the questionnaire was optional and could
be cancelled at any time.

Studies examining leadership use sample sizes of more than 400 (Lawrence et
al., 2009; Walumbwa, Avolio, Gardner, Wernsing, & Peterson, 2008). Therefore,
this study aimed to yield more than 400 complete questionnaire records of lead-
ers to sufficiently reach the statistical requirements of the proposed testing and
analysis.

In total, 503 participants took part in the survey, in three separate survey ap-
proaches. The first survey was in Germany with German as a first language with
72 participants. The second included 224 leaders in United States and United
Kingdom with English as their first language. The third included 207 partici-
pants from United States and United Kingdom with different ethnicity and Eng-
lish not as a first language. Overall, 401 completed interviews were collected.

Several procedural remedies were applied to reduce the effect of method bias
(MacKenzie & Podsakoff, 2012). For example, the introduction of the survey
ensured that only leaders with the necessary experience (Sohnchen, 2009) par-
ticipated. This increased the likelihood that they would answer the questions
accurately.

The same source bias might be a relevant aspect in this study as the data for
dependent and independent variables was measured at the same time, when it
might be preferable to gather data at different times (MacKenzie & Podsakoff,
2012; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). However, this option was
not applicable as the selection of a single source approach was appropriate for
this research topic due to the limited time table and the constraints of the re-
sources (Sohnchen, 2009). The structure of the survey ensured that the depend-
ent variable and the independent variables were answered in two separate parts.

Furthermore, measurement bias was reduced by the application of different
Likert scales, such as 7, and 11 point scales with different semantic interpreta-
tions (Podsakoff et al., 2003).
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One limitation of self-administered online surveys can be sampling bias, as
gathering data from a particular population via online questionnaires does not
always yield a representative sample (Birnbaum, 2004). However, the online
survey provides an opportunity for people who have access to the internet to
reach a wide range of participants and so reduces lack of representativeness
(Evans & Mathur, 2005; Scholl, Mulders, & Drent, 2002).

Table 2 shows data for the study sample on three socio-demographic charac-
teristics; sex, age, education level, and four role-specific characteristics; duration
of leadership experience, hierarchical leadership level, area of responsibility, and

manager-to-employee ratio.

Table 2. Socio-demographic and role-specific characteristics of the study sample.

All
Socio-demographic Attributes Frequency Percent
characteristics
Sex female 184 45.89%
male 215 53.62%
NA 2 0.50%
total 401 100.00%
Age <30 160 39.90%
31-40 152 37.91%
41-50 53 13.22%
51-60 31 7.73%
>60 5 1.25%
total 401 100.00%
Education PhD/Dr 11 2.74%
Master 105 26.18%
Bachelor 139 34.66%
Diploma 34 8.48%
Magister 11 2.74%
High-school degree and Certificate of 88 21.95%
general qualification for university entrance
others 13 3.24%
total 401 100.00%
Leaders’ length of < 1year 56 13.97%
experience 1-3 years 153 38.15%
04. Mai 85 21.20%
06. Okt 53 13.22%
> 10 53 13.22%
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Continued
NA NA 1 0.25%
total 401 100.00%
Hierarchical Top Management 45 11.22%
leadership level Middle Management 147 36.66%
Head of a specialist department 40 9.98%
Team Leader 142 35.41%
Leading of agile teams (temporary leader 27 6.73%
tasks)
total 401 100.00%
Area of Responsibility Organisation 75 18.70%
Business Area 81 20.20%
Team 219 54.61%
Parts of an agile team 26 6.48%
total 401 100.00%
Manager-to-employee < 5 131 32.67%
ratio 05. Okt 153 38.15%
Nov 20 61 15.21%
21-50 31 7.73%
>50 13 3.24%
NA 12 2.99%
total 401 100.00%

The sample for this study appears to be overrepresented in the male leader
category with 53.62% in comparison to 45.89% female. The majority of the lead-
ers appear to be representative of under the age of 40 with 77.81%. 13.22% of the
participants were aged between 41 - 60 and 1.25% were over 60. Academics ap-
pear to be overrepresented in the sample for this study with 71.81%. The bache-
lor degree level has a high representation of 34.66% and the master degree
demonstrates 26.18% of the sample and PhD degree with 2.74%.

52.12% of the leaders identified their duration of leadership experience as less
than 3 years and 13.22% as more than 10 years. Furthermore, the sample repre-
sents all hierarchical levels from top management with 11.2% to team leaders
with 35.41%. The highest score could be identified by the middle management
category with 36.66%. 6.73% of the participants were leading agile teams. The
sample of the study appears to represent all areas of responsibility, organisa-
tional level (18.9%), business area level (20.20%), and 52.61% of the leaders were
responsible for the team level. 6.48% of the leaders were part of an agile team.
The manager-to-employee ratio shows that 32.67% of leaders lead less than 5
followers and 38.15% lead 5 to 10 followers. 15.21% lead 10 to 20 teammates and
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around 11% more than 21 employees.

4.2. Measures

Table 3 shows the selected independent and dependent variables as well as the
mediation variable as the main categories regarding the hypothesized research

model and the control variables as a system category of the research model.

