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Summary 

In this dissertation, the reciprocal relationship between shared leadership and 

trust on different levels of an organization (top-management to team members) is inves-

tigated in two studies. Furthermore, the focus are antecedents and boundary conditions 

(empowering leadership, vision communication, voice, feedback seeking and perceives 

team support) that may shape this relationship. 

In study 1, the relationship of organizational trust on shared leadership was ex-

amined using a sample of 23 top-managers and 73 mid-level managers from 23 organi-

zations. Incorporating the trickle-down effect and social exchange theory, the indirect 

relationship of organizational trust on shared leadership via empowering leadership of 

the mid-level managers was analyzed. Furthermore, it was investigated whether this 

indirect relationship is positively moderated by top-management's vision communica-

tion in the first stage. The results were obtained from a multilevel analysis and conclud-

ed that organizational trust has a direct significant positive influence on empowering 

leadership. The mediation hypothesis (organizational trust via empowering leadership 

on shared leadership) was also significantly positive. Meanwhile, moderated mediation 

through vision communication could not be confirmed. Thus, research could be extend-

ed regarding the emergence of team’s shared leadership by mid-level managers attitude 

towards the organization (i.e., trust) and their resulting leadership style (i.e., empower-

ing leadership). 

Study 2 focused on the indirect relationship between team voice and team trust 

from the team leader's perspective. Here, shared leadership acted as a mediator of this 

relationship and feedback seeking from the team leader as the first stage moderator and 

perceived team support from the team leader's perspective as the second stage modera-
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tor. This model was embedded in social exchange theory and followership theory. The 

sample was 43 team leaders and 125 team members who were surveyed at two meas-

urement time points. Results were obtained using a structural equation model. There 

was a significant positive relationship between voice of the team and shared leadership. 

Both the mediation hypothesis (voice of the team via shared leadership of the team on 

team trust of the team leader) and the moderations by feedback seeking of the team 

leader and perceived team support of the team leader, including indirect effects in the 

overall model, could not be confirmed. Through this study, the research regarding the 

emergence and interaction of shared leadership and trust, including the influence of an-

tecedences and boundary conditions, could be expanded under the consideration of the 

team level. Also, an extended view on the followership theory is given. 

In summary, this dissertation provides a broader view of the relationship be-

tween shared leadership and trust including its antecedents and boundary conditions on 

different levels of an organization by incorporating different statistical and methodolog-

ical approaches. 
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Zusammenfassung 

In dieser Dissertation wird die reziproke Beziehung zwischen shared leadership 

und trust auf verschiedenen Ebenen einer Organisation (Top-Management bis Team-

mitglieder) in zwei Studien untersucht. Darüber hinaus liegt der Schwerpunkt auf den 

Antezedenzien und boundary conditions (empowering leadership, vision communicati-

on, voice, feedback seeking und perceived team support), die diese Beziehung beein-

flussen können. 

In Studie 1 wurde die Beziehung zwischen organizational trust und shared lea-

dership anhand einer Stichprobe von 23 Top-Managern und 73 Managern der mittleren 

Ebene aus 23 Unternehmen untersucht. Unter Einbeziehung des Trickle-Down-Effekts 

und der Theorie des sozialen Austauschs wurde die indirekte Beziehung zwischen orga-

nizational trust und shared leadership über empowering leadership aus Sicht der mittle-

ren Führungskräfte analysiert. Darüber hinaus wurde untersucht, ob diese indirekte Be-

ziehung durch vision communication des Top-Managements in der ersten Phase positiv 

moderiert wird. Die Ergebnisse einer mehrstufigen Analyse ergaben, dass organizatio-

nal trust einen direkten, signifikant positiven Einfluss auf empowering leadership hat. 

Die Vermittlungshypothese (organizational trust über empowering leadership auf shared 

leadership) war ebenfalls signifikant positiv. Die moderierte Mediation durch vision 

communication des Top-Managements konnte hingegen nicht bestätigt werden. Somit 

könnte die Forschung hinsichtlich der Entstehung von shared leadership durch die Ein-

stellung von Führungskräften der mittleren Ebene gegenüber der Organisation (orga-

nizational trust) und dem daraus resultierenden Führungsstil (empowering leadership) 

erweitert werden. 
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Studie 2 konzentrierte sich auf die indirekte Beziehung zwischen voice des 

Teams und team trust aus der Perspektive des Teamleiters. Hier wirkte shared lea-

dership als Vermittler dieser Beziehung und die feedback seeking durch den Teamleiter 

als Moderator der ersten Stufe und die perceived team support aus der Sicht des Team-

leiters als Moderator der zweiten Stufe. Dieses Modell war eingebettet in die Theorie 

des sozialen Austauschs und die Followership Theorie. Die Stichprobe bestand aus 43 

Führungskräften und 125 Teammitgliedern, die zu zwei Messzeitpunkten befragt wur-

den. Die Ergebnisse wurden mithilfe eines Strukturgleichungsmodell ermittelt. Es be-

stand ein signifikanter positiver Zusammenhang zwischen voice des Teams und shared 

leadership. Sowohl die Mediationshypothese (voice des Teams über shared leadership 

des Teams auf team trust des Teamleiters) als auch die Moderationen durch Ffeedback 

seeking des Teamleiters und perceived team support des Teamleiters einschließlich indi-

rekter Effekte im Gesamtmodell konnten nicht bestätigt werden. Durch diese Studie 

konnte die Forschung zur Entstehung und Interaktion von shared leadership und team 

trust, einschließlich des Einflusses von Antezedenzien und boundary conditions, unter 

Berücksichtigung der Teamebene erweitert werden. Außerdem wird ein erweiterter 

Blick auf die Followership-Theorie geworfen. 

Zusammenfassend lässt sich sagen, dass diese Dissertation durch die Einbezie-

hung verschiedener statistischer und methodischer Ansätze einen breiteren Blick auf die 

Beziehung zwischen geteilter Führung und Vertrauen einschließlich ihrer Antezedenzi-

en und boundary conditions auf verschiedenen Ebenen einer Organisation ermöglicht. 
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1 Introduction 

In the current time and recent past, a change in the work context is emerging. 

Drivers of this include the Covid-19 pandemic and the new way of thinking of the 

younger generations (Bapuji et al., 2020; Supatn, 2020). In the process, organizational 

structures, leadership styles, and work location and time models are rethought and made 

more flexible (Klasmeier & Rowold, 2020; Parker et. al, 2020). In leadership research, 

this is resulting in a change from hierarchical leadership styles to a leadership style at 

eye level. In the focus is the shared leadership approach (Zhu et al., 2018). In this ap-

proach, the tasks and responsibilities of leaders and team members are distributed equal-

ly among the entire team, including the leader, which increases the ability of each indi-

vidual team member to participate and make decisions to achieve goals (Chiu et al., 

2016; Morgeson et al., 2010; Zhu et al., 2018). As a resulting consequence of shared 

leadership, team performance is enhanced, and new organizational cultures can emerge 

(Drescher et al., 2014; Grote, 2012). 

The shared leadership approach is mainly used in start-ups or innovation de-

partments in companies (Fitzsimons, 2016). Especially in the development of new ide-

as, business models or products, a hierarchy is a hindrance and inhibits creativity in the 

team. A shared leadership approach, on the other hand, increases team creativity, the 

ability to innovate and thus enables better results (Ali et al., 2020; Hoch, 2013; Nico-

laides et al., 2014). 

In this context, recent studies view shared leadership and interpersonal trust as a 

reciprocal relationship that positively influences each other (see Bligh et al., 2006; Jong 

et al., 2007; Drescher et al., 2014; Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Klasmeier & Rowold, 2020; 
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Sheng et al., 2010; Wu et al., 2020). The interaction of these two variables results in 

higher productivity and faster goal achievement (Carson et al., 2007). When people 

work together, they need each other's support to accomplish tasks. This dependency 

relationship results in greater cohesion, which is accompanied by trust among each oth-

er (Jong et al., 2007; Sheng et al., 2010). The willingness of individuals to take risks 

increases and there is a greater willingness to open new responsibilities and tasks. This 

promotes a shared leadership style and in turn strengthens trust (Drescher et al., 2014; 

Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Klasmeier & Rowold, 2020; Wu et al., 2020). This can be ob-

served particularly well in successful commercial enterprises. A current example is 

SpaceX, which specializes in building rockets and space missions for NASA, among 

others. It has a high level of trust in its founder (Elon Musk), team members, organiza-

tion, and technology. This trust resulted in a change in the space industry and the begin-

ning of the privatization of this sector. 

Although shared leadership and trust have already been investigated in several 

studies at the individual and team level, there are still questions that remain unanswered 

regarding shared leadership and trust in the team and organizational context, in how 

they emerge and how they are influenced by other variables (antecedents and boundary 

conditions) (Currall & Inkpen, 2002; Fischer et al., 2017; Kukenberger & D'Innocenzo, 

2020; Uhl-Bien et al., 2014; Zhu et al., 2018). The timeliness of these topics is particu-

larly reflected in several recent calls for papers: Pearce et al. (2009) issued in the Jour-

nal of Personnel Psychology a call for research on new forms of management in the area 

of shared and distributed leadership in organizations. One of the focal points was the 

exploration of processes, outcomes, and antecedents and facilitators of shared leadership 

in organizations (Pearce et al., 2009). Jacquart et al. (2020) issued in the leadership 

quarterly a call for research on leadership and management in relation to exogenous 
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shocks (like pandemic or natural disasters). One of the main themes was how shared 

leadership, in the context of exogenous shocks, affects the behavioral patterns of indi-

viduals and interpersonal relationships (Jacquart et al., 2020). Mau & Ohemeng (2022) 

issued in the International Journal of Public Leadership a call for research on new lead-

ership styles, such as the shared leadership approach in connection with public admin-

istration (Mau & Ohemeng, 2022). In the area of trust, Bachmann et al. (2012) issued a 

call for papers related to trust in crises from Organization Studies. 

Through the dissertation presented, I aim to expand the research on shared lead-

ership and trust, focusing on the following two research topics: 1) Understanding trust 

and shared leadership in team and organizational contexts 2) New perspective on emer-

gence, antecedents and boundary conditions of the shared leadership-trust relationship. 

The next chapters provide an overview of the current studies and theories on 

shared leadership and trust including its influencing and mediating mechanisms, as well 

as the derivations of the research questions. This is followed by the two studies and an 

overall discussion. 

2 Shared leadership and trust – Theoretical frameworks 

Shared leadership 

A traditional view of leadership is hierarchical leadership. In it, a leader com-

mands and directs a group of people in a classic top-down approach (Hoch & Ko-

zlowski, 2014). The modern conception of leadership is the exact opposite. In this mod-

ern form, there is no longer just one leader who delegates tasks top-down to his or her 

team and retains all responsibility; instead, tasks and responsibilities are shared equally 

and worked on together, regardless of the level in the team. The responsibility rests on 
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all team members. Modern leadership is therefore shared leadership (Pearce & Conger, 

2003; Zhu et al., 2018). Zhu et al. (2018) defined shared leadership as “an emergent 

team phenomenon whereby leadership roles and influence are distributed among team 

members”. 

Through shared responsibility, each team member receives and feels the same 

work commitments, enforces them, and independently monitors the results (Chiu et al., 

2016). The influence of each team member thus increases significantly (Wu et al., 

2020). Characteristics that distinguish a team member in this regard in a shared leader-

ship approach are increased communication, project influence, integration of sugges-

tions into further project progress, and sanctioning of violations by other team members 

(Aime et al., 2014). According to Morgeson et al. (2010), this results in the following 

central tasks of shared leadership, which can be divided into a transition and action 

phase as follows. These phases can be adopted by team members and do not necessarily 

need to be used in this row. The transition phase describes the process toward shared 

leadership. The first part is the selection of a team. Here, the focus is on team members 

who act as a unit, defy unforeseen events, and face any situation that arises through a 

cooperative and trusting relationship. Building on this foundation, the definition of a 

mission emerges, to which the entire team aligns and couples its goals and expectations. 

The next part is the planning and structuring of the project. In this, it is determined who 

implements what and when. Then the training and further development of the team be-

gins. A quick elimination of arising differences and efficient communication is learned. 

The transition phase ends with the feedback process, in which they reflect on what has 

happened and compare it to their earlier expectations of the process. If discrepancies 

arise, they are resolved, and a new course of action is found for the future. This is fol-

lowed by the action phase, which is characterized by active intervention in the process. 



5 
 

 
 

The entire team, including its processes, is monitored by the team itself in order to 

maintain sustainable achievement of interim goals and the availability of certain re-

sources. The leader is part of the team and works on a team task. This creates a bond 

internally that is transported externally to the organization. In this phase, the feedback 

and exchange process between the team members is also central. Problems arise, are 

recognized, and eliminated together. The team thus acquires an independent leadership 

function and can exist autonomously, even in the face of interpersonal conflicts (Mor-

geson et al., 2010). Informal ways of advancing other task areas of a shared leadership 

approach result. According to Drescher et al. (2014), these are as follows: Information 

seeking and structuring, using information to solve problems, and managing material 

and personal resources. In the first part of information seeking and structuring, the in-

coming input from the outside is collected, clustered, interpreted, prioritized, and then 

transmitted to the respective team. Then these teams processed this information in the 

second part, the use of information to solve problems, and use it to set goals and plans 

for a project. In this procedure, a communication concept for cooperation is very im-

portant, because here the needs of the employees are perceived and satisfied. In the third 

and last part, the management of material and personal resources, on the one hand the 

entire material cycle (procurement, allocation, maintenance, use and control) is man-

aged. On the other hand, a focus in the area of human resources is on employee motiva-

tion and advancement. To this end, further training is planned, including special coach-

ing programs for specific employees (Klein et al., 2006). Through this collaboration of 

shared leadership, goals are achieved more efficiently, processes and tasks are re-

thought, and team performance is enhanced (Drescher et al., 2014). 

This shows how shared leadership differs from hierarchical leadership. Mor-

geson et al. (2010) used a model that divides the locus of leadership into internal (in-
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volved in team tasks) and external (not involved in team tasks) and the formality of 

leadership into formal (manager's responsibility for team performance exists) and in-

formal (manager's responsibility for team performance does not exist). Hence, shared 

leadership is an internal and informal type of team leadership (Morgeson et al., 2010). 

Hierarchical leadership can encourage shared leadership, and shared leadership can in 

principle occur together with hierarchical leadership in a team (Morgeson et al., 2010). 

The timeliness of the shared leadership variable described in the first chapter is illustrat-

ed by research on different forms of shared leadership (distributed leadership, collective 

leadership, informal leadership, peer leadership and team leadership) and selected meta-

analyses (D'Innocenzo et al., 2016; Nicolaides et al., 2014; Wang et al., 2014; Wu et al., 

2020; Zhang & Zhou, 2014). 

Trust 

In connection with shared leadership, the variable trust is repeatedly used in cur-

rent research (compare Drescher et al., 2014 and Engel Small & Rentsch, 2010). Trust is 

defined as the willingness of one party to be open to another party, to be exposed to 

actions of that party, and to take risks in that relationship. Trust is a dyadic variable 

composed of a party to be trusted (trustor) and a party to be trusted (trustee) (Breuer et 

al., 2020). Here, one party has no control over the actions of the other party (Mayer et 

al., 1995). Furthermore, Mayer et al. (1995) subdivides the conditions of trust into abil-

ity (group of competencies, characteristics and skills that give some party a possibility 

to influence some selected domain), benevolence (extent that a trustee want to do good 

things, apart from self-interest to the trustor) and integrity (trustor’s perception that the 

trustee follows a set of principles that the trustor prefer). The extent to which trust is felt 

and allowed is found in the origin of each individual (Lewicki et al., 1998). When there 
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is a high level of trust, there is a high level of risk dependence to another party. Howev-

er, this risk dependency does not cause stress to the individual, but rather strengthens 

the relationship with the other party (Lehmann-Willenbrock & Kauffeld, 2010). In addi-

tion to the perceived risk dependency, the individual determines the benefits possible 

for them from this trust relationship and, if positive, increases their trust in the other 

party (Cheng et al., 2016). 

The timeliness of the variable trust, explained in the first chapter, is analyzed by 

recent meta-analyses in the areas of trust and negotiations, trust and investments, trust 

and job performance, and trust in robots. In all examples, a positive relationship of the 

variable to trust could be established (Kong et al., 2014; Dirks & Ferrin, 2014; Colquitt 

et al., 2007; Johnson & Mislin, 2011). An important factor for organizations in this re-

gard is that a high degree of trust in various forms enhances team performance and thus 

the performance of the entire organization (Drescher et al., 2014; Gaur et al., 2011). 

In the following chapter, I will explain the different perspectives of shared lead-

ership and trust. 

2.1 Multilevel perspective on the relationship between shared leadership 

and trust 

Shared leadership and trust are concepts that must be considered both from the 

individual and the team perspective (Carson et al., 2007; Simons & Peterson, 2000). In 

this regard, shared leadership develops through perceptions and interactions that occur 

within a team (D'Innocenzo et al., 2016; Kozlowski, 2015; Kozlowski et al., 2016). 

Through this, DeRue and Ashford (2010) developed the theory of adaptive leadership. 

They confirm the assumption that shared leadership emerges through leadership and 

followership interactions. To this end, a team member may cede, distribute, or claim 
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leadership. These leadership interactions create follow-on interactions that can follow 

an example or change dynamically over time (DeRue & Ashford, 2010). 

In the context of team trust, expectations are made regarding the competence, 

goodwill, and honesty of other team members (Simons & Peterson, 2000). Shared expe-

riences lead to stronger interpersonal bonds and feelings of cooperation and goodwill 

between individuals within a team. Likewise, a certain investment of trust in the team 

takes place (Breuer et al., 2020; Feitosa et al., 2020). This attitude allows team members 

to take risks without the need for control and supervision. Above all, there is the possi-

bility to influence others in one's own sense or to be influenced by other team members 

in their sense (Engel Small & Rentsch, 2010). 

At the team level, both shared leadership and team trust apply the theory of so-

cial exchange (Gergen, 1969; Cropanzano et al., 2017). Here, a social exchange always 

takes place between two or more actors. It is a reciprocal exchange that can trigger posi-

tive or negative actions in the counterpart (Gergen, 1969; Cropanzano et al., 2017). In 

this context, social exchange is linked to flexibility, openness, and trust compared to 

economic exchange (Jiing-Lih Farh et al., 1990). 

In addition to the team view, the variables shared leadership and trust can also be 

considered in an organizational context. In addition to the theory of social exchange, the 

upper-echelon theory of Hambrick and Mason (1984) and the trickle-down effect of 

Bass et al. (1987) serve as a basis here. The upper-echelon theory states that top-

management interprets situations based on its personal qualities and characteristics and 

aligns its actions accordingly, and this thus has an influence on the strategy of the com-

pany and its performance (Hambrick & Mason, 1984). The trickle-down effect takes up 

this view and extends it in that when the second level of management sees the (leader-
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ship) behavior from top-management, it adopts it and passes it on to its team. The third 

management level then takes its cue from the (leadership) behavior of the second man-

agement level and passes it on again in its team. This process continues until the last 

level of an organization is reached. This creates major responsibilities, especially for 

top-management, for their actions (Bass et al., 1987; Mihalache et al., 2014). Shared 

leadership can thus be initialized by top-management and spread to the lower level of an 

organization. 

In the process, a new form of trust is developed - organizational trust (Mayer et 

al., 1995). Organizational trust is defined as the degree to which a person trusts an or-

ganization (Mayer et al., 1995; Pirson & Malhotra, 2011). Just as at the individual and 

intra-team levels, this is also associated with a willingness to take risks and assume re-

sponsibility toward the other party, in this case the organization (Dirks & Ferrin, 2001). 

Individuals can distinguish between the different forms of trust (individual, group, or-

ganizational) (Tekleab & Chiaburu, 2011; Yang & Mossholder, 2010). In organizational 

trust, the individual observes the organization's behavior and weighs the extent to which 

the organization confirms the individual's expectations and the extent to which the or-

ganization fails to meet expectations (Colquitt et al., 2007; Ng & Feldman, 2013). 

Moreover, these expectations are also directed toward an individual's key stakeholders, 

such as top-management or direct leaders (Fombrun & Gardberg, 2000; Gaur et al., 

2011). When these expectations toward organizational and stakeholder actions are ful-

filled to positive degrees, the level of organizational trust increases (Colquitt et al., 

2007; Ng & Feldman, 2013). In terms of the trickle-down effect, this confirms the im-

portance of appropriate behavior and actions by top-management. When top-

management acts irresponsibly and embodies an inappropriate leadership culture, the 

next levels of management adopt this behavior. Individuals at each level of an organiza-
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tion evaluate this behavior and conclude that it is not the right course of action for them, 

thereby decreasing the level of organizational trust among individuals and thus the en-

tire workforce (Gaur et al., 2011). In practice, this would cause dissatisfaction among an 

organization's employees, higher turnover, and lower job performance. 

