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1. Value-Driven and Shared Forms of Leadership: a Response to the Heroic Leadership 

Theories 

 

Introduction 

 

Ever since its emergence in the late 1980’s (Bass, 1985, 1990), transformational 

leadership has likely been the most studied leadership framework (Hoch, Bommer, Dulebohn, 

& Wu, 2016). The main proposition of this theory is based on the idea that leaders are able to 

introduce change in their organizations using means that go beyond satisfying self-interested 

needs of their followers (Bass, 1999). Rather, transformational leaders base their effectiveness 

on such behavioral components as idealized influence, inspiration, individual consideration, 

and intellectual stimulation (Avolio & Bass, 1995; Bass, 1999; Bass & Avolio, 1994).  

Despite a large body of evidence having confirmed positive implications of 

transformational leadership for performance, OCB, organizational climate, and turnover (Bass, 

1999; Judge & Piccolo, 2004; Liao & Chuang, 2007; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Bommer, 

1996), some limitations of this theory have also been identified (Yukl, 1999). Specifically, 

transformational leadership theory has failed to explicitly address leaders’ moral values and 

behaviors, focusing instead on such aspects of effective leadership as managerial charisma, 

morale, and motivational processes (Brown & Treviño, 2006; Burnes & By, 2012). In addition, 

transformational leadership is based on the romanticized view of leadership (Meindl, Ehrlich, 

& Dukerich, 1985; Yukl, 1999), which unrealistically assumes that leaders are heroic and 

omniscient figures capable of tackling all organizational challenges (Pearce & Manz, 2005). 

Below, we discuss these limitations in more detail and briefly present new leadership theories 

that address them. 
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 Leader’s moral values 

 

The lack of explicit ethical dimension in transformational leadership theory came into 

focus after a series of corporate scandals related to wrongdoing committed by top managers in 

some of the biggest US companies like Enron or Tyco (Hernandez, Eberly, Avolio, & Johnson, 

2011; Hoch et al., 2016). In response to these events, multiple scholars argued that it had been 

the lack of moral foundations and hubris that had led the managers to make bad and morally 

questionable decisions (Boje, Rosile, Durant, & Luhman, 2004; Morris, Brotheridge, & 

Urbanski, 2005; Petrick & Scherer, 2003). This discussion resulted in the creation of positive 

leadership theories such as ethical, authentic, and humble leadership, which instead of 

emphasizing the role of managerial charisma, put the leader’s values at the center of their 

models (Hernandez et al., 2011). Moreover, by underscoring leaders’ core beliefs, positive 

leadership theories shed light on the complex relationships between leader’s personal identity 

(Hitlin, 2003), behavior, and follower’s outcomes. Specifically, the empirical evidence based 

on these frameworks indicates that when translated into behavior, leader’s personal values are 

capable of influencing employee performance (Owens & Hekman, 2016), ethical choices (Liu, 

Liao, & Wei, 2015) and citizenship behaviors (Mayer, Kuenzi, Greenbaum, Bardes, & 

Salvador, 2009). The literature demonstrates that these outcomes are achieved through 

mechanisms that are related to the follower’s well-being like empowerment (Jeung & Yoon, 

2016), psychological safety (Liu et al., 2015), and psychological capital (Rego, Sousa, Marques, 

& e Cunha, 2012). These findings suggest that when leaders act in accordance to their identities 

and core moral beliefs, they are likely to benefit the organizations they work for as well as their 

employees. 

Even though the empirical research has identified some overlap between them (Hoch et 

al., 2016), ethical, authentic, and humble leadership significantly differ from one another from 
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the theoretical point of view. Specifically, ethical leadership is comprised of two main 

dimensions: moral person and moral manager (Brown & Treviño, 2006). According to this 

framework, managers who demonstrate high moral conduct in both personal and professional 

lives, are consequently perceived as honest, fair, and trustworthy individuals. Additionally, they 

become points of reference to their employees in terms of establishing, enacting, and promoting 

moral rules (Treviño, Brown, & Hartman, 2003; Trevino, Hartman, & Brown, 2000).   