Table 3. Overview of all integrated variables in the hypothesized research model.

Main category Type of variable Variable

Power Bases independent Personal power

Power Pases independent Positional power
Human Agency independent Leadership self-efficacy
Collaborative Agency independent Collaboration
Team-based Leadership performance dependent Team task performance
Team-based Leadership performance dependent Team contextual performance
Collaborative Agency mediator Teamwork processes
system control Age

system control Gender

system control Leadership experience

4.2.1. Independent Variables

1) Power bases

Power as potential effect derived from position power or personal power was
measured by the newly developed questionnaire from Yukl and Falbe (1991)
with eight power scales and usually four items in each scale. Four scales meas-
ured position power: a) authority (legitimate), b) control over punishments
(coercive), ¢) control over rewards (reward), d) control over information (In-
formation). Four scales measured personal power a) expertise (expert), b) per-
suasiveness, c) likeability (referent), and d) charisma. This scale consists of items
representing the French, Raven, and Cartwright (1959) social power bases and
items of three added power sources such as persuasiveness, information power
and charisma developed from Yukl and Falbe (1991).

Position power was measured with 9 items (e.g., “I have the authority to give
others tasks or assignments”, “I can make things difficult for others, and they
want to avoid getting me angry” and, “I have information others need to do their
work effectively”). Personal power was measured with 10 items (e.g., “I have the
experience and knowledge to earn other’s respect”, “I have the ability to use
facts and logic to present a persuasive case” and, “I am very charismatic”). Re-
garding the composite scales, the alpha coefficients were 0.89 and 0.88 for posi-
tion power, and 0.92 and 0.91 for personal power. The results show that internal

consistency for the composite scales was very high (Yukl & Falbe, 1991).
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2) Leadership Self-Efficacy

17 Items (e.g. “I am able to set a new direction for a group, if the one currently
taken doesn’t seem correct to me”, “I am sure I can communicate with others,
going straight to the heart of the matter”, and “I am able to motivate and give
opportunities to any group member in the exercise of his/her tasks or func-
tions”) of the 21 items multidimensional LSE scale developed by Bobbio and
Manganelli (2009) were applied to measure leadership self-efficacy. The reliabil-
ity of the whole scale (21 items) was p = 0.91. The reliability of the six dimen-
sions was calculated with p coefficients (Bagozzi, 1994: p. 324). Four items were
excluded, because their meaning was unclear (e.g., “As a leader, I am usually able
to affirm my beliefs and values”, “I would be able to delegate the task of accom-
plishing specific goals to other group members”). The six dimensions articulated
self-efficacy beliefs about leader’s competency of: a) starting and leading change
processes in teams; b) choosing effective followers and delegating responsibili-
ties; ¢) building and managing interpersonal relationships within the teams; d)
showing self-awareness and self-confidence; e) motivating people; f) gaining
consensus of teammates (Bobbio & Manganelli, 2009). Items were scored on a
11-point scale, ranging from 1 (do not apply at all) to 11 (do apply to all).

3) Collaboration

The measurement of collaboration is based on the study of Thomson et al.
(2009) conceptualizing and measuring collaboration in the context of organiza-
tions. Thomson et al. (2009: p. 3) emphasizes that “collaboration is a multidi-
mensional, variable construct composed of five key dimensions, two of which
are structural in nature (governance and administration), two of which are social
capital dimensions (mutuality and norms), and one of which involves agency
(organizational autonomy).”

The estimate for each of the 17 items structured within the five key dimen-
sions is statistically highly significant. The applied measurement method (po-
lychronic correlation matrix with lambda (I) parameter) is equivalent to the
standardized estimates, which serve as validity coefficients. The applied standar-
dized estimate measurement is equivalent to the Pearson correlation, thus the R2
value for the equation, which measures the reliability of the indicator, is related
to the lambda (1) estimate. 14 of the 17 original variables, have a standardized
lambda (1) coefficients of.75 or greater and the majority (11) have coefficients of
0.80 - 0.95. Three remaining indicators with lower standardized lambda (1) coef-
ficients (0.66 - 0.67) have been retained in the model, because of its theoretical
relevance.

However, 10 items (e.g., “I brainstorm with others to develop solutions to mis-
sion-related problems facing the collaboration?”, “Others accomplish what is ne-
cessary for the collaboration to function well?” and, “My tasks in the collaboration
are well coordinated with those of others?”) of the 14 qualified items were used to
measure collaboration in the team context in this study. Phrasing of the items was
changed slightly in an effort to fit best to the team context. Items were rated on a

11-point scale, ranging from 1 (do not apply at all) to 11 (do apply at all).
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4.2.2. Dependent Variables

1) Team Task Performance

In this study team task performance is theorized by group task performance
(Conger et al., 2000) measured by five items (e.g. “My team has high work per-
formance.”, “Most of tasks in my team are accomplished quickly and efficiently.”
and, “My team always achieves a high standard of task accomplishment”) with
an acceptable Cronbach’s alpha level (ranging from 0.70 to 0.95) of 0.85 as an
index of reliability (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). Regarding the impact of task
performance on organizational goal accomplishment such as productivity (Bass,
1982; Darisipudi, 2006; Steiner, 1972; Zawawi & Nasurdin, 2020), a second source
for item creation was the concept of organizational performance expressed by a
reverse articulation of “Productivity of employees is much lower than industry
average” (Hassan Nasir, 2021; Hernaus et al., 2008). Items were scored on a
11-point scale, ranging from 1 (not apply at all) to 11 (fully apply) and Cron-
bach’s alpha was 0.91.