In summary, the consideration of shared leadership and trust at the individual 

and partly team level has already been investigated in a few studies (e.g. Burke et al., 

2007; Klasmeier and Rowold (2020); Engel Small & Rentsch, 2010). Nevertheless, 

there are mainly unanswered questions of this relationship at the team level and in the 

organizational context including its emergence and its antecedents and boundary condi-

tions (Currall & Inkpen, 2002; Fischer et al., 2017; Kukenberger & D'Innocenzo, 2020; 

Uhl-Bien et al., 2014; Zhu et al., 2018). The next chapter is devoted to these questions 

about antecedents and boundary conditions and mechanisms of this relationship. 

2.2 Antecedents, boundary conditions and mechanisms of the relationship 

between shared leadership and organizational/team trust 

In addition to the relationship of shared leadership and trust at multiple levels 

(individual, intra-team, and organizational), the influences of different variables on this 

relationship and the resulting outputs have also been examined (e.g. Drescher et al., 

2014; Hoch, 2013; Klasmeier & Rowold, 2020). 

Voice, the voluntary expression of questions, comments, ideas, and suggestions 

(Zhu et al., 2015), in particular, occurs in the context and emergence of different forms 

of leadership like ethical leadership (Chen & Hou, 2016; Huang & Paterson, 2017; 

Walumbwa & Schaubroeck, 2009; Zhu et al., 2015), empowering leadership (Raub & 

Robert, 2010), participative leadership and shared leadership (Ali et al., 2020), and 

transformational leadership (Detert & Burris, 2007; Duan et al, 2017; Liang et al, 2017; 
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Liu et al., 2010). In this context, voice is seen as a communication tool between team 

members and leaders that contributes to the expression of criticism, decision-making, 

and the assumption of responsibility for (leadership) tasks (Carson et al., 2007; Detert & 

Burris, 2007; Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2012; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998; Wu et al., 

2020). However, a high degree of voice only possible when it is desired by the leader 

and the team and is not penalized (Ali et al., 2020; Liu et al., 2013; Milliken et al. 

2003). That a high degree of voice drives a shared leadership approach has already been 

found by Ali et al. (2020) in their study of multi-source, multi-wave survey data from 

382 members of 73 teams. Carson et al. (2007) also recognized that when the voice cri-

terion is fulfilled, it strengthens shared leadership in the team. In the meta-analysis of 

Wu et al. (2020) on antecedents, consequences, and moderators of shared leadership, a 

positive relationship between these two variables was also confirmed. 

The feedback seeking variable from the leader's perspective, supports the idea of 

a shared leadership approach. Here, the leader actively seeks feedback from team mem-

bers. This serves to align one's own and others' perceptions and the resulting benefits for 

oneself (Ashford, 1986; Ashford, 1989; Ashford & Tsui, 1991; Gong et al., 2017; Guo 

et al., 2020; Lam et al., 2017). These conditions were already recognized by Anseel et 

al. (2015) in their meta-analysis, Stoker et al. (2012) and Qian et al. (2018) in their stud-

ies on transformative or empowering leadership and feedback seeking. In particular, the 

resulting support and accessibility of the leader, characterizes a shared leadership ap-

proach (Lam et al., 2017; Wu et al., 2020). Feedback seeking results in open communi-

cation, higher fairness, and more commitment of individual team members to (leader-

ship) tasks (Sherf et al., 2021; Sherf & Morrison, 2020; Vandenberghe et al., 2021). 

This in turn promotes the degree of shared leadership (Chiu et al., 2016; J. Zhu et al., 

2018). 
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Now that two variables for the possible emergence of shared leadership have 

been pointed out, it is important to examine the direct influence of the reciprocal rela-

tionship between shared leadership and trust on several levels of an organization. 

At the team level, the most important factor is perceived team support (in this 

case from the perspective of the team leader), where the leader perceives how much the 

team cares about them and values their contribution (Bishop et al., 2000). This per-

ceived support increases the provision of required resources by the leader and the per-

ception of appreciation by the team (Bishop et al., 2000; Bishop et al., 2005; Pearce & 

Herbik, 2004). This support can come from the organization (see meta-analyses by Rig-

gle et al. (2009); Kurtessis et al. (2017); and Rockstuhl et al. (2020); the leader (see me-

ta-analysis by Edmondson and Boyer (2013)), or the team itself (see Becker et al. 

(2018), Pearce and Herbik (2004), and Sheng et al. (2010)). Since supportive behavior 

forms the basis of both shared leadership in the team and team trust, perceived team 

support strengthens the relationship of these variables (Drescher et al., 2014; Dirks & 

Ferrin, 2002; Klasmeier & Rowold, 2020; Sheng et al., 2010; Wu et al., 2020). 

Another variable that could influence the relationship of shared leadership and 

trust at the organizational level is empowering leadership of middle managers. In the 

empowering leadership approach, a decentralization of the leader's power occurs, en-

couraging team members to intervene in the decision-making process and to act auton-

omously (Pearce et al., 2003; Wong & Giessner, 2018). Empowering and treating em-

ployees as equals in this way promotes both the degree of shared leadership and (organ-

izational) trust (Ahearne et al., 2005; Han et al., 2019; Harris et al., 2013; Hoch, 2013; 

Lee et al., 2018; Zhang & Zhou, 2014). 
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In addition to empowering leadership, another interesting variable to examine 

the reciprocal relationship between shared leadership and trust in an organizational con-

text is vision communication by top-management. Top-management has a great influ-

ence to motivate or demotivate its employees through (vision) communication and to 

give them a sense of purpose and meaning of the tasks (Brandts et al., 2015; Greer et al., 

2012; Stam et al., 2014). When the degree of vision communication is high, this in-

creases team members' initiative to take on tasks independently (Gajendran & Joshi, 

2012; Greer et al., 2012; Kukenberger & D'Innocenzo, 2020; Mesmer-Magnus & 

DeChurch, 2009; O'Reilly & Caldwell, 1981). A positive influence on the reciprocal 

relationship between shared leadership and trust follows (Klasmeier & Rowold, 2020). 

In summary, these variables in combination provide an unexplored perspective 

on the emergence and direct influence of the reciprocal relationship of shared leadership 

and trust at different levels of an organization. On this basis, I will now outline the re-

search questions and theoretical models in the next chapter. 

2.3 Central objectives of the dissertation and research questions  

In general, our knowledge regarding the relation of shared leadership and trust is 

still limited (Zhu et al., 2018). Further research is needed in the context of shared lead-

ership and trust at the team level, as shown by the studies of Ali et al. (2020), Boies et 

al. (2010), and Nicolaides et al. (2014). The organizational level of shared leadership 

and trust also shows a big need for research, which needs to be addressed (Currall & 

Inkpen, 2002; Fischer et al., 2017; Kukenberger & D'Innocenzo, 2020; Zhu et al., 

2018). 

Both in the shared leadership approach and in trust at team and organizational 

level, there is a certain risk dependency between the parties. Giving up leadership influ-
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ence is a risk that requires trust. However, if the shared leadership influence is used 

constructively (in the sense of a common cause), trust increases (Gergen, 1969; Cro-

panzano et al., 2017). If this risk dependency is viewed positively, a risk appetite arises 

which promotes a shared leadership approach on the one hand and team trust or organi-

zational trust on the other. In turn, a practiced shared leadership and a perceived high 

trust promotes risk appetite among the parties (Breuer et al., 2016). This demonstrated 

relationship (see Figure 1) can also be seen in a process that can be read both forward 

and backward: 

Figure 1 

Relationship between trust and shared leadership 

For example, if there is a high level of trust in the team or in the organization, 

this increases the social exchange with other parties, the acceptance of mutual influence, 

and joint collaboration, which includes leadership tasks (Breuer et al., 2016; Mathieu et 

al., 2015; Morgeson et al., 2010). Through this, the parties are open to relinquish control 

and leadership and meet at eye level (DeRue & Ashford, 2010; Klasmeier & Rowold, 

2020). The individual commitment of the parties increases, and each party is encour-

aged to bring new ideas into the joint work process and to contribute to the common 

goal achievement of its team or organization (Bergman et al., 2012). This behavior 

promotes a shared leadership approach and enables better work performance (Drescher 

et al., 2014; Hoch & Dulebohn, 2017; Imam & Zaheer, 2021; Klasmeier & Rowold, 

2020; Shen & Chen, 2007; Wu et al., 2020). To get to the bottom of this theory on the 
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reciprocal relationship of the two variables, I pose the following initial research ques-

tion: 

Research Question 1: To what extent is there a reciprocal relationship between 

 shared leadership and trust in the team and organizational context? 

Away from analyzing the reciprocal relationship of shared leadership and trust, 

looking at the antecedents and boundary conditions of these two constructs in particular 

is an interesting area of research, which is poorly explored at both levels (Fischer et al., 

2017; Kukenberger & D'Innocenzo, 2020; Uhl-Bien et al., 2014; Zhu et al., 2018). As 

described earlier, at the team level, especially the influence of voice of the team and 

feedback seeking and perceived team support of the leader can have a lasting impact on 

this reciprocal relationship (Ali et al. (2020), Boies et al. (2010), Feitosa et al. (2020), 

Nicolaides et al. (2014), and Qian et al., 2018; Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). Meanwhile, at the 

organizational level, a need for research emerges of the reciprocal relationship of shared 

leadership and trust in conjunction with the boundary conditions of empowering leader-

ship and vision communication of top-management (Ali et al., 2020; Pearce et al., 2019; 

Sharma & Kirkman, 2015; Venus et al., 2019; Wang et al., 2014; Wu et al., 2020). 

Therefore, the second research question addresses the influence of boundary conditions 

on the reciprocal relationship of shared leadership and trust at the team and organiza-

tional levels: 

Research Question 2: Are there factors that shape (in terms of boundary con-

 ditions) or explain (in terms of mediating mechanisms) the relationship of 

 shared leadership and trust at different organizational levels? 

To answer these two research questions, two studies were conducted (see figure 

2): The first study addresses research questions 1 and 2 in an organizational context. A 
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multilevel moderated mediation model is tested, with the indirect relationship between 

organizational trust and shared leadership mediated by empowering leadership and first-

stage moderated by vision communication from top-management as a cross-level mod-

erator. The second study addresses research questions 1 and 2 at the team level. Here, 

the relationship of voice of the team to team trust is mediated by shared leadership and 

moderated by a first-stage moderator feedback seeking of the leader and a second-stage 

moderator perceived team support of the team for the leader. 

Figure 2 

Research model of the dissertation 

Study 1 
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Study 2 

 

Because these two studies were conducted with co-authors, a contributor role 

taxonomy on the roles and contributions of all authors (see table 1) is provided below 

(Brand et al., 2015). Both studies are currently in the process of submission to journals. 
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Table 1 

Roles and contribution of the (co-)authors according to the contributor roles taxonomy 

Team Study 1  Study 2 

 MM KK CM  MM KK 

Conceptualization X    X  

Methodology X    X  

Formal Analysis X    X  

Investigation X    X  

Data Curation X    X  

Writing – Original Draft X    X  

Writing – Review & Editing X X   X X 

Supervision X X X  X X 

Note. MM = Maximilian Marschalkowski, KK = Kai Klasmeier, CM = Catrin Millhoff. 
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2.4 Publication details  

Study 1 (Chapter 3): 

Organizational trust and shared leadership – A moderated mediation model at the top-

management level (unveröffentlicht) 

Authors: 

Maximilian M. Marschalkowski, Kai N. Klasmeier, Catrin Millhoff  

Abstract: 

For organizations, the shift towards a modern leadership style is of great importance for 

organizational success. By integrating social exchange theory and upper echelon theory 

in a trickle-down model, we examine the indirect relationship between organizational 

trust and shared leadership via empowering leadership. We further predict that this indi-

rect relationship is first-stage moderated by articulated vision of the top-management. 

The sample consist of 23 from top-managers and 73 from middle-level leaders from 23 

organizations. Hypothesis testing was conducted using a multilevel analysis. We found 

significant positive associations between organizational trust and empowering leader-

ship, and empowering leadership and shared leadership. In addition, there was a signifi-

cant positive mediation of empowering leadership for the relationship between organi-

zational trust and shared leadership. Moderated mediation by the addition of vision me-

diation could not be confirmed. Implications for theory, practice, and future research are 

presented. 

Keywords: shared leadership, empowering leadership, organizational trust, vision com-

munication, trickle-down-effect, top-management 
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Study 2 (Chapter 4): 

Strengthening team trust through shared leadership: The role of voice, feedback seek-

ing, and perceived team support (unveröffentlicht) 

Authors: 

Maximilian M. Marschalkowski, Kai N. Klasmeier 

Abstract: 

The rapidly changing times present organizations with new challenges. A leadership 

style that adapts to the circumstances is of high importance for organizational success. 

Drawing on followership theory and social exchange theory, we analyze the indirect 

relationship of team voice with leader trust in the team. Additionally, we assumed that 

this indirect relation will be first-stage moderated by leader feedback seeking and sec-

ond-stage moderated by leader perceived team support. Our sample consists of 43 lead-

ers and 125 team members. Data collection took place a two measurement points. We 

used a structural equation model to test our doubly moderated mediation model. We 

found a significant positive relation of voice on shared leadership. However, the two 

moderations and the conditional indirect effects in the overall model could not be con-

firmed. Implications for theory, practice and approaches for future research are dis-

cussed. 

Keywords: Shared leadership, voice, team trust, feedback seeking, perceived team sup-

port, followership-theory 
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3 Study 1 – Organizational trust and shared leadership – A moderat-

ed mediation model at the top-management level 

Authors: Maximilian M. Marschalkowski, Kai N. Klasmeier, Catrin Millhoff 

Author contribution: 

Maximilian M. Marschalkowski: Conceptualization, Methodology, Formal Analysis, 

Investigation, Data Curation, Writing – Original Draft, Writing – Review & Editing, 

Supervision 

Kai N. Klasmeier: Writing – Review & Editing, Supervision 

Catrin Millhoff: Supervision 

3.1 Introduction 

Transformations are ubiquitous in the economic environment. Particularly as a 

result of the Covid-19 pandemic, organizations operating both nationally and interna-

tionally have sensed that their structures are outdated and that they need more flexibility 

with respect to organizational structures and leadership styles (Bapuji et al., 2020; Par-

ker et. al, 2020). In order to meet these challenges, new types of leadership concepts are 

constantly emerging. One of these is the use of flattened hierarchies, as exemplified by 

the shared leadership approach (Zhu et al., 2018). In a shared leadership approach, the 

responsibility and leadership functions of a single leader are equally shared among all 

team members (Morgeson et al., 2010; Zhu et al., 2018). With this approach organiza-

tions have the possibility to rethink their existing leadership style and develop a new 

corporate culture (Grote, 2012). Shared Leadership ensures the continued productivity 

and efficiency of team members by engaging each team member in decision making 
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processes, thus blurring the traditional distinction between the formal leader role and the 

follower role (Chiu et al., 2016; Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). 

There has been an abundance of research about shared leadership and its ante-

cedents in recent years. However, within the context of shared leadership antecedents, a 

significant research gap remains in the key area of organizational-level influence factors 

(Zhu et al., 2018) limiting our understanding about shared leadership antecedents be-

yond individual-level factors and team processes (Fischer et al., 2017; Kukenberger & 

D'Innocenzo, 2020).  

Recent theoretical and empirical work (e.g. Bligh et al., 2006; Klasmeier & 

Rowold, 2020) has focused on interpersonal trust as important antecedent for shared 

leadership. Trust between team members and shared influence leads to higher produc-

tivity and faster achievement of the set goals (Carson et al., 2007). Whether the same is 

true for trust between the individual and the organization as a whole is not clear at the 

present. This highlighted the reference to organizational trust. It is defined as the degree 

to which an individual trusts an organization (Mayer et al., 1995; Pirson & Malhotra, 

2011). Through this, as in the shared leadership approach, the risk taking and responsi-

bility taking of an individual and a team is reinforced (Dirks & Ferrin, 2001). For this 

reason, organizational trust of leaders is very important because leaders can either posi-

tively or negatively influence their team through their behavior. This reveals another 

research gap in connection with shared leadership (Currall & Inkpen, 2002; Fischer et 

al., 2017). Thus, trust needs to be analyzed in context of organization. To understand the 

relation between organizational trust and shared leadership, we consider the team lead-

ers’ empowering leadership style as mediating mechanism. In this context, little re-

search has been done (Pearce et al., 2019; Sharma & Kirkman, 2015; Wu et al., 2020). 
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An empowering leadership style decentralizes the power of the leader and focuses on 

the team first (Wong & Giessner, 2018). The team is given more autonomy to take on 

responsibility themselves and thus various leadership functions (shared leadership) 

(Pearce et al., 2003; Wong & Giessner, 2018). As leader's organizational trust allows 

team leaders to relinquish more influence and control and be more risk-taking, can the 

team leader decentralize his/her power more easily and granting team members more 

autonomy, this reinforces the degree of empowering leadership. Therefore, this pro-

motes the initiative in the team to take on more (leadership) tasks themselves and to act 

on an equal footing, which shared leadership increases (Hoch, 2013; Klasmeier & 

Rowold, 2020; Pearce et al., 2003; Wong & Giessner, 2018). 

Furthermore, we assume that vision communication at the top-management level 

is an important boundary condition for our mediation model (Venus et al., 2019; Wang 

et al., 2014). When a vision is well communicated, this motivates employees and solidi-

fies their sense of purpose and meaning in their actions (Greer et al., 2012; Stam et al., 

2014). Only when this good vision communication (here of the top-management) is 

present is the relationship between (organizational) trust and empowering leadership 

(here of the middle management itself) one level below strengthened and the team is 

willing to take more responsibility and allow a shared leadership approach. (Gajendran 

& Joshi, 2012; Greer et al., 2012; Joseph & Winston, 2005; Mesmer-Magnus & 

DeChurch, 2009; O'Reilly & Caldwell, 1981). In this context, the inclusion of vision 

communication reveals another research gap. (Ali et al., 2020; Beyerlein et al., 2000; 

Joseph & Winston, 2005; Mesmer-Magnus & De-Church, 2009; Pearce & Sims, 2002; 

Wang et al., 2014). In this context, vision communication sets the framework for high-

er-level leadership behavior. A common purpose and a sense of identity and connection 

create an influence on shared leadership, empowering leadership, and organizational 
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trust. This makes vision communication into a relevant contextual factor (Ahearne et al., 

2005; Brandts et al., 2015; Pearce et al., 2003; Wong & Giessner, 2018). Thus, we con-

sider vision communication to be a first-stage cross-level-moderator of the indirect rela-

tion between organizational trust and shared leadership via empowering leadership. 

In this context, our study makes three important contributions to the shared lead-

ership literature. First, it will enhance the understanding of trust and shared leadership 

in an organizational context, building on the studies by Klasmeier and Rowold (2020), 

Engel Small, and Rentsch (2010), and the meta-analysis by Uslu and Oklay (2015), 

which have focused primarily on the individual or team level. Second, this study pro-

vides a new perspective on the antecedents and boundary conditions of shared leader-

ship and organizational trust, extending those the research of Fischer et al. (2017), 

Kukenberger & D'Innocenzo (2020), and Zhu et al. (2018). Third this study focuses on 

the antecedents of empowering leadership and vision communication in organizational 

contexts to extend previous research in this field (Pearce et al., 2019; Wu et al., 2020; 

Venus et al., 2019; Wang et al., 2014). 

The theoretical model is given below (see figure 3): 
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Figure 3 

Theoretical model 

 

3.2 Theory, hypotheses, and research question 

3.2.1 Shared leadership 

In contrast to the formerly widespread basic idea of leadership as unidirectional 

influence from a single individual, shared leadership forms the counterpart in the mod-

ern era and describes leadership as an emergent team interaction, where the leadership 

tasks and influence in the team are shared among the team members (Zhu et al., 2018). 

Both control and enforcement of work commitments rest with each team member (Chiu 

et al., 2016). Employee development and motivation is placed first, with the manage-

ment of employee resources also included in the area of shared leadership. This includes 

employee training and coaching by experienced team members. The procurement, allo-

cation, and coordinated use of material resources is also divided among the team mem-

bers (Drescher et al., 2014; Klein et al., 2006). Morgeson et al. (2010) list the central 

tasks of shared leadership in a transition and action phase as follows: The transition 

phase describes the process toward shared leadership. In it, the selection of a team 

comes first. The focus is on team members who can function as a unit, defying unfore-
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seen events and confront any situation that arises through a cooperative and trusting 

relationship. Building on this foundation, the definition of a mission emerges. The next 

step is the planning and structuring of the project and the development of the team. The 

transition phase ends with the feedback process, in which they reflect on what has hap-

pened and compare it to their earlier expectations of the process. This is followed by the 

action phase, which is characterized by active intervention in the process. Here, the 

manager is part of the team and collaborates on a team task. In this way, a bond is creat-

ed internally, which is transported externally to the organization. This phase also focus-

es on the feedback and exchange process between the team members. The team thus 

acquires an independent leadership function and can exist autonomously, even in the 

case of interpersonal conflicts (Morgeson et al., 2010). The character and behavior of 

team members in a shared leadership team are characterized by active influence on the 

project, accountability in case of non-compliance with rules, intensive communication 

(information search, structuring, and interpretation) between team members, and ac-

ceptance of suggestions for improvement of the common project (Aime et al., 2014). 