In contrast, authentic leadership refers to those managerial behaviors that demonstrate 

self-awareness, internalized moral perspective, balanced informational processing, and 

relational transparency (Walumbwa, Avolio, Gardner, Wernsing, & Peterson, 2008). In other 

words, authentic leaders possess high level of self-knowledge, moral character, are likely to 

listen to others and form their opinions based on multiple sources, and communicate openly 

with their followers with the intention of showing their true self, their own limitations included 

(Avolio & Gardner, 2005; Ilies, Morgeson, & Nahrgang, 2005; Walumbwa et al., 2008). 

Moreover, they stress the importance of their personal experiences that have informed and 

shaped their understanding of themselves and their behavior (Shamir & Eilam, 2005). 

Finally, humility expressed by leaders in relationships with their followers reflects their 

need for an accurate self-view, their acknowledgement of the followers’ contributions, and 

continuous willingness to learn from others (Owens, Johnson, & Mitchell, 2013). In addition, 

humble leaders do not consider themselves superior and do not engage in self-enhancing 

behaviors, but rather focus on how they are embedded in relationships with other people, favor 

bottom-up influence, and are supportive of others (Morris et al., 2005; Owens & Hekman, 

2012). 

 

 



10 

 

Leadership and complexity 

 

The second limitation of transformational leadership theory, related to “heroic 

leadership stereotype” (Meindl, 1995; Yukl, 1999), has become evident with the increase of 

complexity and the shift towards flatter hierarchical structures in the modern organizations 

(Macdonald, Bellinger, & Minahan, 2016; Uhl-Bien, Marion, & McKelvey, 2007). According 

to the theory, transformational leaders should be able to both create the vision and then inspire 

others to pursue it (Head & Alford, 2015). However, a single individual is unlikely to possess 

all the skills and knowledge necessary for the completion of a variety of tasks the teams may 

currently face (Pearce & Manz, 2005). Therefore, the inclusion of a broader scope of actors in 

the leadership roles is necessary to increase the leadership capacity and competitiveness of the 

modern, more dynamic and complex organizations (Pearce & Manz, 2005; Scott, Jiang, 

Wildman, & Griffith, 2018).  

Shared leadership has been referred to as a distributed and dynamic form of leadership 

where multiple individuals exert influence over one another in order to achieve a common goal 

(Lacerenza & Salas, 2017; Pearce & Sims, 2000). As various team members assume leadership 

roles, the team expertise becomes more diverse and the learning capacity of the team increases, 

allowing the team to build competencies to deal with new and unexpected challenges 

(D’Innocenzo, Mathieu, & Kukenberger, 2014; Heck & Hallinger, 2010; Pearce & Manz, 

2005). In fact, research has provided evidence in support of a link between shared leadership 

and team performance (D’Innocenzo et al., 2014; Nicolaides et al., 2014; Zhang, Ou, Tsui, & 

Wang, 2017).  

Another alternative to the heroic model of transformational leadership is presented by 

the humble leadership theory. Specifically, humble leaders recognize and encourage other 

people’s contributions and are aware that their knowledge is not unlimited (Owens & Hekman, 
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2012; Owens et al., 2013). Rather, they demonstrate willingness to learn from others and 

inspiring them to do the same (Owens & Hekman, 2012). Therefore, it is not surprising that 

humble leadership has been found to positively influence several team outcomes relevant in 

dynamic and complex environments, such as information sharing, creativity, task allocation 

effectiveness , psychological capital, and team performance (Hu, Erdogan, Jiang, Bauer, & Liu, 

2018; A. Rego, Owens, Yam, et al., 2017). 