2) Team Contextual Performance

Similar to the conception of Motowidlo and Van Scotter (1994), in this study
team contextual performance is created from three perspectives a) commitment
(Christian et al., 2011; Vandenberghe et al., 2004), b) engagement/OCB (Christian
et al,, 2011) and, absenteeism (Reilly & Aronson, 2009). Committed and engaged
teammates going an extra mile for performing a specific task (Frese, Kring,
Soose & Zempel, 1996) to achieve their organizational success (Gebauer, Low-
man & Gordon 2008) and they show a higher level of motivation and optimistic
behaviour about their work goals (Sarangi & Srivastava, 2012).

Reilly and Aronson (2009) reported that Carmeli, Shalom, and Weisberg (2007)
found evidence for the effect that teammates who were supported in their or-
ganization show low absenteeism. In contrast, a poor workplace environment
has the effect of decreasing teammate performance such as following organiza-
tion rules and increasing absenteeism (Kahya, 2007). This is supported by em-
pirical evidence that classified absenteeism as a measure of contextual perfor-
mance (Hattrup, O’Connell, & Wingate, 1998).

Three items from among three extant performance scales were selected to
capture the full range of team contextual performance. Two items a) representing
commitment (“Team employees do feel special commitment to the organiza-
tion.”) b) standing for engagement/OCB (“Team employees are prepared to go
an extra mile for the company”) derived from Christian et al. (2011); Vanden-
berghe et al. (2004). One item (“Absenteeism regarding health issues in my team
is low”) derived from Reilly and Aronson (2009). The phrasing of the items was
changed slightly in an effort to fit best to team performance aspects. Items were
rated on 11-point scale, ranging from 1 (1 = not apply at all) to 11 (fully apply)
and Cronbach’s alpha was 0.76.

4.2.3. Mediator Variable
Teamwork processes contains the teammates’ interdependent actions that con-
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vert inputs to results throughout cognitive, verbal, and behavioural activities di-
rected toward managing team tasks (Marks et al., 2001). Mathieu, Luciano,
D’Innocenzo, Klock, and LePine (2020) tested empirically Marks et al.’s 10 item
model applying a CFA model, with the result of acceptable fit. All items loaded
on their latent factors significantly (>0.59, p < 0.001) (Mathieu et al., 2020).
Furthermore, the study outcome delivered evidence that the 10-item version (1
item per first-order dimension) fits Marks et al. (2001) three-dimensional high-
er-order framework and shows evidence for discriminant validity versus a meas-
ure of team empowerment (Kirkman & Rosen, 1999; Mathieu et al., 2020).

The 10-item version with 1 item per first-order dimension developed by
Marks et al. (2001) was used to measure teamwork processes (e.g. “We, in the
team, make sure that everyone in the team has clearly understood the goals.”,
“We, as a team, help each other when help is needed.” or, “We, in the team,
maintain a balanced emotional mood.”). Items were rated on 11-point scale,
ranging from 1 (1 = do not apply at all) to 11 (do apply to all) and Cronbach’s
alpha was.93.

Two types of indirect effects were estimated: particular indirect effects, which
are the results of a supposed related factor on an outcome that are mediated by a
specific mediator (Bollen & Stine, 1990) and total indirect effects, which are the
effect of the summation of all particular indirect effects by which the related
factor influences the outcome. To investigate the indirect and total indirect ef-
fects regarding statistical significance, bootstrapping with 1,000 bootstraps (Hayes,
2009) was applied.

4.2.4. Control Variables

Age, gender and leadership experience (tenure) have been used as control va-
riables in leadership research (Bernerth, Cole, Taylor, & Walker, 2018) to im-
prove the validity and plausibility of the hypotheses of this study (Atinc, Sim-
mering, & Kroll, 2012; Bernerth & Aguinis, 2016; Bernerth et al., 2018; Pearl,
2003).

The responses of age were measured with 5 categories (< 30, 31 - 40, 41 - 50,
51 - 60, > 60). It was represented as 4 dummy variables with an age below 30
years as the reference category. Likewise, leadership experience was measured
with 4 categories (< 4, 4 - 5 years, 6 - 10 years, > 10 years), resulting in 3 dummy

variables with an experience below 4 years being the reference.

4.3. Analytical Procedures

A structural equation modelling (SEM), in particular a covariance-based SEM
technique was applied to estimate the model fit by comparing the covariance
structure fit of the model under study with an appropriate possible fit covariance
structure (Byrne, 2013; Gefen et al., 2000). This means to investigate how well
the data fits with the proposed model and how well the conceptual framework is
supported by the gathered sample data (Schumacher & Lomax, 1996). Various

fit indices were developed to estimate the model fit (Hooper, Coughlan, &
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Mullen, 2008). The absolute fit indices are one of the best indications of how
well an a priori model fits the sample data (Joreskog & Sérbom, 1993; McDonald
& Ho, 2002). The chi-square test and the root mean square error of approxima-
tion (RMSEA) (Hooper et al., 2008), and the comparative fit index (CFI) (Bentler,
1990) were selected for this study.