This approach to working enables the team to develop new processes and reach goals in 

more efficient ways (Drescher et al., 2014) more quickly. Intense research on various 

forms of shared leadership (informal leadership, distributed leadership, collective lead-

ership, team leadership, and peer leadership) in recent years highlight the relevance of 

these topics, e.g. the better performance resulting from shared leadership (D'Innocenzo 

et al., 2016; Nicolaides et al., 2014; Wang et al., 2014; Zhang & Zhou, 2014). 

3.2.2 The relation between organizational trust and shared leadership 

The relationship between shared leadership and trust at the individual and team 

level has previously been examined in several studies (Burke et al., 2007; Engel Small 

& Rentsch, 2010). For example, Klasmeier and Rowold (2020) found a positive rela-
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tionship between interpersonal trust and shared leadership at the individual and team 

level. In this context, trust increases the behavior of risk-taking and thus increases 

shared leadership. A high degree of trust in the team strengthens the commitment of the 

individual to take on more processes in the collaboration independently, which is a 

characteristic of the shared leadership approach. This in turn promotes the work perfor-

mance and the output of a team (Drescher et al., 2014; Hoch & Dulebohn, 2017; Shen & 

Chen, 2007; Wu et al., 2020). 

The same phenomenon of risk taking and assumption of responsibility at both 

the individual and team level arises when an individual has a high trust in their organi-

zation (Dirks & Ferrin, 2001). Organizational trust is defined as the degree to which an 

individual trusts an organization (Mayer et al., 1995; Pirson & Malhotra, 2011). All 

positive perceptions regarding the behavior of an organization from the individual's 

point of view are included in the concept of organizational trust, which also includes a 

risk of non-fulfillment (Colquitt et al., 2007; Ng & Feldman, 2013). As research could 

show, individuals can differentiate the various forms of perceived trust (individual, 

group, organizational) for themselves (Tekleab & Chiaburu, 2011; Yang & Mossholder, 

2010). The degree of organizational trust is linked to the behavior of individuals in the 

organization, such as the direct manager or top-management (Gaur et al., 2011). The 

behavior of these actors thereby forms a reputation in relation to the organization 

(Fombrun & Gardberg, 2000). If an organization's behavior can be judged as correct 

from the individual's perspective, the level of organizational trust increases (Colquitt et 

al., 2007; Ng & Feldman, 2013). This highlights the responsibility placed on key stake-

holders (direct managers and top-management) for determining organization behavior 

(Gaur et al., 2011). If the organizational trust of these stakeholders is not high, they will 

pass this feeling on to their team members and a negative spiral will result. If these ac-
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tors behave sincerely and have a high degree of organizational trust themselves, the 

overall organizational trust increases (Gaur et al., 2011).  

Social exchange theory states that social interaction occurs sequentially as an 

exchange between two or more actors (Cropanzano et al., 2017). A reciprocal exchange 

of resources occurs, with one actor repaying the positive or negative acts of the other 

(Gergen, 1969). Unlike economic exchange, social exchange is endowed with accom-

panying openness, trust, and flexibility (Jiing-Lih Farh et al., 1990). Furthermore, Ham-

brick and Mason's (1984) upper-echelon theory states that the characteristics and expe-

riences of top-management affect various strategic decisions and outcomes of an organ-

ization (Neely et al., 2020). In this context, the factors of social exchange theory and 

upper-echelon theory form the cornerstone of the trickle-down effect of team leaders’ 

trust in their organization on their teams’ shared leadership behavior. This states that the 

lower level in a hierarchy adopts the behavior of the upper hierarchy level (Bass et al., 

1987; Mihalache et al., 2014). 

 We hypothesize a positive relation of organizational trust with shared leadership 

that spans multiple levels in the organization and can be illuminated using a trickle-

down lens: When team leaders experience their organization as trustworthy, they should 

likely engage in risk-taking behavior (see Mayer et al., 1995). Based on social ex-

change, upper-echelon theory, and the research of Dirks & Ferrin (2001), this readiness 

for risk-taking behavior and assumption of responsibility should further extend towards 

the team, which in turn should engage in shared leadership and thus reinforces this lead-

ership style. This leads to the following first hypothesis: 

H1a: Organizational trust of the team leader is positively related to shared lea-

 dership behavior of the team on level 1 (team/team leader level). 
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H1b: Organizational trust of the team leader is positively related to shared lea- 

dership behavior of the team on level 2 (organizational level).  

3.2.3 Mediation through empowering leadership 

Given that organizational trust is an important prerequisite for team leaders to re-

lease control and share influence, this risk-taking behavior should increase the level of 

empowering leadership and thus may lead to more shared leadership (Klasmeier & 

Rowold, 2020). Like organizational trust and shared leadership, the construct of em-

powering leadership has already been dealt with several times in recent research at the 

individual and team level (e.g. Hoch, 2013; Klasmeier & Rowold, 2020). In the em-

powering leadership approach, the power of the leader is decentralized. Team members 

help shape the decision-making process and are encouraged to contribute their own ide-

as to the workday and to act autonomously in their tasks (Pearce et al., 2003; Wong & 

Giessner, 2018). This strengthens trust in the team and makes the working process more 

efficient (Ahearne et al., 2005). Positive outcomes that also result from practicing em-

powering leadership are seen at both the individual and organizational levels (Keller & 

Dansereau, 1995; Raub & Robert, 2010; Srivastava, 2006; Zhang, 2010). The involve-

ment of employees on an equal footing with the manager, which is a cornerstone of the 

shared leadership approach, evokes a positive correlation between empowering leader-

ship and shared leadership. This positive correlation was also recognized by Hoch 

(2013). In order to further explore shared leadership, other antecedents and boundary 

conditions, such as empowering leadership, need to be included in the consideration 

(Sharma & Kirkman, 2015; Wu et al., 2020). As a facilitator, empowering leadership 

has been used more often in research related to shared leadership (Ensley et al., 2006; 

Gao et al., 2011; Magni & Maruping, 2013; Mathieu et al., 2007; van Dijke et al., 



30 
 

 
 

2012), this makes it interesting to consider the use of empowering leadership as a medi-

ator. 

In terms of leadership and trust, the construct trust can be seen as a key mecha-

nism that reinforces a positive impact of leadership (including empowering and shared 

leadership) on an output such as performance (Legood et al., 2020). Forms of empower-

ing leadership, such as decentralizing power and engaging team members, create greater 

trust, which makes processes more efficient (Ahearne et al., 2005; Pearce et al., 2003; 

Wong & Giessner, 2018). 

As the available studies show, there is a reciprocal influence between empower-

ing leadership and shared leadership and between empowering leadership and trust, 

partly organizational trust (Han et al., 2019; Harris et al., 2013; Lee et al., 2018; Zhang 

& Zhou, 2014). Given that in the leader's organizational trust the team leader is more 

risk-taking, therefore decentralizing his power more easily and granting team members 

more autonomy, these characteristics of the empowering leadership style promote the 

initiative in the team to take on more (leadership) tasks themselves and to act on an 

equal footing. This should consequently increase the degree of shared leadership in the 

team. Therefore, we arrive at the following two hypotheses: 

H2a: Organizational trust of the team leader is positively related to empowering 

 leadership behavior of the team leader on level 1 (team/team leader level). 

H2b: Organizational trust of the team leader is positively related to empowering 

 leadership behavior of the team leader on level 2 (organizational level). 

H3a: Empowering leadership of the team leader mediates the positive relation of 

 organizational trust of the team leader and shared leader behavior of the team 

 on level 1 (team/team leader level). 
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H3b: Empowering leadership of the team leader mediates the positive relation of 

 organizational trust of the team leader and shared leader behavior of the team 

 on level 2 (organizational level). 

3.2.4 Moderation through vision communication 

A good communication by the leader (e.g. of one's own vision) is motivating for 

one's own team and thus conveys a sense of purpose and meaning of the tasks (Greer et 

al., 2012; Stam et al., 2014). In this context, a top-manager's communication of vision 

has a great influence of desirable behavior in the organization (Brandts et al., 2015). 

The leader uses communication as a strategic tool and controls their own team with 

what he/she says (Fairhurst & Uhl-Bien, 2012; Gerpott et al., 2019). When this commu-

nication works, a higher level of trust is created in the team and in the manager (Joseph 

& Winston, 2005). In case of poor communication (e.g. of the vision), among other 

things, this can lead to confusion and worse output of the team (Bass & Steidlmeier, 

1999; House & Howell, 1992). Information cannot be exchanged in a target-oriented 

manner and team members do not take the initiative to take on tasks independently 

(Gajendran & Joshi, 2012; Greer et al., 2012; Mesmer-Magnus & DeChurch, 2009; 

O'Reilly & Caldwell, 1981). Consequently, the degree of shared leadership is signifi-

cantly reduced (Kukenberger & D'Innocenzo, 2020). Through a shared purpose in vi-

sion communication, which is an important component of the shared leadership ap-

proach (Bligh et al., 2006; Pearce & Conger, 2003), the level of shared leadership will 

be enhanced (Klasmeier & Rowold, 2020). Above all, the communication of a vision is 

critically important. The vision describes a picture of the future that is tangible for an 

organization, a team, and every employee. It should motivate employees to follow it and 

support it (Ateş et al., 2020; Griffin et al., 2010; Stam et al., 2014; Westley & 

Mintzberg, 1989). In this context, the vision includes strategic components, higher-level 
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goals, and ambitions that are not always fulfilled (Stam et al., 2014). By properly good 

communicating a vision, it can connect with the team, increase performance and attitude 

(Kirkpatrick & Locke, 1996; Stam et al., 2010a, 2010b; Venus et al., 2013), and create a 

sense of identity (Venus et al., 2019). By properly bad communicating it can be seen as 

redundant (Gerpott et al., 2019; Greer et al., 2012). Through this sense of identity and 

connectedness, a readiness to decentralize the leader's power and support team mem-

bers' autonomy emerges from the leader's organizational trust (Ahearne et al., 2005; 

Pearce et al., 2003; Wong & Giessner, 2018), which contributes to a higher level of em-

powering leadership. 

Therefore, we argue that through the communication of the vision through the 

top-management, a shared/organizational purpose is disseminated and thus the middle-

level leaders receive a clear goal to which they can align their actions. If this goal is 

clear, they can also align their leadership behavior more closely to it, so that the combi-

nation of organizational trust and vision results in more empowering leadership and, 

accordingly, more shared leadership. This creates rewarding interdependent transactions 

and strengthens teamwork in the sense of social exchange theory. In the wake of the 

preceding hypotheses, the following final hypothesis emerge: 

H4a: Vision communication by the top-management is a first-stage cross-level- 

 moderator of the indirect relation of organizational trust and shared leadership 

 via empowering leadership. In case of higher/stronger vision communication, 

 this positive indirect relation should be stronger on level 1 (team/team leader 

 level). 

H4b: Vision communication by the top-management is a first-stage cross-level-

 moderator of the indirect relation of organizational trust and shared leadership 

 via empowering leadership. In case of higher/stronger vision communication, 
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 this positive indirect relation should be stronger on level 2 (organizational/CEO 

 level). 

3.3 Method 

3.3.1 Sample and research design 

We invited representatives of the top-management as well as leaders form the 

middle-level management (i.e., team leaders) to fill-in an online survey at one meas-

urement point. Participants were informed about the purpose of the data collection and 

could receive a feedback report as an incentive. If the participants had not yet responded 

after three and seven days, we sent e-mail reminders to participants who had not re-

sponded to the survey after three and additionally seven days. In the survey of the top-

management, participants were asked about their own vision communication and demo-

graphic variables. In the second survey, the team leaders were asked about the degree of 

organizational trust, their own empowering leadership, shared leadership behavior of 

their team, and demographic variables. Of 26 invited top-managers and 82 team leaders, 

we received 23 responses from top-management and 73 responses from middle man-

agement. 

The respondents from top-management were 86 % male (M = 1.86, SD = .36), 

and were on average 47 years old (M = 47.29, SD = 7.42). A majority had a university 

degree (78 %) and 97 % were employed full-time. Organizational tenure was 8 years on 

average (M = 7.64, SD = 5.68). 

Middle management respondents were 72 % male (M = 1.72, SD = .45) and had 

a mean age of 42 (M = 42.45, SD = 8.48). A university degree had 78 % and 100 % 

were employed full-time. Organizational tenure averaged 6.75 years (M = 6.75, SD = 

6.69) and team tenure averaged 4.5 years (M = 4.50, SD = 7.35). The teams consisted of 
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an average of 4.13 members and came from various nationally and internationally active 

organizations headquartered in Germany. 

The most frequently mentioned industry is electronic data processing and IT ser-

vices with 43 %, followed by energy industry/utilities, insurance and financial services 

and consulting services with 14 % each, followed by manufacturing with 10 % and 

healthcare with 5 %. The respective organization size of the respondents was between 

10 and 49 employees in 10 % of the cases, between 50 and 249 in 5 %, between 250 and 

5000 in 76 % and larger than 5000 in 10 % of the cases. 

3.3.2 Measures 

Organizational trust. The 7 items of Robinson & Rousseau (1994) scale were 

used to measure organizational trust. Team leaders indicated their organizational trust on 

a 5-point likert scale ranged from 1 (I strongly disagree) to 5 (I strongly agree). An ex-

ample item was "My employer is open and sincere with me." The internal consistency 

of the items here was α = .89. Finally, we calculated the intraclass correlations (ICC). 

This measured the degree of agreement between the team leaders in the same organiza-

tion (Bliese, 2000). For organizational trust, the ICC1 value was .26 and ICC2 value 

was .53. 

Shared leadership. The 10 items of Morgeson et. al (2010) scale were used to 

measure shared leadership. Team leaders rated shared leadership behavior of their team 

on a 5-point likert scale ranged from 1 (I strongly disagree) to 5 (I strongly agree). An 

example item was "My team plans and structures its work.". The internal consistency of 

the items here was α = .86. For shared leadership, the ICC1 value was .30 and ICC2 

value was .59.  
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Empowering leadership. To measure the degree of empowering leadership, the 

14 items of Arnold et. al (2000) were used. Team leaders rated their own empowering 

leadership behavior on a 5-point likert scale ranged from 1 (I strongly disagree) to 5 (I 

strongly agree). An example item was "I work as hard as any other person on my 

team.". The internal consistence of the items here was α = .85. For empowering leader-

ship, the ICC1 value was .43 and ICC2 value was .71. 

Vision communication. To measure vision communication, we used 5 items 

from Rowold & Poethke's (2017) transformational leader scale (i.e., subscale “vision”). 

Top-managers rated the items on a 5-point likert scale ranged from 1 (I strongly disa-

gree) to 5 (I strongly agree). An example item was "I inspire others through my vision 

of the future.". The internal consistency of the items here was α = .79. 

3.3.3 Statistical analysis strategy 

The software R (Version 4.1.2, R Core Team, 2021) was used to analyze the da-

ta. We used multilevel analysis to account for the nested data structure of team leaders 

(level 1) nested within top-managers (level 2) (see Hox et al., 2010). To examine the 

cross-level-interaction effect, we estimated a random-slope of the relation of organiza-

tional trust on empowering leadership at level 1 on which we analyzed the cross-level 

influence of vision (see Aguinis et al., 2013). For the mediation analysis, we applied a 

quasi-Bayesian Monte-Carlo estimation for significance testing of the indirect effect 

using the mediation-package (Tingley et al., 2014). 

Following recommendations of Enders & Tofighi (2007), we centered the level 1 

data on the respective group mean, and added the aggregated group means of our level 1 

variables at level 2. Both descriptive statistics and a correlation matrix were created 
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with two control variables (age and team size) and the model constructs of organiza-

tional trust, shared leadership, empowering leadership, and vision communication. 

3.4 Results 

Table 2 shows the mean values, standard deviations and intercorrelations. All 

main variables correlate significantly and positively with each other, which provides an 

initial supportive basis for our hypotheses. In the following illustrations and calcula-

tions, the control variables are not listed, as they have no significant influence on the 

main variables and hypotheses (Bernerth & Aguinis, 2016). 

Table 2 

Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 

Organizational trust 4.30 .68  .40*** .36** 

Empowering leadership 4.43 .38 .79***  .55*** 

Shared leadership 4.26 .45 .64** .67***  

Vision communication 4.26 .45 .41’ .44* .38’ 

Note. Team-level correlations are presented below the diagonal (N = 23); individual-

level correlations are presented above the diagonal (N = 73). ' p <.10. * p <.05. ** p 

<.01. *** p <.001. 

3.4.1 Direct effects 

By using multilevel analysis, a significant positive influence of organizational 

trust on shared leadership (H1a and H1b) could not be confirmed at L1 and L2 level 

(see results in table 3). A significant positive influence of organizational trust on em-

powering leadership (H2a and H2b) was demonstrated at both L1 and L2 levels, which 

confirms hypothesis 2 (see results in Table 6). It is noticeable that the influence at the 
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organizational level (L2) is significantly stronger than at the team/team leader level 

(L1). 

Table 3 

Results of multilevel analysis on the direct influence of organizational trust and empow-

ering leadership on shared leadership (Hypothesis tested on L1 and L2 level) 

Parameter β (SE) 

Fixed effects   

   Intercept 1.28 (.78) 

   Organizational Trust L1   .10 (.08) 

   Organizational Trust L2   .19 (.18) 

   Empowering Leadership L1   .62*** (.16) 

   Empowering Leadership L2   .49 (.28) 

Random effects  

   AIC 72.95 

   BIC 88.98 

   Log. Likelihood -29.47 

   Residual variance .10 

   Residual intercept .02 

Note. AIC = Akaike-Information-Criterion; BIC = Bayesian-Information-Criterion; L1 

= team/team leader level; L2 = organizational/CEO level. N = 22 teams. Results are 

standardized coefficients. ' p <.10. * p <.05. ** p <.01. *** p <.001. 

3.4.2 Moderating and mediating effects 

The mediation hypothesis that organizational trust is mediated by empowering 

leadership from the middle manager's self-assessment and has a positive influence on 
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shared leadership from the middle manager's perspective was significantly confirmed at 

L1 and marginal support at L2 levels (see table 4 and 5 for results). 

Table 4 

Results of multi-level analysis on the dynamic relationship of organizational trust, em-

powering leadership, and shared leadership at L1 level 

Parameter Estimate 95 % CI Lower 95 % CI Upper p-value 

ACME .12 .03   .24 .00** 

Total effect .23 .06   .40 .01** 

Prop. Mediated .53 .15 1.52 .01* 

Note. ACME = Indirect effect of organizational trust via empowering leadership on 

shared leadership; N = 22 teams. Results are standardized coefficients. ' p <.10. * p 

<.05. ** p <.01. *** p <.001. 

Table 5 

Results of multilevel analysis on the dynamic relationship of organizational trust, em-

powering leadership, and shared leadership at L2 level 

Parameter Estimate 95 % CI Lower 95 % CI Upper p-value 

ACME .25 -.02   .57 .07' 

Total effect .23  .21   .68 .00*** 

Prop. Mediated .53 -.05 1.58 .07' 

Note. ACME = Indirect effect of organizational trust via empowering leadership on 

shared leadership; N = 22 teams. Results are standardized coefficients. ' p <.10. * p 

<.05. ** p <.01. *** p <.001. 

The moderation hypothesis (top-management's vision communication moderates 

the positive relationship between organizational trust from the middle manager's per-
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spective and empowering leadership from the middle manager's self-assessment) could 

not be significantly confirmed as the cross-level interaction effect was not significant 

(see results in table 6, B = -.11, p > .05). This also results in a rejection of the overall 

model hypothesis 4. 
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Table 6 

Results of multilevel analysis on the dynamic relationship of organizational trust, vision, and empowering leadership (Hypothesis tested on L1 

and L2 level) 

Parameter Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

 β (SE) β (SE) β (SE) β (SE) 

Fixed effects        

   Intercept 2.22*** (.38) 2.40*** (.35) 2.52*** (.39) 2.49*** (.39) 

Organizational Trust L1   .20** (.06)   .14 (.08)   .11 (.08)   .11 (.08) 

Organizational Trust L2   .51*** (.09)   .47*** (.08)   .45*** (.09)   .46*** (.09) 

   Vision       .03 (.04)   .04 (.04) 

   Organizational Trust L1 X Vision L2        -.11 (.07) 

Random effects     

   AIC 44.54 43.13 47.78 51.30 

   BIC 56.00 59.17 65.76 71.54 

   Log. Likelihood -17.27 -14.57 -15.89 -16.65 

   Residual variance .07 .06 .06 .06 

   Residual intercept .01 .02 .01 .01 

   Diff. residual variance  .01 .00 .00 

   Diff. residual intercept  -.01 .01 .00 

Note. AIC = Akaike-Information-Criterion; BIC = Bayesian-Information-Criterion; L1 = team/team leader level; L2 = organizational/CEO level. 