In the present paper, we aim to assess the consequences of positive and post-heroic 

forms of leadership for individuals and teams. Thus, in the first project we seek to shed light on 

the differential outcomes of ethical and authentic leadership on social identity threat among 

negatively stereotyped individuals. The second project relates our assessment of a moderating 

role of leader effectiveness and mediating mechanism of leader-member exchange guiding the 

relationship between humble leadership and organizational citizenship behaviors. Finally, we 

make a case for examining joint effects of shared leadership and transformational vertical 

leadership on team potency and team performance. 
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2. Close Enough to Make a Difference: The Differential Effects of Authentic and 

Ethical Leadership on Alleviating Social Identity Threat 

 

Abstract 

 

The inclusion of negatively stereotyped minorities in the workforce poses a challenge 

for both employers and stigmatized employees. The purpose of this study is to examine the 

effects of value-driven leadership styles on alleviating social identity threat symptoms 

experienced by stereotyped followers. Specifically, we investigate if social distance between 

leader and follower works as a boundary condition of the relationship between ethical and 

authentic leadership styles and followers’ experience of social identity threat. Based on the 

results from two field experiments with prototypical residents of Brazilian favelas [slums] that 

involved real job recruitment processes and reliable psychophysiological measures of anxiety 

(i.e. cortisol and blood pressure), we found that ethical and authentic leaders help negatively 

stereotyped followers differently depending on the social distance between leaders and their 

followers. Overall, the present study shows that direct supervisors have the key ability to reduce 

threats that may negatively impact their followers’ performance. 

 

Key words: ethical leadership, authentic leadership, stereotype threat, social distance 
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Introduction 

Organizations are becoming increasingly heterogeneous due to demographic changes in 

the workforce, employee mobility, globalization, and growing specialization (Jackson & Joshi, 

2011). While on one hand the number of individuals with diverse ethnic and social origins 

working in companies has increased significantly (Ritzer & Dean, 2015), on the other hand the 

cases of prejudice against employees from negatively stereotyped groups continue to occure 

(Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, 2016; Sears & Mallory, 2011; Shinohara, 

Zhang, & Riccucci, 2016). In fact, even in the most successful companies, a practical difference 

between diversity-oriented rhetoric and actual inclusion is still being observed (Bourke, Garr, 

van Berkel, & Wong, 2017).  

As members of a work team, stigmatized minority group members might often 

experience social identity threat, which has been described as an anxiety stemming from 

probability of being evaluated through the lens of a negative stereotype about the group that the 

individual identifies with (Steele, Spencer, & Aronson, 2002). Such stereotypes can be related, 

for example, to intellectual or physical inferiority of the group members (Hively & El-Alayli, 

2014; Martens, Johns, Greenberg, & Schimel, 2006). Furthermore, prior studies have 

documented many situations in which social identity threat inhibits one’s cognitive capacity 

and consequently, performance (Spencer, Logel, & Davies, 2016).  

In general, the literature has been predominantly focused on investigating the main 

effects of social identity threat on employee’s behavior and the mechanisms underlying its 

effects on performance (Kray, Galinsky, & Thompson, 2002; Murphy, Steele, & Gross, 2007). 

At the same time, the leader’s ability to buffer their followers’ social identity threat remains to 

be comprehensively addressed. Specifically, despite empirical evidence of leaders and mentors 

being able to become attractive role models to their subordinates (Marx, Ko, & Friedman, 2009) 

and reduce their anxiety in stressful situations (Slater, Turner, Evans, & Jones, 2018), we are 
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yet to fully understand which leadership behaviors can effectively diminish social identity 

threat experienced by the followers.  

Previous studies demonstrate that social identity threat experience is connected with the 

feeling of uncertainty about the treatment that stereotyped individuals may encounter in the 

environments where they are underrepresented (Murphy et al., 2007). Thus, leaders who are 

willing to diminish the effects of stereotype threat should be able to provide cues that are likely 

to reduce this uncertainty. Ethical and authentic leadership represent two value-based 

approaches to leadership that focus on consistency between leader’s moral statements and 

consequent moral behavior (Lemoine, Hartnell, & Leroy, 2019). Such congruence between 

leader’s actions and norms they endorse should significantly reduce the uncertainty concerning 

possible unfair treatment of the negatively stereotyped follower.  Furthermore, both of these 

styles  have been found to positively influence various follower-related outcomes such as well-

being, perceptions of inclusion, and psychological capital (Bouckenooghe, Zafar, & Raja, 2015; 