SEM is substantiated on a computed variance-covariance matrix (Schumacher
& Lomax, 1996). The covariance indices show the value of influence between
two variables and its direction (positive or negative). For a better comparison
it is useful to standardise the covariance indices to get the correlation value
(Schumacher & Lomax, 1996). Table 4 shows the correlation matrix of all in-
cluded, dependent and independent variables (excluded control variables) and
the estimated significance.

The result of the correlation matrix review shows that the dependent variables
of team task performance and team contextual performance are positively cor-
related with all independent variables. Teamwork processes as the mediating
variable is also positively correlated with all independent variables, with a weak-
ening at the correlation with positional power with a low effect size of 0.10 and a
significancy level of 5%.

To interpret the correlation coefficient it is useful to apply the guidelines of
Cohen (1988: p. 79). The effect size of a correlation coefficient > 0.10 is weak, >0.30
moderate and >0.50 is strong.

Positional power base overall demonstrates a weak effect size (0.10 - 0.22) re-
garding the correlations with the other variables, except the moderate effect size
of.37 with personal power. Leadership self-efficacy indicates a moderate or strong
effect size (0.43 - 0.79) with the other variables, except with positional power base
of 0.22. The strongest correlations exist between leadership self-efficacy and
teamwork processes with 0.79, leadership self-efficacy and collaboration with
0.71, and collaboration and teamwork processes with 0.67. Also, a strong effect
size of correlation show the relation between leadership self-efficacy and per-
sonal power base with 0.66, leadership self-efficacy and team task performance

with 0.61, and personal power base and teamwork processes with 0.51. Moderate

Table 4. Correlation matrix of dependent and independent variables and the estimated significance.

Mean SD (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

1) Personal power base 5.81 0.70

2) Positional power base 4.62 1.05  0.37***

3) Leadership self-efficacy 9.07 1.07  0.66*** 0.22%**

4) Collaboration 8.25 1.02  0.46%** 0.15%* 0.71%+*

5) Team task performance 8.26 1.12 0.48%%% 0.14%% 0.61%%* (0.49%**

6) Team contextual performance 7.76 1.54  0.27*%%% 0.21%%*% 0.43%%% (.35%%* (.59%**

7) Teamwork processes 9.15 121 0.51%%  0.10% 0.79%** 0.67*** 0.65%** 0.52***

Note. *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, **p < 0.001.
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effect size shows personal power base and team task performance with 0.48,
personal power base and collaboration with 0.46, and leadership self-efficacy and
team contextual performance with 0.43.

Table 5 outlines the estimated fit indices of the SEM test for the proposed
model according to the reporting requirements (Weiber & Miihlhaus, 2014).

The overall model fit is acceptable as all fit indices show acceptable fit values
according to the required acceptable scale for good as well as adequate fit. The
RMSEA with 0.000 is lower than the acceptable value of 0.05 and the RMSEA
confidence interval of 90% is 0.000 - 0.058. The ratio of x*/df is with 0.868
smaller than 2 and indicates a good model fit and the “x* exact fit test” is with
0.54 higher than 0.05 and also accepts the SEM model as “fitting”. The SRMR
with 0.009 is less than 0.08 and indicates a good fit. The comparative fit index
CFI with 1.0 is greater than 0.95 is defined as a good fit to make sure that any
mis specified models are not accepted.

After evaluating the model fit, the next step was the analysis of the SEM re-
sults and the test of the proposed hypotheses, as outlined in the next section.

The analysis of the SEM results consists of the r-squared value (R?) analysis to
describe the amount of variation from the independent variables of personal
power and collaboration, the dependent variables of team task performance and
team contextual performance as well as the mediating variable of teamwork
processes. All hypotheses were tested regarding their plausibility and judgement
of the statistical parameters (Boomsma, 2000; Hooper et al., 2008; Kline, 2005).

Figure 2 presents the proposed SEM model with the estimated standardised
regression coefficients regarding the hypothesised paths’ links. Significant paths
are identified with stars (significance levels: ***0.001, **0.01, and *0.05 levels) or
with “n.s.” if there was no significance estimated.

The arrows above the dependent variables stand for the ‘error’ term in SEM
models, which includes estimating errors and the determined influence of other
possible factors not in the model.

The r-squared value (R?) describes the amount of variation explained by the

model produced and its evaluation with the recommended acceptable range of

Table 5. Overview of the SEM test output, fit indices, and desired level of fit.