N = 22 teams. Results are standardized coefficients. ' p <.10. * p <.05. ** p <.01. *** p <.001.
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3.5 Discussion 

In our model, we assumed a direct positive influence of organizational trust on 

empowering leadership and shared leadership. This could only be confirmed in the case 

of empowering leadership. This showed, on the one hand, that the relationship of organ-

izational trust and shared leadership was mediated by empowering leadership on both 

levels (team and organization). On the other hand, a significant positive moderation of 

the relationship of organizational trust on empowering leadership through vision com-

munication could not be confirmed. The overarching moderated mediation of the overall 

model was thus also not confirmed. 

3.5.1 Theoretical implications 

First, this study extends the research of the antecedents of shared leadership in 

the organizational context. By confirming the mediation hypothesis, we found an indi-

rect positive effect of organizational trust on shared leadership via empowering leader-

ship. This relationship between organizational trust and shared leadership confirms pre-

vious research between trust or team trust and shared leadership than was previously 

known at the individual or team level (Klasmeier & Rowold, 2020; Engel Small & 

Rentsch, 2010). As Uslu and Oklay's (2015) meta-analysis showed, our study also 

demonstrates a positive relationship between organizational trust and shared leadership. 

Furthermore, the boundary conditions empowering leadership and vision communica-

tion receive an expanded consideration in the organizational context through this study, 

filling the research gaps raised by Pearce et al. (2019), Wu et al. (2020), Venus et al. 

(2019), and Wang et al. (2014). 

Second, the choice of sample is important. Both Klasmeier and Rowold (2020) 

and Engel Small and Rentsch (2010) referred to the individual or team level of shared 
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leadership antecedents. Our study extends these research by including top-management 

(i.e., CEOs) and middle management (i.e., team leaders). This provides a new view on 

the higher-level antecedents of shared leadership. We found a mediation effect at both 

team and organizational levels. Especially at the organizational level, this extends the 

research, as it is now obvious that high organizational trust overall leads to higher de-

grees of shared leadership across different teams in an organization. Furthermore, the 

industry is relevant, as e.g. Joseph and Winston (2005), Pearce et al. (2005) and Engel 

Small and Rentsch (2010) conducted their research on (organizational) trust, (shared) 

leadership and communication of leadership in an educational institution. Our sample, 

on the other hand, consists of individuals in the private sector in both national and inter-

national contexts, thus providing an economic view of these variables. 

Third, this study extends research on the trickle-down effect. This has been little 

studied so far, such as in the study by Bormann and Diebig (2021). Although no cross-

level moderation could be confirmed in the present study, there was still a significant 

correlation of the variables at both levels. Therefore, the present study represents an 

added value in the traceability of the trickle-down effect in the direct relationship be-

tween top-management and middle management. This study also extends the current 

research on shared leadership and organizational trust in terms of extended social ex-

change. A social exchange at the top-level addresses a response at lower organizational 

levels, which in turn influences the following levels below (Cropanzano et. al, 2017; 

Jiing-Lih Farh et al., 1990). 

3.5.2 Practical/Managerial implications 

Through the results of this study, several implications can be derived for organi-

zations and leaders, especially those at the upper levels. Top-management must be 
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aware that their actions have a major impact on the employees of the organization. It is 

not only their direct environment that is affected, but several levels below them due to 

the trickle-down effect (Bormann & Diebig, 2021). Furthermore, leaders need to be 

aware that a high degree of organizational trust climate promotes an empowering lead-

ership style at lower hierarchical levels (e.g. team level). By empowering their teams in 

terms of decentralization and autonomy, team leaders can facilitate shared leadership in 

their teams. This type of leadership (including shared leadership) in turn promotes the 

work performance of their teams (Drescher et al., 2014). Thus, leaders should not only 

focus on goal achievement, but should give equal weight to task- vs person-oriented, 

such as organizational trust and empowering their team members in terms of task and 

leadership responsibilities. 

3.5.3 Limitations and future directions/research 

There are also limitations in this study that provide starting points for future re-

search. First, this study used a sample consisting of 23 individuals from top-

management and 73 from middle management. This sample was collected from six dif-

ferent industries in the private sector and had a proportion of academics and a male 

gender of 80 % on average, which may limit external validity and generalizability of our 

findings. Future studies may replicate our findings with larger and more heterogeneous 

sample to proof their robustness. Another way is to conduct the survey in a single or-

ganization (e.g. Kukenberger and D'Innocenzo (2020)) to get a more nuanced view of 

an industry. To further analyze the trickle-down effect in a sample, there is the possibil-

ity for future research to include one or more additional levels of an organization in the 

survey as well (Bormann & Diebig, 2021). This results mainly from the fact that the 

assessment of the degree of shared leadership was made from the perspective of middle 
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management, which reduces self-serving bias, but informal leadership behavior is not 

always perceived by the formal manager (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Second, our research 

design of a cross-sectional study strictly precludes the possibility to draw causal infer-

ences. Due to the questionnaires conducted at one point in time of measurement, there is 

a possibility that individuals will in-corporate events from the near present into their 

answers to a greater extent than events from the more distant past (recency effect) (At-

kinson et. al, 1968). In addition, the paper-pencil method used, with subsequent receipt 

of a feedback report, creates the possibility for participant deception (Podsakoff et al., 

2003). Although anonymity of participants is guaranteed, after reviewing the questions, 

participants can guess the logic of the answer choices and positively manipulate them 

for their own personal benefit, creating a common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003; 

Klapper et al., 2009). To address these issues in future research, it is advisable that sur-

veys be distributed at multiple measurement points for a temporal consideration of the 

mediational framework (see Chen et al., 2011; McArdle, 2009). Also, one option is to 

use a simulation game like the one used by Engel Small and Rentsch (2010) to analyze 

the interaction of participants over a longer period of time. Through these deeper anal-

yses, a behavioral observation of the individuals is possible, which not only allows the 

conclusion of the expression of the variables organizational trust, empowering leader-

ship, vision sharing and shared leadership, but likewise its emergence and individual 

commitment to e.g. the pursuit of leadership responsibility in projects (Klasmeier & 

Rowold, 2020). Last, the relationship of variables provides another opportunity for fu-

ture research. In this study, the influence of organizational trust on shared leadership 

including mediation and facilitation effects was investigated. There is an opportunity 

here to take a closer look at other organizational variables, such as the need of power, 

the need of control and the efficiency of the leader (Sharma & Kirkman 2015; Zhu et 
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al., 2018) or the personality of the top-management (e.g. big five personality traits by 

Rammstedt & John (2005)). 

3.6 Conclusion 

This study adds to the understanding higher-level antecedents and boundary 

conditions of shared leadership. Particularly, we found that organizational trust has a 

significant positive and indirect relation with shared leadership via empowering leader-

ship. Although our work did not confirm the effect of vision communication as a cross-

level moderator. Thus, this study offers new insights into the research on organizational 

trust as organizational-level correlate of shared leadership and contributes to our under-

standing of shared leadership from a multilevel perspective. 
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role of voice, feedback seeking, and perceived team support 
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Kai N. Klasmeier: Writing – Review & Editing, Supervision 

4.1 Introduction 

Collaboration in teams and organizations has evolved. The Covid-19 pandemic 

in particular was greatly accelerated the flexibility of work location and working time 

models (Bapuji et al., 2020). As a result, hierarchical leadership models have been re-

placed by collaborative and more lateral team settings (Klasmeier & Rowold, 2020). 

Alongside these developments, the shared leadership approach becomes increasingly 

important. This approach describes a leadership setting in which leadership responsibili-

ties are equally shared among all members of a team parallel to the formal leadership 

authority of the team leader (Zhu et al., 2018). Each team members is given the oppor-

tunity to help shape their team's work processes and outcomes (Chiu et al., 2016). In 

this context, the consequences of shared leadership have already been analyzed, yet 

there is still a gap in research on the antecedents of shared leadership (Zhu et al., 2018). 

Notably, Uhl-Bien et al. (2014) addressed these antecedents in their study considering 

the followership theory. In followership theory, one party follows another party, regard-

less of its level, and supports it in achieving its goals (Carsten et al., 2014; Baker, 2007). 
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If followers can also influence their leader, further research is needed to determine the 

extent to which they influence the leader and how this affects leadership style and its 

antecedents (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). In context Uhl-Bien et al. (2014) divided anteced-

ents of followership into five categories: Followership and leadership characteristics, 

followership and leadership behaviors, and followership outcomes. In doing so, they 

developed two theoretical framework models (reversing the lens and the leadership pro-

cess) and recommended that these be examined in specified or modified form in future 

studies (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). We focus on an adaptive type of the leadership process, 

which is a dynamic process, where leaders and followers act together to followership, 

leadership, and its outcomes (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). In our study, we chose voice of the 

team and feedback seeking of the leader as constructs for the followership and leader-

ship behaviors. Voice describes the active expression of the team towards the leader 

(Detert & Burris, 2007; Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2012). Feedback seeking is the active 

search and action of a person to deal with his or her self-image and external image to 

use this for further action (Ashford, 1986; Ashford, 1989; Gong et al., 2017; Lam et al., 

2017). Both of these constructs encourage sharing behaviors and stepping out of the 

actual work role (Detert & Burris, 2007; van Dyne et al., 2003). Team members become 

more engaged and take on more tasks in the team. In these circumstances shared leader-

ship approaches can be particularly effective. However, if team members show voice 

but the leader is not interested in feedback, engagement, or the opportunity to take a 

shared leadership approach will not result (Carson et al., 2007; Chiu et al., 2016; Detert 

& Burris, 2007; Lam et al., 2017; Qian et al., 2018; Stahl et al., 2010; Vandenberghe et 

al., 2021; Wu et al., 2020; Zhu et al., 2018). Nicolaides et al. (2014) have also recently 

highlighted these two constructs as possible antecedents of shared leadership. Qian et al. 

(2018) further suggest that asking for feedback more frequently causes the leader to 
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relinquish autonomy and power which may manifest in shared leadership (Qian et al., 

2018). As Leader Characteristics (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014), we choose perceived team 

support from the leader's perspective. Here, the team leader perceives the team as sup-

portive, values the input of each team member and helps satisfy individual needs (Bish-

op et al., 2000; Bishop et al., 2005). This perceived state helps the team leader voluntar-

ily engage in a dependency relationship, thus relinquishing control and sharing tasks 

(Jong et al., 2007; Sheng et al., 2010). In order for a team leader to complete his or her 

tasks, he or she needs support from his or her other team members. This creates a be-

nevolent relationship, which relates to higher team trust from the leader’s perspective 

(Jong et al., 2007; Sheng et al., 2010). So, we choose team trust from the leader’s per-

spective as our followership outcome. 

In this context, our study makes three important contributions to the literature on 

shared leadership. First, this study provides a new perspective on shared leadership an-

tecedents and boundary conditions and illuminates the interplay of team voice behav-

iour and feedback seeking of the team leader (compare Ali et al. (2020), Boies et al. 

(2010), Feitosa et al. (2020), Nicolaides et al. (2014), and Qian et al., 2018). Second, it 

extends the approach of Uhl-Bien et al. (2014) and integrates shared leadership into 

followership theory. By adopting this theoretical lens, we can provide new insights 

about the relation of leaders and their teams in a shared leadership setting. Third, we can 

expand previous research regarding the shared leadership-trust relationship by focussing 

on the team leader as trustor. This can provide new insights about how leaders react to 

shared leadership on a relation level and whether their reaction hinges on further condi-

tions (i.e., perceived team support). Our theoretical model is summarized in Figure 4. 
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Figure 4 

Theoretical model 

 

4.2 Theory, hypotheses, and research question 

Our theoretical basis for our research model is grounded in followership theory 

(Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). This theory states that leaders and followers assume roles creat-

ed by specific individuals or a team in an organization. In this process, multiple individ-

uals actively follow a leader in a reciprocal social process (Baker, 2007). In this context 

there does not always have to be a hierarchical relationship between the leader and the 

team, but a leader can also follow the team members as in the shared leadership ap-

proach (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014; Zhu et al., 2018). Uhl-Bien et al. (2014) echo this theory 

in their paper and develop two theoretical frameworks (reversing the lens and the lead-

ership process) for analyzing followership. In this study, we focus on an adaptive type 

of leadership process. This states that followers and leaders act together to shape fol-

lowership, leadership, and its outcomes in a dynamic process (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). 

Leading and following behaviors thereby actively affect the output of a joint effort and 

are mediated by leadership style. In our study, we take this model from Uhl-Bien et al. 

(2014) and extend it with the leadership characteristics also listed by Uhl-Bien et al. 

(2014) as a second moderator between leadership style and the output. 
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4.2.1 Shared leadership 

The shared leadership approach describes a mutual, evenly distributed, and col-

lective influence process of members of a team (Wu et al., 2020). Leadership and re-

sponsibility in the team are shared among each other and this informal source of team 

leadership can occur parallel to hierarchical leadership (Klasmeier & Rowold, 2020; 

Morgeson et al., 2010; Zhu et al., 2018). Both the completion of tasks and its control are 

now the responsibility of the entire team (Chiu et al., 2016; Zhu et al., 2018). This sin-

gle-level exchange results in specific tasks in the team, which can be divided into a tran-

sition and action phase. Here, both team selection, mission definition, project planning 

and structuring, further development, and counteracting problematic situations through 

open communication and regular feedback cycles are important (Morgeson et al., 2010). 

Another task is the handling and management of intangible (including team member 

development) and tangible resources (including procurement, utilization, and control) 

(Drescher et al., 2014). Above all, the tracking of common processes and tasks and the 

responsibility drawing (including application) of improvement suggestions distinguish a 

team with a shared leadership approach (Aime et al., 2014). Through this approach, a 

higher efficiency is created to achieve the envisioned goals and to evoke a new way of 

thinking about work (Drescher et al., 2014). The amount of meta-analyses published in 

recent years on this topic highlight the increasing interest in shared leadership and its 

root causes (D'Innocenzo et al., 2016; Nicolaides et al., 2014; Wang et al., 2014; Wu et 

al., 2020; Zhang & Zhou, 2014). 

4.2.2 The relation between voice and shared leadership 

Previous research has already examined various leadership styles (ethical leader-

ship (Chen & Hou, 2016; Huang & Paterson, 2017; Walumbwa & Schaubroeck, 2009; 

Zhu et al., 2015), transformational leadership (Detert & Burris, 2007; Duan et al, 2017; 
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Liang et al., 2017; Liu et al., 2010), participative leadership and shared leadership (Ali 

et al., 2020), traditional Chinese leadership (Li & Sun, 2015), empowering leadership 

examined in the context of voice (Raub & Robert, 2013). 

In this context, voice is seen as a means of communication between the team and 

the team leader and allows the team to constructively criticize the way they work or to 

drive decision-making together with the team leader and to take on leadership tasks 

themselves (Detert & Burris, 2007; Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2012; Van Dyne & 

LePine, 1998; Wu et al., 2020). Leaders in particular are focused on promoting the level 

of voice in their own team (Morrison, 2011). In this context, voice is a voluntary good 

that is mainly exercised by committed team members who want to improve the work 

situation (Frese & Fay, 2001). In a team environment, voice describes team members' 

influence on their own performance of their tasks and goals. It is often combined with 

participative and exchange-related behaviors (Seers, 1996). These exchanges succeed in 

incorporating team members personal knowledge into the work process (Liu et al., 

2013), improving team engagement and decision making, among other things (Carson et 

al., 2007). In addition, voice can also elicit a negative response, especially from the 

leader. When a leader or work style is criticized, the leader may feel personally attacked 

and consequently respond with interpersonal rejection and workplace sanctions (Milli-

ken et al., 2003). One leadership style that benefits from such behavior itself is the 

shared leadership approach (Ali et al., 2020). Especially the internal interaction within 

the team is of high significance. This interaction in the team was defined by Carson et 

al. (2007) in three criteria: social support, common goal, and voice. When there is a 

high level of these three criteria, it reinforces the degree of shared leadership (Carson et 

al., 2007; Daspit et al., 2013; Serban & Roberts, 2016). This relationship is also con-

firmed by Stahl et al. (2010). In the latter's study, positive team interaction resulted in 
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higher levels of shared leadership. The meta-analysis by Wu et al. (2020), which deals 

with the antecedents, consequences, and moderators of shared leadership, also confirms 

a positive relationship between voice and shared leadership. Likewise, Ali et al. (2020) 

confirm that a high level of voice in the team promotes the decision to adopt a shared 

leadership approach. Based on this previous work, we argue that a high level of voice in 

a team is related to a high level of shared leadership in a team. This generates to the 

following first hypothesis: 

H1: Voice of the team is positively related to shared leadership of the team. 

4.2.3 Moderation through feedback seeking 

When voice is exercised in a team, feedback is always exchanged (Detert & Bur-

ris, 2007). The term feedback seeking is understood to mean an independent effort to 

discuss and reflect on one's own actions. In this process, individuals find out the degree 

to which their effectiveness and performance is perceived by the other person and can 

thus compare their self-image with the external image (Ashford, 1986; Ashford, 1989; 

Gong et al., 2017; Lam et al., 2017). Individuals can learn from feedback and optimize 

their future actions (Ashford & Tsui, 1991; Guo et al., 2020). Feedback can be sought in 

both actively soliciting and passively observing forms. In the active form, a person ac-

tively asks for feedback from another person about him- or herself. In the passive form, 

the person receives feedback but has not actively requested it previously (Sherf & Mor-

rison, 2020). Feedback seeking may be bidirectional between team members and lead-

ers, with each seeking feedback from the other. In both cases, problems of limited atten-

tion and limited information can be improved in leadership behavior (Auh et al., 2019). 

The leader can subsequently be more responsive to the needs of his/her team members, 

increase fairness in the team, and optimize the work process (Sherf et al., 2021; Sherf & 

Morrison, 2020). For team members, the resulting feedback process is another means of 
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personal development (Dimotakis et al., 2017). In the absence of appropriate feedback 

seeking, organization engagement decreases and turnover rate increases (Vandenberghe 

et al., 2021). In this study, we turn to feedback seeking by the leader. 

If voice promotes stepping out of the actual work role in order to improve the 

organization or the team by conveying thoughts (van Dyne et al., 2003), this activates 

the process of feedback seeking (Detert & Burris, 2007). Nevertheless, it is true that 

raising one's voice also carries risks, which may come to light through negative recep-

tion of what is said by the team leader and the resulting sanctions against the team 

member, among others (Detert & Burris, 2007; Qian et al., 2018). Therefore, we argue 

that if a leader himself views voice insertion as positive and himself actively engages in 

feedback seeking with his team about himself, that this behavior will further increase 

the shared leadership in the team. A positive correlation of feedback seeking, and voice 

was already found in the study by Qian et al. (2018). 

If feedback seeking is now placed in the context of leadership, especially the ac-

cessibility and support by the leader leads to a strengthening of this relationship (Lam et 

al., 2017), which characterizes the shared leadership approach (Wu et al., 2020). 

In summary, voice stimulates intra-team exchange and stepping out of one’s 

work role. Consequently, exchange for feedback seeking is thereby favored (Detert & 

Burris, 2007; van Dyne et al., 2003). The leader's feedback seeking increases fairness in 

the team and promotes commitment among individual team members (Sherf et al., 

2021; Sherf & Morrison, 2020; Vandenberghe et al., 2021). A reinforcement of shared 

leadership in the team occurs, where team members become more engaged and step out 

of their team role to take on additional tasks (Chiu et al., 2016; Zhu et al., 2018). If there 

is no feedback seeking from the leader, the engagement of individual team members 

will decrease, and some team members will not feel heard. Consequently, the level of 
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shared leadership in the team will be decreased (Chiu et al., 2016; Sherf et al., 2021; 

Sherf & Morrison, 2020; Vandenberghe et al., 2021; Zhu et al., 2018). This generates 

the following second hypothesis: 

H2: Feedback seeking by the leader moderates the positive relationship between 

 voice of the team and shared leadership of the team. In case of high (low) feed-

 back seeking, the positive relationship will be stronger (weaker). 

4.2.4 The relation between shared leadership and leader’s team trust 

Trust describes the willingness of one party to expose itself willingly to the ac-

tions of another party. In this context, the first party has neither control nor supervision 

over the actions of the second party (Mayer et al., 1995). Trust in this context encom-

passes various forms: Trust in an individual, trust in a team, and trust in an organization. 

However, the origin of trust for one always rests on one's own perceived feelings 

(Lewicki et al., 1998). Trust is thereby viewed as a dyadic construct consisting of a trus-

tor (trusting party) and a trustee (party to be trusted) (Breuer et al., 2020). Team trust is 

defined here as the expectations that include the honesty, goodwill, and competence of 

other team members (Simons & Peterson, 2000). Team members develop emotional 

caring for and investment in one another through shared experiences (Breuer et al., 

2020; Feitosa et al., 2020). This expectancy allows individuals within an organization to 

take risks without having control or oversight over them. Through this behavior, it is 

possible to influence other team members or to be influenced oneself (Engel Small & 

Rentsch, 2010). Contrary to prevailing opinion, this risk dependency does not create 

stress; rather, the team structure solidifies trust within the team (Lehmann-Willenbrock 

& Kauffeld, 2010). A complement to risk dependency theory was developed by Cheng 

et al. (2016). In their research on the sample of virtual teams, they discovered that team 

members not only include the probability of risk in their evaluation on the trust meas-
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ure, but also the benefits from their team relationship that are calculable for them. As a 

result, trust is no longer defined only by risk, but also by a weighed gain from its trust 

relationship. 