Chughtai, Byrne, & Flood, 2015; Cottrill, Denise Lopez, & C. Hoffman, 2014; Kalshoven & 

Boon, 2012; Nelson et al., 2014; Rahimnia & Sharifirad, 2015; Rego, Sousa, Marques, & e 

Cunha, 2012). Given that ethical and authentic leaders demonstrate moral consistency and that 

they can positively influence employee functioning at work, it seems logical then to expect that 

they can help their followers to alleviate the negative effects of social identity threat. However, 

the idea that leaders who base their behavior on moral values are capable of diminishing social 

identity threat has not been explored by the literature. 

The focus on ethical on authentic leadership seems even more urgent given that recent 

works on moral and positive leadership point to the empirical overlap related to their outcomes 

(Hoch, Bommer, Dulebohn, & Wu, 2016; Lehman, O’Connor, Kovacs, & Newman, 2019; 

Yukl, Mahsud, Hassan, & Prussia, 2013). This is especially puzzling considering distinct 

theoretical foundations underlying these approaches. Specifically, a recently published 
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theoretical review has proposed that authentic leadership is more self-oriented and ethical 

leadership is more focused on compliance with norms and regulations (Lemoine et al., 2019). 

As a solution to the lack of empirical distinction between the two theories, scholars have called 

for a more context-specific examination of the effects of these styles in order to uncover 

possible differences and barriers to their effectiveness (Gardner & Cogliser, 2018; Lehman et 

al., 2019; Lemoine et al., 2019). We thus argue that social distance between leader and follower, 

which affects follower’s cognitive processing of the leader’s actions (Berson & Halevy, 2014; 

Wiesenfeld, Reyt, Brockner, & Trope, 2017), can help us uncover differential effects that these 

two positive leadership styles may have in regards to followers’ experience of social identity 

threat.   

Indeed, literature has shown that low social distance in a form of shared social identity 

may contribute to leadership effectiveness (Giessner, van Knippenberg, & Sleebos, 2008; Van 

Dijke & De Cremer, 2010). However, given the existing underrepresentation of some minorities 

in the managerial positions (Catalyst, 2016; Zillman, 2014), it may often be impossible for the 

stereotyped employees to find members of their social groups in the role of their supervisors. It 

becomes, then, imperative to understand which leader’s behaviors and leadership styles can 

compensate for the lack of common social identity in such cases. Evidence from studies on 

human cognition and social distance indicates that individuals process information about others 

and perceive their actions differently depending on whether they interact with the members of 

the same social group or an out-group (Bar-Anan, Liberman, & Trope, 2006; Billig & Tajfel, 

1973; Liviatan, Trope, & Liberman, 2008; Turner & Tajfel, 1986). We thus propose that 

stereotyped followers’ interpretation of leaders’ authentic and ethical behaviors will be 

contingent upon the social distance between themselves and the leader.  

The goal of the current research is to examine the role of leadership in alleviating social 

identity threat. As such, we investigate social distance as a boundary condition of the 
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relationship between value-based leadership styles and the psychophysiological stress 

symptoms resulting from the experience of stereotype threat. We test our hypotheses in two 

field experiments that involve real recruitment processes with stereotyped minorities. 

Specifically, we focus on individuals who suffer from the stigma associated with being black 

and living in low-income neighborhoods (Hall, Zhao, & Shafir, 2014), who are thus often 

ostracized, disrespected, and perceived as incompetent and dangerous (Leana, Mittal, & Stiehl, 

2012; Neri, 2010; Quillian & Pager, 2001; Sampson & Raudenbush, 2004).  

Thereby, this work contributes to existing literature in two major ways. First, it fills the 

gap in social identity theory literature by demonstrating that it can be informed by theories and 

evidence from leadership and cognition paradigms. In particular, leadership theories help to 

differentiate between various behaviors that leaders may use to influence their followers. 