Level of Model Fit

Overall Model Fit

Model Fit Model Comparison

Inference Statistical Fit-Indices

Incremental

Descriptive absolute Fit-Indi
escriptive absolute Fit-Indices Fit Indices

Fit Measures

RMSEA RMSE‘A confidence 2 (@) probability o‘f occurrence (o, o CFL
interval (not rejected)
Acceptable Scale for Good
. <0.05 0.000 - <0.08 <2 >0.05 <0.08 =>0.95
as well as Adequate Fit
CI 90%: 6.946 (8
Composed Model Fit 0.000 . N (8) 0.54 0.009 1.0
(0.000 bis 0.058) 0.868
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pd

Personal Power Team Task Performance
(R2=.508) (R2= .469)

0,160***

0,588*** 0,291***

0,425%**

Position Power 0,137%%* Team Contextual

Performance
l (R2=.337)

Leadership Self-
Efficacy

0,700%** 0,630%** Teamwork
(R2=.653)

Collaboration

(R?=.517)

Source: the author.

Figure 2. Proposed structural equation model.

r-squared = 0.67 as substantial, 20.33 as moderate, and 20.19 as weak (Weiber &
Miihlhaus, 2014). The R, values of Team Task Performance 0.469, Teamwork
processes 0.653, Collaboration 0.517 and Personal power 0.508 are validated
with a moderate explanatory power and for Team Contextual Power 0.337 with a
moderate explanatory power.

The results of the tested hypotheses are presented in the next section.

5. Results
5.1. Descriptive Statistics

The requirement of multi-normality for SEM is a conventional assumption
(Mardia, 1985; Weiber & Miihlhaus, 2014). However, non-normal data is a
common problem in research practice (Bentler & Yuan, 1999; Steinmetz, 2015;
Weiber & Miihlhaus, 2014). Evaluating the data, it can be identified as probably
non-normal distributed samples. Therefore, Yuan and Bentler’s correction was
applied to handle the aspect of a non-normal distributed sample (Bentler &
Yuan, 1999; Steinmetz, 2015).

5.2. Hypotheses Testing

The standard rule to evaluate whether certain parameters (i.e., path coefficient)
deviate significantly from zero is by dividing the path coefficient by its standard
error. The resulting quantity is a z-value, when “under the” null hypothesis of a
zero effect in the population is evaluated, by inspecting its probability by means
of a standard normal distribution. Consequently, path coefficients with associ-

ated z-values greater than or equal to 1.96 have a lower probability of 5% for
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randomness and are thus conventionally treated as significantly different from
zero (Chin, 1998).

5.2.1. Direct Effects—Testing the Research Hypotheses
Table 6 shows the result of all the tested direct effects denoted in the hypotheses.
The table outlines the hypothesised path, e.g., HI, its relation, e.g., personal
power base > team task performance and its estimated indices such as B as the
non-standardised regression coefficient, SE as the standard error, C.R. as the
critical ratio (z-value), p-value as the significance level, and b as the standardised
correlation with its different significance levels described with stars (***0.001,
**0.01, and *0.05 level), and its conclusion based on the hypotheses’ test (not
supported or supported). Hypotheses were accepted as “supported” if the previ-
ously mentioned C.R. value is >1.96, the p-value < 0.05, and the direction of the
correlation (positive or negative) is as expected.

The results of the hypotheses test of each hypothesis were discussed within the

findings of the literature review.

5.2.2. Mediation Effect—Testing the Research Hypotheses

Each of the mediated effects characterizes the sum of various particular indirect
effects that run across a specific mediator. So, the relevant coefficient for esti-
mating the mediator hypotheses is the tota/ indirect effect. For evaluating the
hypothesized mediator effects the total indirect effects (B) and their boot-
strapped confidence intervals (CI95 [lower, upper]) are presented. Due to the
fact that the confidence interval did not contain zero, the study result shows an

overall significant mediating function of teamwork processes between leadership

Table 6. Overview of the direct effects of the hypotheses.

Hypo-theses Path B SE C(I.;::if:)e p-value b Conclusion
H1 personal power base > team task performance 0.258 0.0734  3.498 0.000  0.159*** supported
H2 position power base > personal power base 0.193 0.029  6.673 0.000  0.291*** supported
H3 leadership self-efficacy > personal power base 0.379 0.027  14.256 0.000  0.588*** supported

H4 position power base > team contextual performance  0.203 0.062 3.267 0.000  0.137*** Not supported

H5 leadership self-efficacy > collaboration 0.662 0.035  19.084 0.000  0.700*** supported

Hé6 leadership self-efficacy > team task performance 0.165 0.079 2.095 0.036 0.158* supported

H7 leadership self-efficacy > team contextual performance —0.017 0.114  —0.149 0.882 —0.012 n.s. Not supported

HS8 leadership self-efficacy > teamwork processes 0.710 0.054 13.161 0.000  0.630*** supported

H9 collaboration > teamwork processes 0.271 0.060 4.512 0.000  0.227*** supported

H10 teamwork processes > team contextual performance 0.668 0.094 7.102 0.000  0.668*** supported

HI11 teamwork processes > team task performance 0.395 0.060 6.526 0.000  0.425%** supported

Note: Significant at different levels: Note. *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001, n.s. = not significant, B = not standardised regression

coefficient, SE = standard error, C.R. (z-value) = critical ratio, b = standardised correlation.

DOI: 10.4236/0jl.2022.112010

172 Open Journal of Leadership


https://doi.org/10.4236/ojl.2022.112010

J. Krauter

self-efficacy and team contextual performance (B = 0.594, Chs [0.42, 0.769]),
supporting H12, as well as with team task performance (B = 0.351, Cks [0.239,
0.464]), supporting H13.