The risk-affirming behavior enables an acceptance of mutual influence, social 

exchange, and joint collaboration (Breuer et al., 2016). Furthermore, this behavior also 

embraces leadership tasks (Mathieu et al., 2015; Morgeson et al., 2010), whereby a high 

level of team trust reinforces a shared leadership approach, and a high level of shared 

leadership reinforces team trust (Klasmeier & Rowold, 2020). Due to the addressed risk 

affinity of team members (also team leaders) in a trust relationship, they are more open 

to another team member to relinquish leadership and control and to act as equals (De-

Rue & Ashford, 2010). Leadership tasks are shared from the team leader among the 

team and individual commitment among team members is created to achieve and active-

ly influence common goals (Bergman et al., 2012). Through this, the responsibility of 

dealing with, controlling, and improving tasks (processes) belongs to all team members 

(Aime et al., 2014; Chiu et al., 2016; Zhu et al., 2018). This behavior is also emphasized 

by the followership theory. In this case, it is possible that the leader follows other team 

members rather than leading them as a strong leader (Baker, 2007; Uhl-Bien et al.). So-

cial exchange theory and adaptive leadership theory also clarify the derivation 

(Klasmeier & Rowold, 2020). A reciprocal relationship of cooperation and trust within 

the team promotes shared leadership within the team (Drescher et al., 2014; Klasmeier 

& Rowold, 2020; Wu et al., 2020). Engel Small and Rentsch (2010) also confirmed this 

thesis. They found that team trust promotes a team's/team leader´s acceptance of the risk 

of a shared leadership approach. High levels of team trust strengthen joint teamwork 

and increase work performance (Drescher et al., 2014; Hoch & Dulebohn, 2017; Imam 

& Zaheer, 2021; Shen & Chen, 2007; Wu et al., 2020). However, we assume that the 
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positive relation of shared leadership and team trust from the leader’s perspective will 

be influenced by perceived team support, which will we explain in the following sec-

tion. 

4.2.5 Moderation through perceived team support 

In followership theory, following (whether team members follow the leader, or 

the leader follows the team members) describes a support of the followers for the lead-

ing parties to achieve their goals. Here, both the work of the followers and the work of 

the leading party to have motivated the followers to achieve the goal, is appreciated 

(Carsten et al., 2014). 

Through social exchange theory, it is also known that individuals help those with 

whom they have a supportive relationship (Becker et al., 2018; Cropanzano et al., 

2017). Therefore, if a team leader experiences team support, he or she will establish a 

supportive relationship with his or her team members and mutual influence can occur 

(Becker et al., 2018; Cropanzano et al., 2017; Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). In this study, we 

focus on perceived team support of the team for the leader (see Becker et al., 2018; 

Pearce & Herbik, 2004; Sheng et al., 2010). Here, this supportive relationship is de-

scribed as the team's regard for individual team members, the team leader and the provi-

sion of available resources, such as an appropriate leadership system (Bishop et al., 

2000; Bishop et al., 2005; Pearce & Herbik, 2004). In this context, leader behavior is 

influenced by perceived team support, team commitment, and team behavior (Pearce & 

Herbik, 2004). In order to accomplish his or her own tasks, a team leader needs the sup-

port of the other team members and thus enters into a dependency relationship, which is 

only possible under the condition of shared trust (Jong et al., 2007; Sheng et al., 2010). 

Now, when the team leader feels a high level of perceived team support, trust in the 

team increases significantly (Sheng et al., 2010). Now, if there is a strong shared leader-
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ship approach in a team, which promotes risk-taking, responsibility-taking, and support-

ive behaviors, resulting in an increase in team trust, perceived team support of the team 

for the leader strengthens this relationship, as perceived team support fosters interde-

pendence and team cohesion. However, if perceived team support of the leader is weak, 

this will weaken the relationship between shared leadership and leader's team trust, as 

the shared leadership influence of the team is not beneficial for the leader (Drescher et 

al., 2014; Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Jong et al., 2007; Klasmeier & Rowold, 2020; Sheng et 

al., 2010; Wu et al., 2020). Consequently, our third hypothesis results: 

H3: Perceived team support of the leader moderates the positive relationship be-

 tween shared leadership of the team and team trust from the leader's perspec-

 tive. In case of high (low) perceived team support, the positive relationship will 

 be stronger (weaker). 

 Furthermore, this results in the overarching hypothesis for the overall model: 

H4: Feedback seeking from the leader's perspective is a moderator of the first 

 stage and perceived team support from the leader's perspective is a moderator of 

 the second stage of the indirect relationship of voice and team trust via shared 

 leadership. With higher (lower) feedback seeking and higher (lower) perceived 

 team support, this positive indirect relationship should be stronger (weaker). 

4.3 Method 

4.3.1 Sample and research design 

The data collection was carried out with an online questionnaire, which was sent 

via SoSci-Survey by e-mail to team leader and their teams. This was done at two meas-

urement points with time-lag of one week. Prior to their participation, team leader and 

their teams were informed about the purpose of the data collection. To ensure a high 
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level of willingness to participate as a whole team at two measurement points, partici-

pants could receive a feedback report. If a participant had not completed the question-

naire in the first or second measurement point after 3 and after 5 days, he or she was 

reminded of his or her participation by a reminder e-mail containing the participation 

link. In addition to selected demographic variables, the team leaders were asked about 

their own feedback seeking at measurement time point 1. At measurement time point 2, 

they were asked about the level of team trust and perceived team support of their team. 

In the first measurement point, the team members were asked about shared leadership 

and voice in their team, in addition to selected demographic variables. 

In the first measurement point, 45 team leaders and 132 team members partici-

pated in the survey. The average team size was 3.93 members. In the second measure-

ment point, 43 team leaders and 125 team members participated in the survey. The aver-

age team size was 3.91 members. The organizations in the teams were active both na-

tionally and internationally and were based in Germany. Excluded from the sample was 

one person who resigned after the first measurement point as well as 7 people who were 

involved in a cross-departmental project as they were affiliated to more than one leader. 

These individuals were identified as significant outliers on their teams and were there-

fore removed. 

Leaders averaged age was 40 years (M = 40.79, SD = 7.10) and they were 78 % 

male (M = 1.78, SD = .42). 93 % of the executives were employed full-time and 87 % of 

them had a college degree. Organizational tenure averaged 5.5 years (M = 5.61, SD = 

4.86), team tenure averaged 4.5 years (M = 4.66, SD = 4.39), and the employee span to 

lead was 6 people (M = 6.48, SD = 2.27). 

Team members averaged age was 36 years (M = 36.52, SD = 10.83) and they 

were 75 % male (M = 1.75, SD = .43). 79 % of team members were employed full-time, 
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and 56 % of them had college degrees. Organizational tenure averaged was 4.5 years (M 

= 4.41, SD = 4.09) and team tenure averaged was 3.5 years (M = 3.59, SD = 3.36). 

The industry in which most participants were employed was computer and IT 

services with 89 %, second was insurance and financial services with 4 %, and third was 

consulting services and manufacturing with 2 % each. The company sizes of the sur-

veyed teams are distributed as follows: 3 % of the teams are employed in a company 

smaller than 10, in 4 % between 50 and 249, in 89 % between 250 and 5000 and in 4 % 

larger than 5000. 

4.3.2 Measures 

Team trust. The 9 items of the German Workplace Trust Survey (Team trust) by 

Lehmann-Willenbrock & Kauffeld (2010) with a 6-point likert scale were used to meas-

ure team trust. The likert scale ranges from 1 (I strongly disagree) to 6 (I strongly 

agree). An example item is "My teammates deal with me honestly." The internal con-

sistency of the items is α = .77 (team leader survey) at the second measurement point. 

No ICC value could be calculated for the team leader survey because it was measured at 

the highest (i.e., team) level. 

Voice. To measure the degree of voice, the 6 items of van Dyne & LePine (1998) 

with a 7-point likert scale are used. The likert scale ranges from 1 (I strongly disagree) 

to 7 (I strongly agree). An example item is "We develop and make recommendations on 

issues that affect our work group." The internal consistency of the items here is α = .88. 

Finally, we calculated the ICC. This captured the degree of agreement between team 

members' ratings (Bliese, 2000). For voice, at the first measurement time point when 

team members were surveyed, the ICC1 value was .28 and ICC2 value was .54. 
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Shared leadership. The 10 items of Morgeson et al. (2010) with a 5-point likert 

scale are used to measure shared leadership. The likert scale ranges from 1 (I strongly 

disagree) to 5 (I strongly agree). An example item is "We as a team plan and structure 

our work together." The internal consistency of the items here amounts to α = .88 at the 

first measurement time point. For shared leadership, at the first measurement time point 

when team members were surveyed, the ICC1 value was .13 and ICC2 value was .30. 

Feedback seeking. To measure feedback seeking, 5 items from Ashford & Tsui 

(1991) with a 7-point likert scale are used. The likert scale ranges from 1 (I strongly 

disagree) to 7 (I strongly agree). An example item is "I directly ask my team for infor-

mation about my behavior." The internal consistency of the items is α = .84 at the first 

measurement point. No ICC value could be calculated for feedback seeking in the sur-

vey of team leaders, as it was measured at the highest level. 

Perceived team support. To measure perceived team support, 6 items from the 

FIF by Eisenberger et. al (2001) with a 7-point likert scale are used. The likert scale 

ranges from 1 (I strongly disagree) to 7 (I strongly agree). An example item is "My 

team is proud of my achievements." The internal consistency of the items is α = .72 at 

the second time of measurement. No ICC value could be calculated for perceived team 

support in the survey of team leaders, as it was measured at the highest level. 

4.3.3 Statistical analysis strategy 

Data were analyzed using R software (version 4.1.2, R Core Team, 2021). We 

use a structural equation model (SEM) to analyze the data. This allows us to control for 

measurement error and to model complex processes like doubly moderated mediation in 

one statistical model (Kline, 2011). 
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In the first step, the outliers were removed from the sample and the data from the 

two measurement time points were allocated according to team leaders and team mem-

bers, respectively. This was followed by a readability analysis of the items to determine 

Cronbach's alpha. In the second step, we aggregated the team members rating of voice 

and shared leadership to run the analysis on the team level. Aggregation is justified by 

ICC values (see Bliese, 2000). Descriptive statistics and a correlation matrix with three 

control variables (age, gender, educational level) and the model constructs team trust, 

shared leadership, voice, feedback seeking, and perceived team support were created. 

The demographic variables were determined separately for the team leaders and the 

team members, and the ICC values of the individual constructs were determined. The 

third step involved testing the doubly moderated mediation model using bootstrapping 

with 5,000 bootstrap resamples (Preacher et al., 2007). 

4.4 Results 

The mean values, standard deviations and intercorrelations are shown in table 7. 

The surveyed main variables of the team member correlate significantly positively with 

each other and the surveyed main variables of the team leader correlate significantly 

positively with each other. No significant correlation can be found between the team 

member variables and the team leader variables. Since the surveyed control variables do 

not have a significant influence on the main variables and the hypotheses, they were 

omitted from the following representations (Bernerth et al., 2018). 
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Table 7 

Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 

1. Shared leadership T1 4.27 .46    .36***     

2. Voice T1 5.66 .73  .54***        

3. Feedback seeking T1 5.60 .82 -.01     -.08         

4. Team trust T2 5.49 .36 -.17     -.21      .35*      

5. Perceived team support 

T2 6.06 .52  .02     -.17      .33*     .41**   

Note. T1 = Measuring point 1, T2 = Measuring point 2. Team-level correlations are pre-

sented below the diagonal (N = 43); individual-level correlations are presented above 

the diagonal (N = 125). ' p <.10. * p <.05. ** p <.01. *** p <.001. 

4.4.1 Direct and moderating effects 

The results of the structural equation model analysis (model fit: Chi² = 6.46, df = 

5, p = .26, CFI = 94, SRMR = .05, RMSEA = .08) show that voice has a direct signifi-

cant positive influence on shared leadership, confirming Hypothesis 1 (see results in 

table 8, β = .52, p < .001). Meanwhile, a significant positive moderation of the relation-

ship of voice on shared leadership by feedback seeking of the leader could not be con-

firmed, leading to a rejection of hypothesis 2 (see results in table 8, β = -.14, p > .10). 
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Table 8 

Results of structural equation model analysis on the direct influence of voice on shared 

leadership and the moderation of feedback seeking this relationship 

Parameter  B (SE) 95 % CI  

Lower Bound 

95 % CI  

Upper Bound 

Main Predictors      

   Voice T1        .52*** (.14) .21 .74 

   Feedback seeking T1   -.01 (.14) -.30 .24 

Interaction      

   Voice T1 X Feedback seeking T1   -.14 (.18) -.48 .25 

Note. T1 = Measuring point 1, T2 = Measuring point 2. N = 43 teams. Results are stand-

ardized coefficients. ' p <.10. * p <.05. ** p <.01. *** p <.001. 

The second moderation hypothesis (H3), that perceived team support of the team 

leaders moderates the positive relationship between shared leadership of the team and 

team trust from the team leader's perspective, cannot be confirmed either (see results in 

table 9, β = .20, p > .10). 
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Table 9 

Results of structural equation model analysis on the moderating effect of perceived team 

support on the relationship of shared leadership on team trust 

Parameter B (SE) 95 % CI  

Lower Bound 

95 % CI  

Upper Bound 

Main Predictors     

   Shared Leadership T1  -.20 (.17) -.54 .15 

   Perceived Team Support T2   .43*** (.12) .22 .68 

Interaction     

   Shared Leadership T1 X  

   Perceived Team Support T2  

 .20 (.16) -.05 .61 

Note. T1 = Measuring point 1, T2 = Measuring point 2. N = 43 teams. Results are stand-

ardized coefficients. ' p <.10. * p <.05. ** p <.01. *** p <.001. 

4.4.2 Conditional indirect effects 

 The rejection of the two moderation hypotheses H2 and H3 also leads to a rejec-

tion of hypothesis 4 regarding the conditional indirect effects of the overall model (see 

results in table 10).
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Table 10 

Results of the structural equation model analysis on the conditional indirect effects in the overall model 

Moderator 1 Moderator 2 Indirect Effect 95 % CI  

Lower Bound 

95 % CI  

Upper Bound 

High Feedback seeking T1 (+1 SD) High Perceived team support T2 (+1 SD) .03 -.14 .21 

 Low Perceived team support T2 (-1 SD) -.18 -.48 .04 

Low Feedback seeking T1 (-1 SD) High Perceived team support T2 (+1 SD) -.03 -.28 .18 

 Low Perceived team support T2 (-1 SD) -.24 -.67 .06 

Note. CI = confidence interval. bootstrapping repetition n = 5.000. T1 = Measuring point 1, T2 = Measuring point 2. ' p <.10. * p <.05. ** p 

<.01. *** p <.001.
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4.5 Discussion 

In our model, we assumed a positive relation of voice on shared leadership, 

which has been supported by our data. A moderation of this relationship through feed-

back seeking by the leader could not be confirmed. Furthermore, we assumed a positive 

relationship between shared leadership of the team and team trust from the team lead-

er’s perspective, which has been not supported by our data. Also, no significant modera-

tion of the relationship shared leadership on team trust by perceived team support could 

be confirmed. The conditional indirect effects in the overall model could therefore also 

not be confirmed. 

4.5.1 Theoretical implications 

First, this study extends the research of Uhl-Bien et al. (2014) in the context of 

the adapted leadership process and the followership theory. The results indicate a signif-

icant positive influence of follower behaviors (voice) on leadership (shared leadership). 

Through this we provide new insights about the relation of team leaders and their teams 

in a shared leadership setting. This confirms the research of Wu et al. (2020) and Ali et 

al. (2020), who also found a positive influence of voice on shared leadership. 

Second, the focus is on the sample and the relationship of trust and shared lead-

ership in a team context. Although research on this has been conducted by Drescher et 

al. (2014), Engel Small and Rentsch (2010), Klasmeier & Rowold (2020), and Wu et al. 

(2020), for example, Engel Small and Rentsch (2010) conducted their research on trust 

and shared leadership in the education sector. In contrast, our sample is focused on the 

private business sector and consists of individuals (team leader and team member) in 

national and international contexts. This sample allows for an economic perspective on 

the constructs under study. Furthermore, through this sample we can expand previous 
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research regarding the shared leadership-trust relationship by focusing on the team lead-

er as trustor and the team as trustee. This provides new insights about how leaders react 

to shared leadership on a relation level and whether their reaction hinges on further con-

ditions. In our case we have no positive relationship between shared leadership and 

team trust and no positive moderating effect on this relationship through perceived team 

support, which is opposite to the research of Drescher et al. (2014), Engel Small and 

Rentsch (2010), Klasmeier & Rowold (2020), Sheng et al. (2010) and Wu et al. (2020). 

As a result, the team leader does not react to the team's shared leadership with a change 

in trust. In addition, the manager does not react negatively to the shared leadership of 

the team, even though the team takes on leadership responsibilities and tasks that partly 

fall within the team leader's area of responsibility. No dispute arises over competence 

and responsibilities. 

Third, this study offers a new perspective on the emergence, antecedents, and 

boundary conditions of shared leadership. In particular, the research design of the struc-

tural equation model at two measurement time points extends the research of the ante-

cedents and boundary conditions of shared leadership (voice, feedback seeking, and 

perceived team support) and fills the research gaps of Ali et al. (2020), Boies et al. 

(2010), Feitosa et al. (2020), Lam et al. (2017), Nicolaides et al. (2014), and Qian et al. 

(2018). A high degree of Voice increases a shared leadership in the team. Team members 

therefore appreciate an open exchange and the introduction of suggestions and criti-

cisms. Feedback seeking from the team leader as a moderator of this relationship does 

not significantly strengthen this relationship. The implication here is that a team can 

have a high degree of shared leadership using voice even without the active feedback 

seeking of the team leader. 
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4.5.2 Practical/Managerial implications 

Several practical implications for leaders and team members can be derived from 

the results of this study. First, followership theory shows that not only leaders can influ-

ence their team from above, but team members can also influence the leader with their 

actions (Baker, 2007). Therefore, both leader and team members must be aware that 

their actions can each influence the other party and thus proceed thoughtfully. In this 

context, team leaders need to be screened for responsible work and leadership practices 

as early as the selection process. One possibility for this is an assessment centre, which 

analyzes not only intelligence tests but also the soft skills of an applicant. Furthermore, 

a high degree of voice in the team promotes the shared leadership approach practiced in 

the team. Thus, a leader should promote both voice and shared leadership in the team, as 

this increases work performance in the team (D’Innocenzo et al., 2016; Drescher et al., 

2014). In addition, it has been shown that perceived team support from the team leader 

directly strengthens team trust, which creates a higher level of team cohesion and in turn 

leads to better work results (De Jong et al., 2016). In order to further increase the level 

of voice in the team and the perceived team support and thus increase the level of shared 

leadership and team trust, several team-building measures should be implemented. For 

this purpose, the team members and the team leader could, for example, travel away 

from the daily work routine to a location that is not related to the workplace (e.g. a 

house in the mountains). Here, in various workshop formats, the strengths and weak-

nesses of the team's own collaboration can be written down and translated into measures 

that will make future collaboration more efficient and successful. To ensure that this is 

not forgotten in the subsequent day-to-day work, monthly meetings should be arranged 

to track progress and answer any questions that arise. 
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4.5.3 Limitations and future directions/research 

Due to some limitations, this study offers starting points for future research. 

First, the sample in this study includes 43 team leaders and 125 team members, 89 % of 

them are from the computing and IT services industry. This offers future studies the 

opportunity to conduct the same research on a larger scale in an industry heterogeneous 

setting or in a single organization, as in Kukenberger and D'Innocenzo (2020). Second, 

by using a time-lagged design with multisource data (i.e., ratings from team members 

and team leaders), our study can reduce many common biases in methodology. Never-

theless, there is the possibility of a recency effect (Atkinson et. al, 1968), whereby 

events from the near past are given more weight in one's own perception than more dis-

tant events, whereby a bias in the answers is possible. Furthermore, although the ano-

nymity of the participants is preserved in the survey, there is a possibility of predictabil-

ity of the answers and a resulting deception due to the paper-pencil method and the final 

receipt of a feedback report for the entire team (Podsakoff et al., 2003). The resulting 

common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003; Klapper et al., 2009) can only be mini-

mized if the survey is administered at further measurement time points at regular inter-

vals (e.g. Chen et al., 2011; McArdle, 2009). Engel Small, and Rentsch (2010) devel-

oped another way to minimize this error. They ran a simulation game with participants, 

whereby not only the final answer was available for evaluation, but also the interaction 

and behaviors of the participants could be analyzed in detail. Through this, the con-

structs and its emergence of voice, shared leadership, feedback seeking, perceived team 

support and team trust can be analyzed in more detail.  

Despite the methodological strength of the study design, the results cannot be in-

terpreted in a causal or temporal direction (see Antonakis et al., 2010). Especially omit-
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ted variables may influence the results. Thus, the selection and relationship of the con-

structs offers an opportunity to expand the research in the future. In addition to the di-

rect relationships and mediation and moderation effects of the listed constructs, the ap-

proaches of Uhl-Bien et al. (2014) offer further interesting variables, such as follow-

ership behaviors (e.g. obedience or resistance), followership characteristics (e.g. goal 

orientation or motivation to lead), or followership outcomes (e.g. leader derailment or 

follower effectiveness), which require further research. Also, a possibility for additional 

variables is measuring a leader's effectiveness (Sharma & Kirkman 2015; Zhu et al., 

2018) and the resulting social influence in a team or on a leader (Oc & Bashshur, 2013). 

4.6 Conclusion 

This study contributes to the understanding of the emergence and relationship of 

shared leadership and team trust. In doing so, it extends the research on its antecedents 

and boundary conditions. A significant positive relation of voice with shared leadership 

was found. Although our work did not confirm the effect of feedback seeking and per-

ceived team support as moderators. Furthermore, the study offers an extension of under-

standing of the constructs in the context of team-level followership theory. 
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5 Overall discussion 

The focus of this dissertation was to extend the research on the reciprocal rela-

tionship of the variables shared leadership and trust on different levels of an organiza-

tion (team and organizational level). In order to examine this relationship more closely 

and to see which antecedents and boundary conditions influence this relationship at the 

different levels of an organization, two research questions were set up, which were an-

swered in two studies. 

In study 1, I analyzed the relationship between organizational trust and shared 

leadership in a multilevel model to answer both research question 1 and research ques-

tion 2 in an organizational context. This showed a positive influence of organizational 

trust on the antecedent empowering leadership, but not directly on shared leadership. 

Furthermore, it could be shown that the relationship of organizational trust to shared 

leadership is positively mediated by empowering leadership. However, a significant 

positive moderation of the first stage of this mediation by vision communication of top-

management could not be confirmed. 

In study 2, I examined the relationship of shared leadership and team trust at the 

team level to answer research questions 1 and 2 in the team context. A positive relation-

ship between voice of the team and shared leadership was found. The positive modera-

tion of this relationship by feedback seeking of the leader was not given. Also, no sig-

nificant positive relationship of shared leadership and team trust from the team leader's 

perspective could be identified. The positive moderation of this relationship by per-

ceived team support from the perspective of the leader could not be confirmed, which 

resulted in a rejection of the indirect effects in the overall model. 
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In the remaining chapters, I will further frame the findings of the two studies in 

relation to the research questions, provide limitations and outlooks for future research, 

identify theoretical and practical implications for research and the corporate world, and 

provide an overarching summary of my dissertation. 

5.1 Summary of findings and theoretical contribution 

Study 1 of my dissertation addressed research questions 1 - To what extent is 

there a reciprocal relationship between shared leadership and trust in the team and or-

ganizational context? - and 2 - Are there factors that shape (in terms of boundary con-

ditions) or explain (in terms of mediating mechanisms) the relationship of shared lead-

ership and trust at different organizational levels?. In relation to research question 1, this 

study extends the research on shared leadership and organizational trust. A positive rela-

tionship known so far mainly on the individual or team level (compare Klasmeier & 

Rowold, 2020; Engel Small & Rentsch, 2010) could be established in this study via the 

mediation hypothesis of organizational trust on shared leadership via empowering lead-

ership. This is also confirmed by the results of the meta-analysis by Uslu and Oklay 

(2015). Regarding the boundary conditions in the organizational context (research ques-

tion 2), this study mainly extends the knowledge on the boundary conditions of shared 

leadership and the influences of top-management and middle management. Especially 

the research gaps identified by Pearce et al. (2019), Wu et al. (2020), Venus et al. 

(2019), and Wang et al. (2014) on the antecedents and boundary conditions (vision 

communication of top-management and empowering leadership) of the reciprocal rela-

tionship of shared leadership and trust in the organizational context could be closed with 

this study. 
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Furthermore, the choice of the sample of top-management (i.e., CEO's) and mid-

dle management (i.e., team leaders) further consolidates the organizational view on both 

research questions. Research by, e.g. Klasmeier and Rowold (2020) as well as Engel 

Small and Rentsch (2010), focused on examining the lower levels of an organization 

(team leaders and/or individual team members). The sector is also of central importance, 

as Engel Small and Rentsch (2010), Joseph and Winston (2005), and Pearce et al. 

(2005), among others, focused on the education sector in their studies on (organization-

al) trust and (shared) leadership, and thus no direct reference to the free economy could 

be made. My choice of a sample consisting exclusively of business organizations in a 

national and international context further broadens the perspective of all variables. 

The second study of my dissertation answers research questions 1 and 2 at the 

team level. In doing so, it extends the research on shared leadership and team trust in 

terms of the related sample. In my study, team leaders and teams from the private sector 

from organizations operating nationally, as well as internationally, were interviewed, 

which provides additional research value. Although Drescher et al. (2014), Engel Small 

and Rentsch (2010), Klasmeier and Rowold (2020), and Wu et al. (2020), among others, 

have also studied the variables shared leadership and (team) trust, they have focused on 

the education sector (compare Engel Small & Rentsch, 2010). By focusing on the team 

leader as trustor and the team as trustee, the research could be extended on the relational 

level of shared leadership and team trust. In relation to research question 1, no signifi-

cant positive influence (in contrast to the studies of Drescher et al. (2014), Engel Small 

and Rentsch (2010), Klasmeier and Rowold (2020), and Wu et al. (2020)) of shared 

leadership on team trust from the team leader's perspective could be identified. Thus, 

the team leader's reaction does not depend on the degree of shared leadership in the 

team, and thus a high or low degree of shared leadership does not result in positive or 
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negative consequences of the team leader on team trust. This result also extends the 

findings of the research mentioned above on the two variables. 

Regarding the influence of the antecedents and boundary conditions of shared 

leadership and trust at the team level (research question 2), the research could be ex-

tended to address the research gaps of Ali et al. (2020), Boies et al. (2010), Feitosa et al. 

(2020), Lam et al. (2017), Nicolaides et al. (2014), and Qian et al. (2018) by surveying 

the antecedents and boundary conditions of voice, feedback seeking, and perceived 

team support at two measurement time points. In this context, the analyses revealed that 

a high level of voice in the team significantly positively influences the degree of shared 

leadership in the team and that the accompanying expression of criticism and sugges-

tions promotes an exchange at eye level. Moderation of this relationship through feed-

back seeking by the team leader could not be confirmed. This shows that a team does 

not necessarily need feedback seeking from the team leader but can advance the shared 

leadership approach in the team on its own through a high degree of voice. The modera-

tion of the relationship from shared leadership to team trust through perceived team 

support of the team leader could also not be confirmed. 

In summary, both studies present the relationship of shared leadership and trust 

at different levels of an organization in a multi-level perspective. Starting from top-

management and middle management (study 1) down to the team leader and the team 

(study 2), thus providing an all-encompassing view of the reciprocal relationship of 

shared leadership and trust and its antecedents and boundary conditions, contributing to 

an extension of current research (Zhu et al., 2018). 



75 
 

 
 

Based on the results of studies 1 and 2 and the research questions 1 and 2 an-

swered in different contexts in each case, two theories could be further developed: The 

trickle-down effect and the followership theory. 

A trickle-down effect could be identified through the sample used in study 1 of 

people from top-management, the middle managers assigned to them and their assess-

ment of the variables of their own team. Although no cross-level moderation could be 

detected, there was a significant relation between the variables at both hierarchical lev-

els. Thus, this study extends the research on the traceability of the trickle-down effect, 

which has only been investigated in a few studies so far (see Bormann & Diebig, 2021). 

Social exchange theory corroborates these findings, as a social exchange in top-

management triggers a reaction in middle management and this is transmitted to the 

further levels (Cropanzano et. al, 2017; Jiing-Lih Farh et al., 1990). Thus, for example, 

top-management can signal the value of shared leadership to the middle-level manage-

ment. The next level down in turn recognizes this leadership style and applies it accord-

ingly in its team. This gives top-management the opportunity to shape the entire organi-

zation through a trickle-down effect (Bormann & Diebig, 2021). 

In study 2, by examining team leaders and their teams, it was possible to take 

another look at the followership theory. The theory examined by Uhl-Bien et al. (2014) 

and its established model of an adapted leadership process showed, after adaptation, in 

the results that follower behavior (high level of voice) significantly influences team 

leader behavior. By raising the voice of the team, the team leader is induced to give 

more tasks and responsibilities to his/her team and to allow a shared leadership style. 

This gives the team members the opportunity to exert more influence on the leadership. 

Although both the team leader and the followers have their own competencies and tasks 
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in the classic theory of hierarchical leadership (Hoch & Kozlowski, 2014), these are 

shared based on the results achieved. This supports the assumptions of the followership 

theory in which the followers can significantly influence the leader (Uhl-Bien et al., 

2014). Thus, in addition to the research of Uhl-Bien et al. (2014), the research of Ali et 

al. (2020) and Wu et al. (2020) on voice and shared leadership is taken up and extended 

with the help of incorporating followership theory. 

5.2 Limitations 

Since this research, like any research, comes with limitations, in this chapter I 

will detail the methodological and theoretical limitations of my work and discuss them 

in the context of current research possibilities. 

The first limitation, which appears in different forms in both study 1 and study 2, 

is the composition of the sample. In study 1, I collected a sample of 23 individuals from 

top-management and 73 individuals from middle management from six industries in the 

business sector. The industry diversity is a plus here, as it allows for a broader view of 

different organizations in a wide variety of industries. However, the sample is too small 

to make a valid generalization across all organizations in the business context. Also, the 

high proportion of male academics (80 %) in the sample reduces the diversity of the 

results. In study 2, I analyzed a sample composed of 43 team leaders and 125 team 

members, 89 % of whom were from the computer and IT services industry. Due to the 

large number of teams (team leaders and team members), a good focus on the computer 

and IT services industry can be established. However, since mainly medium-sized com-

panies were surveyed, no generalized overview of the entire industry can be given. Fur-

thermore, it is not possible to adapt the survey to other industries because the percentage 

of other industries is too small (11 %). 
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The second limitation is the research design of the respective studies. In study 1, 

a cross-sectional design was used. A questionnaire was distributed to the respondents at 

one measurement point. This makes it impossible to draw causal conclusions over time 

and may bias the results. Study 2 included a longitudinal study with two measurement 

points, which can partially reduce methodological bias. Due to the paper-pencil method 

used in both studies, including the subsequent receipt of a feedback sheet, there is nev-

ertheless the possibility of deception in the accuracy of the assessments (Podsakoff et 

al., 2003). Respondents may understand the logic of the questions and thus answer in an 

imagined desired way, thus biasing the results and the method (common-method bias) 

(Podsakoff et al., 2003; Klapper et al., 2009). Also, in both studies it is possible that 

subjects give the answers to the questions as they feel at that moment. Here, the persons 

partly weight the events from the near past higher than reality might show. An example 

of a positive way is: A person receives a promotion and is motivated accordingly. 

He/She is likely to rate the positive categories higher than a person who has just re-

ceived bad feedback from his/her leader. This phenomenon is called the recency effect 

(Atkinson et. al, 1968). 

The third limitation relates to the relationship between the variables and the se-

lected antecedents and boundary conditions. Both study 1 and study 2 examined the 

direct or indirect relationship of shared leadership and trust at multiple levels of an or-

ganization. However, a direct mediation or moderation relationship of the shared leader-

ship and trust constructs was absent. Furthermore, the relationship was analyzed only in 

one direction (e.g. shared leadership on team trust), but the complete reciprocal relation-

ship was not considered. Also, because only a certain number of antecedents and 

boundary conditions were included in the analysis in both studies (two boundary condi-

tions in study 1: empowering leadership and vision communication) and one antecedent 
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and two boundary conditions in study 2: voice, feedback seeking, and perceived team 

support), there is a risk that omitted variables exist that also influence this relationship. 

The fourth and last limitation refers again to the sample of the first study. By in-

cluding the responses of top-management, middle management, and the assessment of 

them to the level below, a third-party assessment of the third level of the organization is 

created. This fosters a self-serving bias of middle management to the results from their 

own teams (Podsakoff et al., 2003). 

5.3 Directions for future research 

To learn from the results and limitations of my dissertation, I set directions for 

future research in this chapter. 

With respect to the limitation of the two studies on the sample, in the case of the 

first study a test of robustness can be performed by using a more heterogeneous and 

larger sample. For this purpose, the goal can either be to analyze an industry in more 

depth (compare Kukenberger & D'Innocenzo, 2020) or to extend the generalization 

across several industries. In doing so, the results of this study should be merged with 

additional samples from other industries, offering potentials for future research on the 

described variables. In the case of the second study, the sample can be further deepened, 

like the research of Kukenberger and D'Innocenzo (2020), and thus further surveys of 

the same variables can be conducted in startups and large corporations in the computer 

and IT services industry. These results can then be compared or merged with the results 

of this study in future research. 

The limitations of the research designs from both studies can be compensated in 

the case of the first study by including additional measurement points. Also in the sec-
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ond study, a third measurement point can improve the temporal consideration of the 

variables (see Chen et al., 2011; McArdle, 2009). Through this, a reduction in common 

method bias, among other things, takes place (Chen et al., 2011; McArdle, 2009). To be 

able to explore the variables even deeper and to analyze the respondents' behavior when 

answering, experimental or observational studies can be conducted in future studies 

(Aguinis & Edwards, 2014; Antonakis et al., 2010; Cook et al., 2019). Through this, 

micro-processes in leadership and followership can also be included, for example, the 

variable shared leadership (Klonek et al., 2019). An already practiced example of such a 

study is the simulation game by Engel Small and Rentsch (2010). Here it is possible to 

observe the behavior of a person over a longer period of time. In this way, it is possible 

to better understand both the emergence of variables and the reasons for their manifesta-

tions (Klasmeier & Rowold, 2020). 

Regarding the existing limitation in the relationships of the variables and the se-

lection of the antecedents and boundary conditions, the organizational consideration in 

study 1 in particular provides the opportunity for future research to further analyze top-

management and thus, in connection with the reciprocal relationship of shared leader-

ship and trust, to include personality (e.g. big five personality traits of Rammstedt and 

John (2005)), efficiency, or the need for control of top-management (Sharma & Kirk-

man 2015; Zhu et al., 2018). By including the personality of the top-management lead-

er, their leadership behavior can be further illuminated and a better understanding of the 

resulting actions of the top-management leader can be created. To get more practical 

relevance for the organizations, we can use team performance as an output, like in the 

study of Drescher et al. (2014), to extend its research at an organizational level (com-

pare Figure 5). 
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Figure 5 

Advanced research model 

 

From the perspective of study 2 and the team-level consideration, it is advisable 

in future research to examine other variables proposed by Uhl-Bien et al. (2014) in the 

context of followership theory. For example, for the listed categories of Uhl-Bien et al. 

(2014), followership outcomes (e.g. follower effectiveness, to calculate the influence of 

a high trust and shred leadership relationship on the follower effectiveness), follow-

ership characteristics (e.g. goal orientation, because goal orientation is an important 

factor for organizational success (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014)), and followership behavior 

(e.g. resistance, to calculate how high is the resistance to change processes in a shared 

leadership environment (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014)) offer potential for new research (com-

pare figure 6). Complementary to follower effectiveness, leader effectiveness and its 

influence on the team or on its leader is also of importance for further studies (Oc & 

Bashshur, 2013; Sharma & Kirkman 2015; Zhu et al., 2018). 
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Figure 6 

Advanced research model 

 

The limitation to external assessment in the trickle-down model by middle man-

agement for their team can be contained in future work by including further levels be-

low the first two management levels, as Bormann and Diebig (2021) have already 

demonstrated in their study. Expanding the sample to include an entire organization, 

starting with top-management, and working down to the last level, is also a possible 

research opportunity, since, for example, there are more than three levels of hierarchy in 

a DAX company. 

5.4 Practical implications 

Through its findings, the dissertation presented several practical implications for 

various organizations and levels of leadership. In both study 1 and study 2, a high de-

gree of shared leadership and trust are positive reciprocal influences at the team and 

organizational levels. In study 1, implications for upper management levels (top- and 

middle management) can be derived in particular. Here it is shown that a high degree of 

organizational trust mediated by empowering leadership leads to a high degree of shared 

leadership. A pronounced shared leadership results in a higher work performance of the 

teams (Drescher et al., 2014). Since a trickle-down effect was also demonstrated in 

study 1, upper management levels need to pay particular attention to the way they act. 

For example, if top-management treats its direct lower management level badly, the 
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latter will pass this behavior on to the next level below (Bormann & Diebig, 2020). This 

thus results in a low level of organizational trust throughout the workforce, which in 

turn causes a low level of shared leadership and ultimately causes low work perfor-

mance of teams (Drescher et al., 2014). Therefore, it is especially important for all lead-

ers in the company to keep the level of organizational trust high. This is achieved pri-

marily through open and honest communication from the leader to his or her direct team 

members and from top-management to the entire organization (Joseph & Winston, 

2005). For this reason, leaders at different levels of the organization should receive spe-

cial communication training that strengthens their social skills. Such training could look 

like the following (see figure 7): 

Figure 7 

The communication training process 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In the first step, the leaders come together for a kick-off away from their daily 

work environment. After a relaxed evening event for networking among themselves, a 

full-day workshop follows the next day. In the morning, an awareness-raising session 

will be held on the topic of communication (e.g. Why is communication important? 

What added value does good communication create for leaders, the team and the organ-
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ization as a whole? What are dos and don'ts when communicating with team members 

and other leaders?). After the leaders have internalized this message and discussed any 

anecdotes from their daily work, a practical training session follows in the afternoon. In 

this, the leaders are confronted with various case studies in role plays, prepare these in 

small groups and then present their results in the plenary session. An example of a case 

study could be that the leaders are informed of the company's new goals and now have 

to communicate these to their team members in a way that is both relevant and motivat-

ing. After each presentation, each small group receives feedback from the facilitator and 

the other leaders from the plenary. At the end of the day, a check-out takes place, where 

each leader is allowed to distribute a sticky dot on a graph (X-axis = degree of under-

standing of the importance of communication, Y-axis = degree of satisfaction with the 

workshop day) and explain the position of his dot. So that the team members of the ex-

ecutives are also picked up on this topic, each executive is also given the task of con-

ducting a half-day workshop with his team members, in which he tells them about the 

offsite event and openly discusses with his/her own team which parts of the current 

communication are running well and which need improvement. Based on this, measures 

are derived together, and these are reviewed, supplemented or adjusted, if necessary, in 

a monthly meeting. 

Study 2 further shows implications especially for the lower levels of an organi-

zation (team leader and team). It becomes apparent that a high degree of voice can in-

crease the shared leadership in the entire team and thus, resulting from the followership 

theory, the team members have the power to influence the leader (Baker, 2007). Thus, 

in addition to the leader, team members should also pay attention to their actions and act 

responsibly. Both the leader and the team members should also have a focus on a high 

degree of voice in the team, as this and a high degree of shared leadership also increase 
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work performance in the team (D'Innocenzo et al., 2016; Drescher et al., 2014). For this 

to succeed, attention must be paid to these character traits as early as the selection of 

new employees. The best way to find this out is an assessment center, as Rowold & 

Mönninghoff (2007) already recognized in their study on call centers. Here, candidates 

are involved in various case studies (for example, a group discussion) and analyzed by 

outside observers. In the case of the group discussion, the candidates' level of participa-

tion in the group discussion can be analyzed here. The measure used in this process is 

based in advance on the candidate's later required involvement in the team event/team 

communication. 

Furthermore, the results of study 2 showed a significant positive correlation be-

tween perceived team support of the leader and team trust. For this reason, it is also im-

portant in the selection process to choose a leader and team members with these two 

characteristics. A high level of both variables creates a strong team cohesion, which in 

turn leads to an improvement in work performance (De Jong et al., 2016). Team-

building measures such as team outings or the joint solution of a problem that arises 

outside of everyday work (e.g. increasing the sustainability of one's own company) also 

strengthen perceived team support and ultimately trust in the team. 

6 Conclusion 

The aim of this dissertation was to further explore the reciprocal relationship at 

team and organizational level between shared leadership and trust and to highlight the 

antecedents and boundary conditions affecting it. Organizational trust was found to 

have a direct significant positive influence on empowering leadership and an indirect 

(mediation by empowering leadership) significant positive influence on shared leader-

ship. However, top-management vision communication did not have a significant influ-
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ence on this relationship. Furthermore, voice of the team had a significant positive in-

fluence on shared leadership in the team. The influences of feedback seeking and per-

ceived team support on the mediation of voice via shared leadership to team trust of the 

team leader could not be proven. Thus, this dissertation highlights the importance of 

shared leadership and trust on different levels of an organization and enables teams, 

leaders, and entire organizations to benefit from the results and to incorporate them into 

their future actions. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



86 
 

 
 

References 

Aguinis, H., & Edwards, J. R. (2014). Methodological wishes for the next decade and 

how to make wishes come true. Journal of Management Studies, 51(1), 143–

174. https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12058 

Aguinis, H., Gottfredson, R. K., & Culpepper, S. A. (2013). Best-practice recommenda-

tions for estimating cross-level interaction effects using multilevel modeling. 