5.2.3. Control Variables—Testing the Effect of Control Variables

The control variables of age, gender and leadership experience (tenure) were in-
tegrated as independent variables in the SEM Model and the relation of all other
independent and dependent in the SEM Model was tested. Having done so, the
results show that age, gender and leadership experience (tenure) have no signif-
icant effect with the other independent and dependent variables considered in
the proposed model, excepted the four mentioned paths shown in Table 7. How-
ever, only the relations between gender and personal power base with a stan-
dardised correlation of 0.124* and leadership experience between 6 to 10 years
and team contextual performance with a standardised correlation of —0.127*

show a weak effect.

6. Discussion

Arguably, the research question “What is the empirical evidence about the in-
teraction between power, human agency and collaborative agency as mecha-
nisms explaining team-based leadership and how they work?” can be answered
as follows: empirical evidence shows that the team-based leadership conceptual
framework is mostly confirmed.

In particular, the most relevant findings of this study are as listed below.

1) Remarkably, leadership self-efficacy was identified as the key mechanism of
leadership emergence with the significant relations to the independent variables
personal power (b = 0.588, p < 0.001) possibly affected by Jeader role perception
or expectation by teammates, collaboration (b = 0.700, p < 0.001), teamwork
processes (b = 0.630, p < 0.001, the dependent variable team task performance (b
=0.158, p < 0.05), excepted the not significant direct effect with team contextual
performance.

2) Contrary to expectations, the key role of power regarding the occurrence of

Table 7. Significant effects of control variables.

C.R. Value

Path B SE (z-value) p-value b
gender > personal power base 0.172  0.055 3.134 0.002  0.124**
Age_41_50 -> team task performance —0.288 0.149 -1.968 0.049 -0.087*
gender > team contextual performance -0.296 0.138 -2.15 0.032  —0.095*

Leadership_experience_6_10 years >
-0.586 0.231 -2.539 0.011 -0.127*
team contextual performance

Note: Significant at different levels: Note. *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001, n.s. = not
significant, B = not standardised regression coefficient, SE = standard error, C.R. (z-value) =
critical ratio, b = standardised correlation.
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leadership could not be confirmed by the empirical data. However, it could be
shown that personal power is closely related to team task performance (b =
0.159, p < 0.001) expressing a weak effect size (Cohen, 1988). Position power is
highly significant related with team contextual performance (b = 0.137, p <
0.001) also demonstrating a weak effect size. This effect might be influenced by
the intentional usage of organizational politics and/or narcissists personal cha-
racteristics. Hereby, position power is significantly correlated with personal
power (b = 0.291, p < 0.001), possibly affected by cross-cultural context depen-
dency.

3) Empirical data of this study shows that teamwork processes (team proc-
esses) have a significant effect on the outcome variables of team task perform-
ance (b = 0.425, p < 0.001) and team contextual performance (b = 0.522, p <
0.001). Also, the expected mediating role of teamwork processes (team proc-
esses) between leadership self-efficacy and team task performance (B = 0.351,
Chs [0.239, 0.464]), and team contextual performance (B = 0.594, Cks [0.42,
0.769]) could be confirmed as a partial mediation.

4) The results of the current study provide empirical evidence that collabora-
tion is greatly influenced by leadership self-efficacy (b = 0.700, p < 0.001), whilst
collaboration itself has little effect on teamwork processes (b = 0.277, p < 0.001).
Furthermore, this study indicates a possible mediating role of collaboration be-
tween leadership self-efficacy and teamwork processes, which was not separately
tested, although this path was integrated in the mediating analysis of teamwork
processes.

5) Explaining the hypothesis rejections, it can be stated that a) the effect of the
partial mediation H12 influences the direct effect of the path between leadership
self-efficacy and team contextual performance H7, and b) the interplay of vari-
ous factors such as cross-cultural context dependency, organizational politics or
narcissists personal characteristics might affect the direct effect of position pow-

er on team contextual performance H4.

6.1. Team-Based Leadership Framework

6.1.1. Leadership Self-Efficacy

To the best of our knowledge, this study is the first to demonstrate that leader-
ship self-efficacy is a key mechanism which influences the occurrence of team-
based leadership by various parameters. Firstly, leadership self-efficacy positively
affects personal power by dealing with individual self-efficacy beliefs to success-
fully accomplish the leadership role in teams (Bobbio & Manganelli, 2009) and
fulfill one’s own and others’ expectations (Biddle, 1986; Stryker & Burke, 2000;
Turner, 1978). Teammates with a high level of self-efficacy are more likely to
apply personal power, such as expert, informational, and referent power, when
carrying out their leader role (Lyons & Murphy, 1994; Yost et al., 2019). Fur-
thermore, leaders perceived by teammates in a high-status leader role rely main-
ly on their personal power, because others judge them as more effective me-
diated by self-confidence Sauer (2011). Low-status leaders improve their level of
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personal power by applying a directive leadership style within a specific posi-
tional power role, because others judge them as “taking charge” (Sauer, 2011). In
contrast, exaggerated self-efficacy can lead to overconfidence (Ho et al., 2016;
Loeb, 2016; Moores & Chang, 2009), over-optimism determined by unrealistic
expectations (Shepperd, Pogge, & Howell, 2016) or destructive and toxic behav-
iour (Kaiser, LeBreton, & Hogan, 2015; Padilla, Hogan, & Kaiser, 2007).