Journal of Management, 39(6), 1490-1528. 

Ahearne, M [Michael], Mathieu, J., & Rapp, A. (2005). To empower or not to empower 

your sales force? An empirical examination of the influence of leadership em-

powerment behavior on customer satisfaction and performance. The Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 90(5), 945–955. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-

9010.90.5.945 

Aime, F., Humphrey, S., DeRue, D. S., & Paul, J. B. (2014). The Riddle of Heterarchy: 

Power Transitions in Cross-Functional Teams. Academy of Management Jour-

nal, 57(2), 327–352. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.0756 

Ali, A., Wang, H., & Johnson, R. E. (2020). Empirical analysis of shared leadership 

promotion and team creativity: An adaptive leadership perspective. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 41(5), 405–423. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2437 

Anseel, F., Beatty, A. S., Shen, W., Lievens, F., & Sackett, P. R. (2015). How Are 

 We Doing After 30 Years? A Meta-Analytic Review of the Antecedents and Out- 

 comes of Feedback-Seeking Behavior. Journal of Management, 41(1), 318–348.  

 https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206313484521 

https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2437
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206313484521


87 
 

 
 

Antonakis, J., Bendahan, S., Jacquart, P., & Lalive, R. (2010). On making causal 

claims: A review and recommendations. The Leadership Quarterly, 21(6), 

1086–1120. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2010.10.010 

Arnold, J. A., Arad, S., Rhoades, J. A., & Drasgow, F. (2000). The empowering leader-

ship questionnaire: The construction and validation of a new scale for measuring 

leader behaviors. Journal of organizational behavior, 21(3), 249-269. 

Ashford, S. J. (1986). Feedback-seeking in individual adaptation: A resource perspec- 

 tive. Academy of Management Journal, 29, 465-487. 

Ashford, S. J. (1989). Self-Assessments in organizations: A literature review and inte- 

 grative model. Research in Organizational Behavior, 11, 133–174. 

Ashford, S. J., & Tsui, A. S. (1991). Self-regulation for managerial effectiveness: The  

 role of active feedback seeking. Academy of Management Journal, 34, 251–280. 

Ateş, N. Y., Tarakci, M., Porck, J. P., van Knippenberg, D., & Groenen, P. J. F. (2020). 

The Dark Side of Visionary Leadership in Strategy Implementation: Strategic 

Alignment, Strategic Consensus, and Commitment. Journal of Management, 

46(5), 637–665. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206318811567 

Atkinson, R. C., & Shiffrin, R. M. (1968). Human memory: A proposed system and its 

control processes. In Psychology of learning and motivation (Vol. 2, pp. 89-195). 

Academic Press. 

Auh, S., Menguc, B., Imer, P., & Uslu, A. (2019). Frontline Employee Feedback- 

 Seeking Behavior: How Is It Formed and When Does It Matter? Journal of Ser-

vice Research, 22(1), 44–59. https://doi.org/10.1177/1094670518779462 

Bachmann, Reinhard, Gillespie, Nicole & Kramer, Rod (2012). Call for Papers: Trust in 

Crisis: Organizational and Institutional Trust, Failures and Repair. Organization 

Studies. DOI:10.1177/0170840611433383 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206318811567


88 
 

 
 

Baker, S. D. (2007). Followership. Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies,  

 14(1), 50–60. https://doi.org/10.1177/0002831207304343 

Bapuji, H., Patel, C., Ertug, G., & Allen, D. G. (2020). Corona Crisis and Inequality: 

Why Management Research Needs a Societal Turn. Journal of Management, 

46(7), 1205–1222. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206320925881 

Bass, B. M., & Steidlmeier, P. (1999). Ethics, character, and authentic transformational 

leadership behavior. The Leadership Quarterly, 10(2), 181–217. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(99)00016-8 

Bass, B. M., Waldman, D. A., Avolio, B. J., & Bebb, M. (1987). Transformational 

Leadership and the Falling Dominoes Effect. Group & Organization Studies, 

12(1), 73–87. https://doi.org/10.1177/105960118701200106 

Becker, W. J., Cropanzano, R., van Wagoner, P., & Keplinger, K. (2018). Emotional  

 Labor Within Teams: Outcomes of Individual and Peer Emotional Labor on Per- 

 ceived Team Support, Extra-Role Behaviors, and Turnover Intentions. Group & 

Organization Management, 43(1), 38–71. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601117707608 

Bergman, J. Z., Rentsch, J. R., Small, E. E., Davenport, S. W., & Bergman, S. M.  

 (2012). The shared leadership process in decision-making teams. Journal of So-

cial Psychology, 152, 17-42. 

Bernerth, J. B., & Aguinis, H. (2016). A Critical Review and Best-Practice Recommen-

dations for Control Variable Usage. Personnel Psychology, 69(1), 229–283. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12103 

Bernerth, J. B., Cole, M. S., Taylor, E. C., & Walker, H. J. (2018). Control Variables in  

 Leadership Research: A Qualitative and Quantitative Review. Journal of Man-

agement, 44(1), 131–160. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206317690586 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601117707608


89 
 

 
 

Beyerlein, M. M., Johnson, D. A., & Beyerlein, S. T. (2000). Team development. Ad-

vances in interdisciplinary studies of work teams: Vol. 7. Emerald. 

http://www.emeraldinsight.com/1572-0977/7 

Bishop, J. W., Scott, K. D., & Burroughs, S. M. (2000). Support, Commitment, and 

 Employee Outcomes in a Team Environment. Journal of Management, 26(6), 

 1113-1132. https://doi.org/10.1177/014920630002600603 

Bishop, J. W., Scott, K. D., Goldsby, M. G., & Cropanzano, R. (2005). A Construct Va- 

 lidity Study of Commitment and Perceived Support Variables. Group & Organi-

zation Management, 30(2), 153–180. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601103255772 

Bliese, P. D. (2000). Within-group agreement, non-independence, and reliability: Impli-

cations for data aggregation and analysis. In K. J. Klein & S. W. J. Kozlowski 

(Eds.), Multilevel theory, 119 research, and methods in organizations: Founda-

tions, extensions, and new directions (pp. 349–381). Jossey-Bass. 

Bligh, M. C., Pearce, C. L., & Kohles, J. C. (2006). The importance of selfand shared 

leadership in team based knowledge work: A meso-level model of leadership 

dynamics. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 21(4), 296–318. 

Boies, K., Lvina, E., & Martens, M. L. (2010). Shared Leadership and Team Perfor- 

 mance in a Business Strategy Simulation. Journal of Personnel Psychology, 

9(4), 195–202. https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000021 

Bormann, K. C., & Diebig, M. (2021). Following an uneven lead: Trickle-down effects 

of differentiated transformational leadership. Journal of Management, 47(8), 

2105-2134. 

http://www.emeraldinsight.com/1572-0977/7
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601103255772
https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000021


90 
 

 
 

Brandts, J., Cooper, D. J., & Weber, R. A. (2015). Legitimacy, Communication, and 

Leadership in the Turnaround Game. Management Science, 61(11), 2627–2645. 

https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2014.2021 

Breuer, C., Hüffmeier, J., & Hertel, G. (2016). Does trust matter more in virtual teams?  

 A meta-analysis of trust and team effectiveness considering virtuality and docu-

mentation as moderators. Journal of Applied Psychology, 101(8), 1151. 

Breuer, C., Hüffmeier, J., Hibben, F., & Hertel, G. (2020). Trust in teams: A taxonomy  

 of perceived trustworthiness factors and risk-taking behaviors in face-to-face 

and virtual teams. Human Relations, 73(1), 3–34.  

 https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726718818721 

Burke, C. S., Sims, D. E., Lazzara, E. H., & Salas, E. (2007). Trust in leadership: A 

multi-level review and integration. The Leadership Quarterly, 18(6), 606–632. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2007.09.006 

Carson, J. B., Tesluk, P. E., & Marrone, J. A. (2007). Shared Leadership in Teams: An 

Investigation of Antecedent Conditions and Performance. Academy of Manage-

ment Journal, 50(5), 1217–1234. 

Carsten, M.; Harms, P.; Uhl-Bien, M. (2014). "Exploring Historical Perspectives of Fol- 

 lowership: The Need for an Expanded View of Followers and the Follower 

Role". In LaPierre, L.M.; Carsten, M.K. (eds.). Followership: What is it and why 

do people follow?. Bradford, GBR: Emerald Group Publishing. pp. 3–25. 

Chen, A. S.‑Y., & Hou, Y.‑H. (2016). The effects of ethical leadership, voice behavior  

 and climates for innovation on creativity: A moderated mediation examination. 

The Leadership Quarterly, 27(1), 1–13. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2015.10.007 



91 
 

 
 

Chen, G., Ployhart, R. E., Thomas, H. C., Anderson, N., & Bliese, P. D. (2011). The 

power of momentum: A new model of dynamic relationships between job satis-

faction change and turnover intentions. Academy of Management Journal, 54(1), 

159-181. 

Cheng, X., Fu, S., & Druckenmiller, D. (2016). Trust Development in Globally Distrib- 

 uted Colaboration: A Case of U.S. and Chinese Mixed Teams. Journal of Man-

agement Information Systems, 33(4), 978–1007. 

Chiu, C.‑Y. C., Owens, B. P., & Tesluk, P. E. (2016). Initiating and utilizing shared 

leadership in teams: The role of leader humility, team proactive personality, and 

team performance capability. The Journal of Applied Psychology, 101(12), 

1705–1720. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000159 

Colquitt, J. A., Scott, B. A., & LePine, J. A. (2007). Trust, trustworthiness, and trust 

propensity: A meta-analytic test of their unique relationships with risk taking and 

job performance. The Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(4), 909–927. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.4.909 

Cook, A., Zill, A., & Meyer, B. (2019). Observing leadership as behavior in teams and 

herds: An ethological approach to shared leadership research. The Leadership 

Quarterly. Advance online publication. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2019.05.003 

Cropanzano, R., Anthony, E. L., Daniels, S. R., & Hall, A. V. (2017). Social Exchange 

Theory: A Critical Review with Theoretical Remedies. Academy of Management 

Annals, 11(1), 479–516. https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2015.0099 

Cropanzano, R., & Mitchell, M. S. (2005). Social Exchange Theory: An Interdiscipli- 

 nary Review. Journal of Management, 31(6), 874–900.  

 https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206305279602 



92 
 

 
 

Currall, S. C., & Inkpen, A. C. (2002). A Multilevel Approach to Trust in Joint Ven-

tures. Journal of International Business Studies, 33(3), 479–495. 

Daspit, J., Justice Tillman, C., Boyd, N. G., & Mckee, V. (2013). Cross‐functional team  

 effectiveness. Team Performance Management: An International Journal, 

19(1/2), 34–56. https://doi.org/10.1108/13527591311312088 

De Jong, B. A., Dirks, K. T., & Gillespie, N. (2016). Trust and Team Performance: A  

 Meta-Analysis of Main Effects, Moderators, and Covariates. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 101(8), 1134–1150. 

DeRue, D. S., & Ashford, S. J. (2010). Who will lead and who will follow?: A social 

process of leadership identity construction in organizations. Academy of Man-

agement Review, 35(4), 627–647. 

DeRue, D. S. (2011). Adaptive leadership theory: Leading and following as a complex  

 adaptive process. Research in Organizational Behavior, 31, 125–150.  

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2011.09.007 

Detert, J. R., & Burris, E. R. (2007). Leadership Behavior and Employee Voice: Is the  

 Door Really Open? Academy of Management Journal, 50(4), 869–884.  

 https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2007.26279183 

Dimotakis, N., Mitchell, D., & Maurer, T. (2017). Positive and negative assessment cen- 

 ter feedback in relation to development self-efficacy, feedback seeking, and 

promotion. The Journal of Applied Psychology, 102(11), 1514–1527.  

 https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000228 

Diebig, M., Bormann, K. C., & Rowold, J. (2017). Day-level transformational leader-

ship and followers’ daily level of stress: a moderated mediation model of team 

cooperation, role conflict, and type of communication. European Journal of 

https://doi.org/10.1108/13527591311312088
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000228


93 
 

 
 

Work and Organizational Psychology, 26(2), 234–249. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2016.1250741 

D’Innocenzo, L., Mathieu, J. E., & Kukenberger, M. R. (2016). A Meta-Analysis of 

Different Forms of Shared Leadership–Team Performance Relations. Journal of 

Management, 42(7), 1964–1991. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314525205 

Dirks, K. T., & Ferrin, D. L. (2001). The Role of Trust in Organizational Settings. Or-

ganization Science, 12(4), 450–467. 

Dirks, K. T., & Ferrin, D. L. (2002). Trust in Leadership: Meta-Analytic Findings and 

Implications for Research and Practice. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(4), 

611–628. 

Drescher, M. A., Korsgaard, M. A., Welpe, I. M., Picot, A., & Wigand, R. T. (2014). 

The dynamics of shared leadership: Building trust and enhancing performance. 

The Journal of Applied Psychology, 99(5), 771–783. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0036474 

Duan, J., Li, C., Xu, Y., & Wu, C. (2017). Transformational leadership and employee  

 voice behavior: A Pygmalion mechanism. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 

38(5), 650–670. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2157 

Edmondson, D. R., & Boyer, S. L. (2013). The Moderating Effect of the Boundary  

 Spanning Role on Perceived Supervisory Support: A Meta-Analytic Review. 

Journal of Business Research, 66(11), 2186–2192.  

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2012.01.010 

Eisenberger, R., Armeli, S., Rexwinkel, B., Lynch, P. D., & Rhoades, L. (2001). Recip- 

 rocation of perceived organizational support. Journal of applied psychology, 

86(1), 42. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0036474
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2012.01.010


94 
 

 
 

Enders, C. K., & Tofighi, D. (2007). Centering predictor variables in cross-sectional 

multilevel models: A new look at an old issue. Psychological Methods, 12(2), 

121–138. 

Engel Small, E., & Rentsch, J. R. (2010). Shared Leadership in Teams. Journal of Per-

sonnel Psychology, 9(4), 203–211. https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000017 

Ensley, M. D., Hmieleski, K. M., & Pearce, C. L [Craig L.] (2006). The importance of 

vertical and shared leadership within new venture top management teams: Im-

plications for the performance of startups. The Leadership Quarterly, 17(3), 

217–231. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2006.02.002 

Fairhurst, G. T., & Uhl-Bien, M. (2012). Organizational discourse analysis (ODA): Ex-

amining leadership as a relational process. The Leadership Quarterly, 23(6), 

1043–1062. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2012.10.005 

Feitosa, J., Grossman, R., Kramer, W. S., & Salas, E. (2020). Measuring team trust: A  

 critical and meta‐analytical review. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 41(5), 

479–501. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2436 

Fischer, T., Dietz, J., & Antonakis, J. (2017). Leadership Process Models: A Review and 

Synthesis. Journal of Management, 43(6), 1726–1753. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206316682830 

Fitzsimons, D. (2016). How shared leadership changes our relationships at 

work. Harvard Business Review, 12. 

Fombrun, C. J., & Gardberg, N. (2000). Who's Tops in Corporate Reputation? Corpo-

rate Reputation Review, 3(1), 13–17. 

https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.crr.1540095 

Frese, M., & Fay, D. (2001). Personal initiative (PI): An active performance concept for  



95 
 

 
 

 work in the 21st century. In B. M. Staw & R. M. Sutton (Eds.), Research in or-

ganizational behavior (Vol. 23, pp. 133–187). Amsterdam, the Netherlands: 

Elsevier Science 

Gajendran, R. S., & Joshi, A. (2012). Innovation in globally distributed teams: The role 

of LMX, communication frequency, and member influence on team decisions. 

The Journal of Applied Psychology, 97(6), 1252–1261. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028958 

Gao, L., Janssen, O., & Shi, K. (2011). Leader trust and employee voice: The moderat-

ing role of empowering leader behaviors. The Leadership Quarterly, 22(4), 787–

798. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2011.05.015 

Gaur, A. S., Mukherjee, D., Gaur, S. S., & Schmid, F. (2011). Environmental and Firm 

Level Influences on Inter-Organizational Trust and SME Performance. Journal 

of Management Studies, 48(8), 1752–1781. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-

6486.2011.01011.x 

Gergen, K. J. 1969. The psychology of behavioral exchange. Reading, MA: Addison-

Wesley 

Gerpott, F. H., Lehmann-Willenbrock, N., Voelpel, S. C., & van Vugt, M. (2019). It’s 

Not Just What is Said, but When it’s Said: A Temporal Account of Verbal Behav-

iors and Emergent Leadership in Self-Managed Teams. Academy of Manage-

ment Journal, 62(3), 717–738. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2017.0149 

Gong, Y., Wang, M., Huang, J.‑C., & Cheung, S. Y. (2017). Toward a Goal Orientation– 

 Based Feedback-Seeking Typology. Journal of Management, 43(4), 1234–1260.  

 https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314551797 

Greer, L. L., Homan, A. C., Hoogh, A. H. B. de, & Hartog, D. N. den (2012). Tainted 

visions: The effect of visionary leader behaviors and leader categorization 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2011.01011.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2011.01011.x


96 
 

 
 

tendencies on the financial performance of ethnically diverse teams. The Journal 

of Applied Psychology, 97(1), 203–213. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025583 

Griffin, M. A., Parker, S. K., & Mason, C. M. 2010. Leader vision and the development 

of adaptive and proactive performance: A longitudinal study. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 95, 174-182. 

Grote, S. (2012). Die Zukunft der Führung. Springer Berlin Heidelberg. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-31052-2 

Guo, L., Chiang, J. T.‑J., Mao, J.‑Y., & Chien, C.‑J. (2020). Abuse as a reaction of per- 

 fectionistic leaders: A moderated mediation model of leader perfectionism, per-

ceived control, and subordinate feedback seeking on abusive supervision. Jour-

nal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 93(3), 790–810.  

 https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12308 

Hambrick, D. C., & Mason, P. A. (1984). Upper Echelons: The Organization as a Re-

flection of Its Top Managers. Journal of Management, 9(2), 193–206. 

Han, S., Harold, C. M., & Cheong, M. (2019). Examining why employee proactive per-

sonality influences empowering leadership: The roles of cognition‐ and affect‐

based trust. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 92(2), 

352–383. https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12252 

Harris, T. B., Li, N., Boswell, W. R., Zhang, X [Xin-an], & Xie, Z. (2013). Getting 

What's New from Newcomers: Empowering Leadership, Creativity, and Ad-

justment in the Socialization Context. Personnel Psychology, 67(3), 567-604. 

Hoch, J. E. (2013). Shared Leadership and Innovation: The Role of Vertical Leadership 

and Employee Integrity. Journal of Business and Psychology, 28(2), 159–174. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-012-9273-6 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025583


97 
 

 
 

Hoch, J. E., & Kozlowski, S. W. (2014). Leading virtual teams: Hierarchical leadership, 

structural supports, and shared team leadership. Journal of applied psycholo-

gy, 99(3), 390. 

Hoch, J. E., & Dulebohn, J. H. (2017). Team personality composition, emergent leader-

ship and shared leadership in virtual teams: A theoretical framework. Human 

Resource Management Review, 27(4), 678–693. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2016.12.012 

House, R. J., & Howell, J. M. (1992). Personality and charismatic leadership. The Lead-

ership Quarterly, 3(2), 81–108. https://doi.org/10.1016/1048-9843(92)90028-E 

Hox, J. J., Maas, C. J. M., & Brinkhuis, M. J. S. (2010). The effect of estimation meth-

od and sample size in multilevel structural equation modeling. Statistica Neer-

landica, 64(2), 157–170. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9574.2009.00445.x 

Huang, L., & Paterson, T. A. (2017). Group Ethical Voice. Journal of Management,  

 43(4), 1157–1184. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314546195 

Imam, H., & Zaheer, M. K. (2021). Shared leadership and project success: The roles of  

 knowledge sharing, cohesion and trust in the team. International Journal of Pro-

ject Management, 39(5), 463–473. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2021.02.006 

Jacquart, Philippe, Santoni, S. & Withers, M. (2020). Call for Paper: Special Issue on 

Harnessing Exogenous Shocks for Leadership and Management Research. The 

Leadership Quarterly. DOI:10.1016/S1048-9843(20)30091-6 

Jiing-Lih Farh, Philip M. Podsakoff, & and Dennis W. Organ (1990). Accounting for 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior: Leader Fairness and Task Scope versus 

Satisfaction. Journal of Management, 16(4), 705–721. 



98 
 

 
 

Johnson, N. D., & Mislin, A. A. (2011). Trust games: A meta-analysis. Journal of Eco- 

 nomic Psychology, 32(5), 865–889. 