Moreover, existing research supports the positive relation between leadership
self-efficacy and collaboration (Pendley, 2021) as well as with teamwork processes
(Darma, 2021; Khan et al., 2015). Finally, the relation between leadership self-
efficacy and the outcome variables of team task performance and team contex-
tual performance seems to be ambiguous. Existing research proposed that self-
efficacy is positively correlated with contextual performance (Bhatti et al., 2018;
Iroegbu, 2015; Kappagoda, 2018) and also with task performance (Iroegbu, 2015).
However, the best explanation of this relationship in this study seems to be the
partial mediation effect of teamwork processes, because current evidence indi-
cates a mediation role of teamwork processes in performance contexts (Littlepage
& Wertheimer, 2017; Salas et al., 2005; Yang & Chen, 2010).

6.1.2. Power Bases
The study result that power is not the key mechanism of leadership, was a sur-
prise, because a huge amount of research has proposed an intrinsic interrelation
between power and leadership (Janda, 1960; Ross et al., 2014; Zogjani & Llaci,
2014). To clarify, Podsakoff and Schriescheim (1985) and Student (1968) argued
that the usage of personal power is the most effective regarding performance.
However, power (personal and positional) significantly influences the outcome
variables of team task performance and team contextual performance.
Nevertheless, this result can be interpreted in different ways, because the ex-
isting literature outlines various factors affecting the level of power. Firstly, posi-
tional power and personal power are interrelated and context dependent (see
Table cc) (Carson et al., 1993; Gaski, 1986; Munduate & Dorado, 1998; Rahim &
Psenicka, 1996) in a way that “...sometimes leaders use the sources of power to-
gether in varying combinations depending on the situation Lunenburg (2012: p.
1). Secondly, the application of power can be cross-culturally dependent in that
soft power (similar to personal power) seems to be more often activated in cul-
tural contexts that are collectivist with a long-term view, but low on uncertainty
avoidance and power distance (Mittal & Elias, 2016; Raven, 1992). Conversely,
Dirik and Eryilmaz (2018) proposed that a synchronized increase of contextual
performance along with perceptions of leaders’ positional power bases, in the
case of a cultural context that is tight, short-term oriented and high in power
distance and uncertainty avoidance. However, a cumulation of a particular cul-
tural background in the data cannot be confirmed, because the participants’
cultural background was diverse. Finally, leaders’ application of both personal
and positional power is related to lower levels of contextual performance when

teammates perceive a high level of organizational politics (Dirik & Eryilmaz,
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2018; Ferris & Kacmar, 1992) or they experience a behavioural pattern of nar-
cissism regarding positioning authority to maintain a deep-seated grandiose image
of the leader role (Asad & Sadler-Smith, 2020; Judge, LePine, & Rich, 2006; Ne-
vicka, Baas, & Ten Velden, 2016). It might be supposed, that the participants of
this study do not use or perceive a high level of organizational politics and/or

they have less narcissistic characteristics.

6.1.3. Teamwork Processes

As expected, the empirical data of this study shows that teamwork processes play
a highly important role regarding the occurrence of team-based leadership. Ex-
isting research supports the assumption that teamwork processes are positively
associated with team performance (Jeffery A. LePine et al., 2008), especially with
team task performance (Baker & Salas, 1992). Team contextual performance
regularly resonances with teamwork processes, such as cooperation, communi-
cation, and coordination (Ahmad Zawawi, 2020; Mclntyre & Salas, 1995) and
teams with a high level of contextual performance are able to improve their team-
work processes (Jeffrey A. LePine et al., 2000). Moreover, existing research also
identified teamwork processes as mediators in various team related contexts re-
garding performance indicators (Koolwijk et al., 2020; Littlepage & Wertheimer,
2017; Salas et al., 2005; Yang & Chen, 2010). Therefore, the empirically deter-
mined mediating role of teamwork processes between leadership self-efficacy

and team task performance and team contextual performance is valid.

6.1.4. Collaboration

The understanding of collaboration in this study consists of dimensions such
as governance/administration and mutuality/norms, as well as organizational
autonomy (Thomson et al., 2009). This should be distinct from the concept of
teamwork processes described as teammates’ interdependent acts that produce
intentional outcomes using cognitive, verbal, and behavioural activities di-
rected toward managing team tasks (Marks et al., 2001). This differentiation
supports a better understanding of how collaboration can positively influence
teamwork processes, because it stands for an underlying willingness of mutual
engagement of teammates to work simultaneously within specific teamwork
processes to reach common goals (Chiocchio et al., 2012; Driskell et al., 2018;
Marks et al., 2001). Therefore, collaboration is the basis for the successful ap-
plication of teamwork processes. Furthermore, it should be taken into account
that collaboration might also be a mediator between leadership self-efficacy
and teamwork processes. However, this mediation has not been tested sepa-

rately in this study.