Jong, S. B. de, van der Vegt, G. S., & Molleman, E. (2007). The relationships among  

 asymmetry in task dependence, perceived helping behavior, and trust. The Jour-

nal of Applied Psychology, 92(6), 1625–1637. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-

9010.92.6.1625 

Joseph, E. E., & Winston, B. E. (2005). A correlation of servant leadership, leader trust, 

and organizational trust. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 

26(1), 6–22. https://doi.org/10.1108/01437730510575552 

Keller, T., & Dansereau, F. (1995). Leadership and Empowerment: A Social Exchange 

Perspective. Human Relations, 48(2), 127–146. 

Kirkpatrick, S. A., & Locke, E. A. 1996. Direct and indirect effects of three core char-

ismatic leadership components on performance and attitudes. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 81(1), 36-51. 

Klapper, D., Konradt, U., Walter, A., & Wolf, J. (2009). Methodik der empirischen 

Forschung (Vol. 3). S. Albers (Ed.). Wiesbaden: Gabler. 

Klasmeier, K. N., & Rowold, J. (2020). A multilevel investigation of predictors and 

outcomes of shared leadership. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 41(9), 915–

930. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2477 

Klein, K. J., Ziegert, J. C., Knight, A. P., & Xiao, Y. (2006). Dynamic Delegation: 

Shared, Hierarchical, and Deindividualized Leadership in Extreme Action 

Teams. ASQ Award for Scholarly Contribution Winners, 51(4), 590–621. 

Kline, R. B. (2011). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling. Guilford  

 publications. 



99 
 

 
 

Klonek, F., Gerpott, F. H., Lehmann-Willenbrock, N., & Parker, S. K. (2019). Time to 

go wild: How to conceptualize and measure process dynamics in real teams with 

high-resolution. Organizational Psychology Review, 9(4), 245–275. 

Kong, D. T., Dirks, K. T., & Ferrin, D. L. (2014). Interpersonal trust within negotia-

tions: Metaanalytic evidence, critical contingencies, and directions for future re-

search. Academy of Management Journal, 57(5), 1235–1255. 

Korsgaard, M. A., Kautz, J., Bliese, P. D., Samson, K., & Kostyszyn, P. (2018). Concep- 

 tualising time as a level of analysis: New directions in the analysis of trust dy-

namics. Journal of Trust Research, 8(2), 142–165. 

Kozlowski, S. W. J. (2015). Advancing research on team process dynamics: Theoreti-

cal, methodological, and measurement considerations. Organizational Psychol-

ogy Review, 5(4), 270–299. https://doi.org/10.1177/2041386614533586 

Kozlowski, S. W. J., Mak, S., & Chao, G. T. (2016). Team-centric leadership: An inte-

grative review. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organization-

al Behavior, 3(1), 21– 54. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-041015-

062429 

Kukenberger, M. R., & D'Innocenzo, L. (2020). The building blocks of shared leader-

ship: The interactive effects of diversity types, team climate, and time. Person-

nel Psychology, 73(1), 125–150. https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12318 

Kurtessis, J. N., Eisenberger, R., Ford, M. T., Buffardi, L. C., Stewart, K. A., & A- 

 dis, C. S. (2017). Perceived Organizational Support: A Meta-Analytic Evaluation 

of Organizational Support Theory. Journal of Management, 43(6), 1854–1884.  

 https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206315575554 

Lam, L. W., Peng, K. Z., Wong, C.‑S., & Lau, D. C. (2017). Is More Feedback Seeking  



100 
 

 
 

 Always Better? Leader-Member Exchange Moderates the Relationship Between  

 Feedback-Seeking Behavior and Performance. Journal of Management, 43(7), 

2195–2217. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206315581661 

Lee, A., Willis, S., & Tian, A. W. (2018). Empowering leadership: A meta-analytic ex-

amination of incremental contribution, mediation, and moderation. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 39(3), 306–325. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2220 

Legood, A., van der Werff, L., Lee, A., & Hartog, D. den (2020). A meta-analysis of the 

role of trust in the leadership- performance relationship. European Journal of 

Work and Organizational Psychology, 30(1), 1–22. 

Lehmann-Willenbrock, N., & Kauffeld, S. (2010). Development and Construct Valida- 

 tion of the German Workplace Trust Survey (G-WTS). European Journal of 

Psychological Assessment, 26(1), 3–10. 

Lewicki, R. J., McAllister, D. J., & Bies, R. J. (1998). Trust and Distrust: New Relation- 

 ships and Realities. Academy of Management Journal, 23(3), 438–458. 

Li, Y., & Sun, J.‑M. (2015). Traditional Chinese leadership and employee voice behave- 

 ior: A cross-level examination. The Leadership Quarterly, 26(2), 172–189.  

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2014.08.001 

Liang, T.‑L., Chang, H.‑F., Ko, M.‑H., & Lin, C.‑W. (2017). Transformational leader- 

 ship and employee voices in the hospitality industry. International Journal of 

Contemporary Hospitality Management, 29(1), 374–392. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-07-2015-0364 

Liu, W., Tangirala, S., & Ramanujam, R. (2013). The relational antecedents of voice  

 targeted at different leaders. The Journal of Applied Psychology, 98(5), 841–

851. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032913 

Liu, W., Zhu, R., & Yang, Y. (2010). I warn you because I like you: Voice behavior, em- 



101 
 

 
 

 ployee identifications, and transformational leadership. The Leadership Quarter-

ly, 21(1), 189–202. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2009.10.014 

Magni, M., & Maruping, L. M. (2013). Sink or Swim: Empowering Leadership and 

Overload in Teams' Ability to Deal with the Unexpected. Human Resource 

Management, 52(5), 715–739. https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21561 

Mathieu, J [J.], Ahearne, M [M.], & Taylor, S. R. (2007). A longitudinal cross-level 

model of leader and salesperson influences on sales force technology use and 

performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(2), 528–537. 

Mathieu, J. E., Kukenberger, M. R., D'Innocenzo, L., & Reilly, G. (2015). Modeling  

 reciprocal team cohesion–performance relationships, as impacted by shared 

leadership and members' competence. Journal of Applied Psychology, 100(3), 

713–734. 

Mau, Tim A. & Ohemeng, Frank (2022). Call for Papers: Public Leadership in Times of 

Crisis - The Intersection of Political and Administrative Leadership Responding 

to Crisis. International Journal of Public Leadership, 18(2). 

Mayer, R. C., Davis, J. H., & Schoorman, F. D. (1995). An integrative model of organi-

zational trust. Academy of management review, 20(3), 709-734. 

McArdle, J. J. (2009). Latent variable modeling of differences and changes with longi-

tudinal data. Annual Review of Psychology, 60, 577–605. 

Mesmer-Magnus, J. R., & DeChurch, L. A. (2009). Information sharing and team per-

formance: A meta-analysis. The Journal of Applied Psychology, 94(2), 535–546. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013773 

Mihalache, O. R., Jansen, J. J. P., van den Bosch, F. A. J., & Volberda, H. W. (2014). 

Top Management Team Shared Leadership and Organizational Ambidexterity: a 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2009.10.014


102 
 

 
 

Moderated Mediation Framework. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 8(2), 

128–148. https://doi.org/10.1002/sej.1168 

Milliken, F. J., Morrison, E. W., & Hewlin, P. F. (2003). An exploratory study of em- 

 ployee silence: Issues that employees don’t communicate upward and why. 

Journal of Management Studies, 40, 1453–1476. 

Morgeson, F. P., DeRue, D. S., & Karam, E. P. (2010). Leadership in Teams: A Func-

tional Approach to Understanding Leadership Structures and Processes. Journal 

of Management, 36(1), 5–39. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206309347376 

Morrison, E. W. (2011). Employee voice behavior: integration and directions for future  

 research. Acad. Manag. Ann., 5, 373–412. 

Neely, B. H., Lovelace, J. B., Cowen, A. P., & Hiller, N. J. (2020). Metacritiques of Up-

per Echelons Theory: Verdicts and Recommendations for Future Research. 

Journal of Management, 46(6), 1029–1062. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206320908640 

Ng, T. W. H., & Feldman, D. C. (2013). Changes in Perceived Supervisor Embed-

dedness: Effects on Employees’ Embeddedness, Organizational Trust, and Voice 

Behavior. Personnel Psychology, 66(3), 645–685. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12025 

Nicolaides, V. C., LaPort, K. A., Chen, T. R., Tomassetti, A. J., Weis, E. J., Zacca-

ro, S. J., & Cortina, J. M. (2014). The shared leadership of teams: A meta-

analysis of proximal, distal, and moderating relationships. The Leadership Quar-

terly, 25(5), 923–942. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2014.06.006 

O'Reilly, C. A., & Caldwell, D. F. (1981). The Commitment and Job Tenure of New 

Employees: Some Evidence of Postdecisional Justification. Administrative Sci-

ence Quarterly, 26(4), 597–616. 



103 
 

 
 

Parker, S. K., Knight, C., & Keller, A. (2020). Remote managers are having trust issues. 

Harvard Business Review, 30. 

Pearce, C. L., & Conger, J. A. (2003). Shared leadership: Reframing the hows and whys 

of leadership. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Pearce, C. L., & Herbik, P. A. (2004). Citizenship behavior at the team level of analy-

sis: The effects of team leadership, team commitment, perceived team support, 

and team size. The Journal of Social Psychology, 144(3), 293-310. 

Pearce, C. L [C. L.], & Sims, H. P [H. P.] (2002). Vertical versus shared leadership as 

predictors of the effectiveness of change management teams: An examination of 

aversive, directive, transactional, transformational, and empowering leader be-

haviors. Group Dynamics: Theory, Research, and Practice, 6(2), 172–197. 

Pearce, C. L [Craig L.], Sims, H. P [Henry P.], Cox, J. F., Ball, G., Schnell, E., 

Smith, K. A., & Trevino, L. (2003). Transactors, transformers and beyond. Jour-

nal of Management Development, 22(4), 273–307. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/02621710310467587 

Pearce, C. L [Craig L.], Wassenaar, C. L., Berson, Y., & Tuval-Mashiach, R. (2019). 

Toward a theory of meta-paradoxical leadership. Organizational Behavior and 

Human Decision Processes, 155, 31–41. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2019.03.003 

Pirson, M., & Malhotra, D. (2011). Foundations of Organizational Trust: What Matters 

to Different Stakeholders? Organization Science, 22(4), 1087–1104. 

https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1100.0581 

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J.-Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. 2003. Common 

method biases in behavioral research: A critical review of the literature and rec-

ommended remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88, 879-903. 

https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1100.0581


104 
 

 
 

Preacher, K. J., Rucker, D. D., & Hayes, A. F. (2007). Addressing moderated mediation  

 hypotheses: Theory, methods, and prescriptions. Multivariate behavioral re-

search, 42(1), 185-227. 

Qian, J., Song, B., Jin, Z., Wang, B., & Chen, H. (2018). Linking Empowering Leader- 

 ship to Task Performance, Taking Charge, and Voice: The Mediating Role of 

Feedback-Seeking. Frontiers in Psychology, 9, 2025.  

 https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.02025 

Rammstedt, B., & John, O. P. (2005). Kurzversion des big five inventory (BFI-

K). Diagnostica, 51(4), 195-206. 

Raub, S., & Robert, C. (2010). Differential effects of empowering leadership on in-role 

and extra-role employee behaviors: Exploring the role of psychological empow-

erment and power values. Human Relations, 63(11), 1743–1770. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726710365092 

R Core Team. (2021). R: A language and environment for statistical computing. R 

Foundation for Statistical Computing. 

Riggle, R. J., Edmondson, D. R., & Hansen, J. D. (2009). A meta-analysis of the rela- 

 tionship between perceived organizational support and job outcomes: 20 years of  

 research. Journal of Business Research, 62(10), 1027–1030.  

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2008.05.003 

Robinson SL, Rousseau DM. (1994). Violating the psychological contract: Not the ex-

ception but the norm. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 15, 245–260. 

Rockstuhl, T., Eisenberger, R., Shore, L. M., Kurtessis, J. N., Ford, M. T.,  

 Buffardi, L. C., & Mesdaghinia, S. (2020). Perceived organizational support 

(POS) across 54 nations: A cross-cultural meta-analysis of POS effects. Journal 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726710365092


105 
 

 
 

of International Business Studies, 51(6), 933–962. 

https://doi.org/10.1057/s41267-020-00311-3 

Rowold, J., & Mönninghoff, M. (2007). Kosten-Nutzen-Analyse von Assessment Cen-

tern: Fallbeispiele aus Call Centern. Kosten-Nutzen-Analyse und Human Re-

sources (HR), 51-66. 

Rowold, J., & Poethke, U. (2017). Fragebogen zur integrativen Führung. FIF. Bern: 

Hogrefe. 

Seers, A. 1996. Better leadership through chemistry: Toward a model of emergent  

 shared team leadership. In M. M. Beyerlein & D. A. Johnson (Eds.), Advances 

in the interdisciplinary study of work teams: Team leadership, vol. 3, 145-172. 

Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 

Serban, A., & Roberts, A. J. (2016). Exploring antecedents and outcomes of shared  

 leadership in a creative context: A mixed-methods approach. The Leadership 

Quarterly, 27(2), 181–199. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2016.01.009 

Sharma, P. N., & Kirkman, B. L. (2015). Leveraging Leaders. Group & Organization 

Management, 40(2), 193–237. https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601115574906 

Shen, M.‑J., & Chen, M.‑C. (2007). The Relationship of Leadership, Team Trust and 

Team Performance: A Comparison of the Service and Manufacturing Industries. 

SOCIAL BEHAVIOR and PERSONALITY, 35(5), 643–658. 

Sheng, C.‑W., Tian, Y.‑F., & Chen, M.‑C. (2010). Relationships Among Teamwork Be- 

 havior, Trust, Perceived Team Support, and Team Commitment. Social Behavior 

and Personality: An International Journal, 38(10), 1297–1305.  

 https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.2010.38.10.1297 

https://doi.org/10.1057/s41267-020-00311-3


106 
 

 
 

Sherf, E. N., Gajendran, R. S., & Posner, B. Z. (2021). Seeking and finding justice: 

Why and when managers' feedback seeking enhances justice enactment. Journal 

of Organizational Behavior, 42(6), 741–766. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2481 

Sherf, E. N., & Morrison, E. W. (2020). I do not need feedback! Or do I? Self-efficacy,  

  perspective taking, and feedback seeking. The Journal of Applied Psychology,  

  105(2), 146–165. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000432 

Simons, T. L., & Peterson, R. S. (2000). Task Conflict and Relationship Conflict in Top  

  Management Teams:The Pivotal Role of Intragroup Trust. Academy of Manage-

 ment Proceedings, 85(1), 102-111. 

 Srivastava, D. (2006). Making or breaking the heart: From lineage determination to 

 morphogenesis. Cell, 126(6), 1037–1048. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2006.09.003 

Stahl, G. K., Mäkelä, K., Zander, L., & Maznevski, M. L. (2010). A look at the bright  

  side of multicultural team diversity. Scandinavian Journal of Management, 

 26(4), 439–447. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scaman.2010.09.009 

Stam, D., van Knippenberg, D., & Wisse, B. 2010a. Focusing on followers: The role of 

 regulatory focus and possible selves in visionary leadership. The Leadership 

 Quarterly, 21, 457-468. 

Stam, D., van Knippenberg, D., & Wisse, B. 2010b. The role of regulatory fit in vision

 ary leadership. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 31, 499-518. 

Stam, D., Lord, R. G., van Knippenberg, D., & Wisse, B. (2014). An Image of Who We 

 Might Become: Vision Communication, Possible Selves, and Vision Pursuit. Or-

 ganization Science, 25(4), 1172–1194. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2013.0891 

Stoker, J. I., Grutterink, H., & Kolk, N. J. (2012). Do transformational CEOs always  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2006.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2013.0891


107 
 

 
 

  make the difference? The role of TMT feedback seeking behavior. The Leader-

 ship Quarterly, 23(3), 582–592. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2011.12.009 

Supatn, N. (2020). Career Choice on Family Business: A Case of Generation Y Whose 

Family Owns a Family Business. Review of Integrative Business and Economics 

Research, 9, 111-118. 

Tangirala, S., & Ramanujam, R. (2012). Ask and you shall hear (but not always): An  

  examination of the relationship between manager consultation and employee 

 voice. Personnel Psychology, 65, 251–282. 

Tekleab, A. G., & Chiaburu, D. S. (2011). Social exchange: Empirical examination of 

 form and focus. Journal of Business Research, 64(5), 460–466. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2010.03.005 

Tingley, D., Yamamoto, T., Hirose, K., Keele, L., & Imai, K. (2014). Mediation: R 

 package for causal mediation analysis. 

Uhl-Bien, M., Riggio, R. E., Lowe, K. B., & Carsten, M. K. (2014). Followership theo-

 ry: A review and research agenda. The Leadership Quarterly, 25(1), 83–104. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.11.007 

Uslu, F., & Oklay, E. (2015). The Effect of Leadership on Organizational Trust. In E. 

 Karadağ (Ed.), Leadership and Organizational Outcomes (pp. 1–18). Springer 

 International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-14908-0_1 

van Dijke, M., Cremer, D. de, Mayer, D. M., & van Quaquebeke, N. (2012). When does 

 procedural fairness promote organizational citizenship behavior? Integrating 

 empowering leadership types in relational justice models. Organizational Behav-

 ior and Human Decision Processes, 117(2), 235–248. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2011.10.006 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2011.12.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2010.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.11.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2011.10.006


108 
 

 
 

van Dyne, L., Ang, S., & Botero, I. C. (2003). Conceptualizing Employee Silence and  

  Employee Voice as Multidimensional Constructs Journal of Management 

 Studies, 40(6), 1359–1392. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6486.00384 

Van Dyne, L., & LePine, J. A. (1998). Helping and voice extrarole behaviors: Evidence  

  of construct and predictive validity. Academy of Management Journal, 41, 108-

 119. 

Vandenberghe, C., Landry, G., Bentein, K., Anseel, F., Mignonac, K., & Roussel, P.  

  (2021). A Dynamic Model of the Effects of Feedback-Seeking Behavior and 

 Organizational Commitment on Newcomer Turnover. Journal of Management, 

 47(2), 519–544. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206319850621 

van Knippenberg, D., & Stam, D. 2014. Visionary leadership. In D. V. Day (Ed.), The 

 Oxford handbook of leadership and organizations: 241-259. New York, NY: Ox-

 ford University Press. 

Venus, M., Johnson, R. E., Zhang, S., Wang, X.‑H., & Lanaj, K. (2019). Seeing the Big 

 Picture: A Within-Person Examination of Leader Construal Level and Vision 

 Communication. Journal of Management, 45(7), 2666–2684. 

 https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206318761576 

Venus, M., Stam, D., & van Knippenberg, D. 2013. Leader emotion as a catalyst of ef-

 fective leader communication of visions, value-laden messages, and goals. Or-

 ganizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 122, 53-68. 

Walumbwa, F. O., & Schaubroeck, J. (2009). Leader personality traits and employee  

  voice behavior: Mediating roles of ethical leadership and work group psycholog-

 ical safety. The Journal of Applied Psychology, 94(5), 1275–1286. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015848 

https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6486.00384
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206318761576


109 
 

 
 

Wang, D., Waldman, D. A., & Zhang, Z. (2014). A meta-analysis of shared leadership 

 and team effectiveness. The Journal of Applied Psychology, 99(2), 181–198. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034531 

Westley, F., & Mintzberg, H. 1989. Visionary leadership and strategic management. 

 Strategic Management Journal, 10, 17-32. 

Wong, S. I., & Giessner, S. R. (2018). The Thin Line Between Empowering and Lais-

 sez-Faire Leadership: An Expectancy-Match Perspective. Journal of Manage-

 ment, 44(2), 757–783. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206315574597 

Wu, Q., Cormican, K., & Chen, G. (2020). A Meta-Analysis of Shared Leadership: An-

 tecedents, Consequences, and Moderators. Journal of Leadership & Organiza-

 tional Studies, 27(1), 49–64. https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051818820862 

Yang, J., & Mossholder, K. W. (2010). Examining the effects of trust in leaders: A ba-

 ses-and-foci approach. The Leadership Quarterly, 21(1), 50–63. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2009.10.004 

Zhang, X [X.] (2010). Linking empowering leadership and employee creativity: the 

 influence of psychological empowerment, intrinsic motivation, and creative pro-

 cess engagement. Development and Learning in Organizations: An International 

 Journal, 24(5). https://doi.org/10.1108/dlo.2010.08124ead.007 

Zhang, X [Xiaomeng], & Zhou, J. (2014). Empowering leadership, uncertainty avoid

 ance, trust, and employee creativity: Interaction effects and a mediating mecha-

 nism. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 124(2), 150–

 164. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2014.02.002 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034531
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2014.02.002


110 
 

 
 

Zhu, J., Liao, Z., Yam, K. C., & Johnson, R. E. (2018). Shared leadership: A state-of-

 the-art review and future research agenda. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 

 39(7), 834–852. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2296 

Zhu, W., He, H., Treviño, L. K., Chao, M. M., & Wang, W. (2015). Ethical leadership 

 and follower voice and performance: The role of follower identifications and en-

 tity morality beliefs. The Leadership Quarterly, 26(5), 702–718. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2015.01.004 