6.2. Contribution to Theory

This study empirically validated theoretical hypothesises regarding the underly-
ing mechanisms (Krauter, 2020) of team-based leadership (Zaccaro et al., 2001)
and extended empirical findings (Marks et al., 2001) related to leadership self-
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efficacy, power, collaboration, teamwork processes and their influence on team
performance indicators. Even though research in team-based leadership shapes
the future of agile organizations (Day et al., 2021; Hooijberg & Watkins, 2021),
research in this context is largely lacking (Dinh et al., 2014; Lord et al., 2017;
R191Riggio, 2018). This study also sheds light on the previously unknown
structural and contextual conditions: 1) cross-cultural dependency, 2) leader role
perception and expectation, 3) organizational politics, and 4) negative personal-
ity aspects such as narcissism under which team-based leadership can occur. The
findings of this study advance the understanding of the underlying mechanisms
(leadership self-efficacy, power, collaboration, teamwork processes) and their

interrelations.

6.3. Practical Implication

The results of this study inform teams that the more they increase their leader-
ship self-efficacy and the better they manage their positional and personal power
bases and improve their efficiency of teamwork processes, the greater their team
task performance and team contextual performance can be. It recommends that
specific leadership development programmes should integrate existing structural
and contextual conditions in organizations and their environment to frame
leadership events and orchestrate the relevant mechanisms. In this way, useful
and intentional leadership behaviour can arise with the aim to increase team

performance.

6.4. On Limitations and Future Research Directions

This study has various limitations which mainly lie in common biases. However,
these biases were taken into account regarding the design of the study and dur-
ing the implementation. Self-report measures and ratings by leaders of the inde-
pendent variables such as leadership self-efficacy, power bases, collaboration and
teamwork processes and outcome variables such as team task performance and
team contextual performance might be influenced by common method bias/
same source bias. This is because the data was measured at the same time, when
it might be preferable to gather data at different times and sources (MacKenzie
& Podsakoff, 2012; Podsakoff et al., 2003). However, these biases were controlled
by several aspects: 1) using SEM Model investigating and eliminating con-
founding effects (Conway & Lance, 2010; Podsakoff & Organ, 1986); 2) the
structure of the survey which guaranteed that the dependent variables and the
independent variables were answered in two separate parts by offering a time lag
via a short relaxation task and declaring different circumstances (Sohnchen,
2009; Tehseen, Ramayah, & Sajilan, 2017); and 3) only persons in active leader
role positions with various level of leadership experience participated in three
separated surveys with a) German as first language, b) United States and United
Kingdom with English as a first language and, c) United States and United
Kingdom with different ethnicity and English not as a first language (MacKenzie
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& Podsakoff, 2012). Measurement bias was reduced by the application of differ-
ent Likert scales, such as 7, and 11 point scales with different semantic interpre-
tations (Podsakoff et al., 2003) and a representative sample (Birnbaum, 2004)
was assured by the application of an online survey providing the opportunity to
reach a wide range of participants (Evans & Mathur, 2005; Scholl, Mulders, &
Drent, 2002).

Today, leadership definitions include interrelated social interactions and
feedback processes between leaders, followers and the environment (Bass &
Bass, 2009; Northouse, 2015). Such definitions infer that the concepts and va-
riables referred to leader role and follower role can influence each other in vari-
ous ways (Russell, 2003; Uhl-Bien, 2021). This can cause a simultaneity bias
which leads to endogeneity (Giintner, Klonek, Lehmann-Willenbrock, & Kauf-
feld, 2020) with the result of biased estimations, incorrect assumptions about
theory as well as invalid advices for practice (Angrist & Pischke, 2008). In this
study, self-report of people in leader roles was used for data selection. Therefore
the risk of simultaneity bias was possible. Specifically, the data selection for the
independent variable teamwork processes and the dependent variables of team
task performance and team contextual performance could be biased by self-
report, because the focus lies on team phenomena. However, it can be argued
that this risk was reduced as the context of measurement was not the usual un-
derstanding of hierarchical leadership (Bass & Bass, 2009; Northouse, 2015). In-
stead the focus lies on team-based leadership with a heterarchical organization
of roles in teams. This means that the relation (hierarchy, power, influence) of
the classical leader and follower role could be evaluated differently, resulting in a
lower level of simultaneity bias. Arguably, the recommendation of Giintner et al.
(2020) that leaders should acknowledge that their own behaviour is not inde-
pendent from what their followers are doing with the aim to be aware of the si-
multaneity bias, was already integrated in the concept of team-based leadership
in this study. So, it can be suggested, that the simultaneity bias has been con-
trolled by the study design.

A future study should use a longitudinal approach with the aim to get data
regarding the same variables from various times as well as integrating several
data sources, e.g., assessment from followers, peers, and other stakeholders. A
follow-up study should aim to test different cause-effect models within a com-
parative test of different structural equation models. This parsimonious approach
could reduce complexity and could improve the model fit. The findings of this
study show that there is potential for future research into the new concept of
team-based leadership. Further empirical confirmation of the findings could

support theoretical and managerial implications.
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