Further, evidence from studies on cognition informs us about changes in cognitive processing 

dependent on one’s social distance from the target. By creating the theoretical bridge between 

these three streams of literature, the present research extends our understanding of the 

contingencies guiding the relationship between leadership styles and follower’s social identity 

threat. Second, our study provides evidence of significant differences in terms of outcomes of 

ethical and authentic leadership, which have often been considered partially overlapping 

constructs (Banks, McCauley, Gardner, & Guler, 2016; Brown & Treviño, 2006; Hoch et al., 

2016; Lemoine et al., 2019; Yukl et al., 2013).  

 

Theoretical background 

Social identity threat in organizations 

 

According to social identity theory, people derive part of their self-image from their 

group membership (Turner & Tajfel, 1986). When an individual from a low status or 

stereotyped social group is aware of a negative stereotype related to their group’s public image 
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(Spencer et al., 2016), they experience social identity threat. Specifically, they perceive that 

they can be evaluated through the lens of the stereotype about their group and this possibility 

makes them feel threatened. For instance, if a negative stereotype about their group suggests 

that he or she will not perform well on a task (e.g., a stereotype that blacks have lower 

intellectual ability than whites), it can cause a threatening feeling, accompanied by increased 

anxiety to disconfirm the negative stereotype, which can then negatively impact their 

performance on virtually all kinds of tasks including physical performance (Von Hippel, 

Hawkins, & Schooler, 2001), memory tests (Schmader & Johns, 2003), or creative tasks (Seibt 

& Förster, 2004). This effect has been found in variety of stigmatized groups, such as minority 

students (González, 2002) , women (Inzlicht & Ben-Zeev, 2000), blacks (Steele & Aronson, 

1995), and low-income individuals (Croizet & Claire, 1998).  

Social identity threat or negative stereotype threat affects the targets even before they 

act (Steele et al., 2002) in the form of a physiological stress response, monitoring tendency and 

efforts to suppress negative thoughts and feelings. These processes together impact working 

memory efficiency (Schmader, Croft, & Whitehead, 2013; Schmader, Johns, & Forbes, 2008; 

Schmader & Johns, 2003). Further, social identity threat is related to the experience of 

discomfort, arousal, and stress (Spencer et al., 2016; Steele et al., 2002). These states result in 

such psychophysiological symptoms as higher blood pressure, activity in the sympathetic 

nervous system, and increased level of salivary cortisol (Blascovich, Spencer, Quinn, & Steele, 

2001; Murphy et al., 2007; Townsend, Major, Gangi, & Mendes, 2011). Moreover, they have 

been found to impair the stereotyped individual’s performance (Schmader et al., 2008). Since 

psychophysiological stress responses caused by social identity threat leave the stereotyped 

individuals with lower levels of cognitive resources to perform (O’Brien & Crandall, 2003; 

Schmader et al., 2008), we argue that by exploring the ways by which the threat is likely to be 

attenuated, it is possible to improve working memory functioning and, by extension, 
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performance of people suffering from the effects of such prejudice. Indeed, it has already been 

suggested that social identity threat can be reappraised, eliminated, and may ultimately lead to 

positive outcomes (e.g. Petriglieri, 2011). 

 

Social identity threat and leadership 

 

Prior research on social identity threat has documented different situations in which the 

work environment can provide salient cues of social identity threats to stereotyped employees 

(Emerson & Murphy, 2015; Purdie-Vaughns, Steele, Davies, Ditlmann, & Crosby, 2008). 

Moreover, it has shown that vulnerable individuals enter each space vigilant of any cues that 

signal whether the stereotype is endorsed or rejected there (Murphy et al., 2007). For instance, 

the composition of a company workforce can be a threatening signal for employees from 

stereotyped groups when they are numerically underrepresented (Murphy et al., 2007). In other 

words, low visibility of the members of certain social groups can reinforce their low-status 

perceptions and a high relevance of hidden but widespread negative stereotypes. 

Given that the experience of social identity threat is related to context and environment 

(Murphy et al., 2007), it is likely that in order to reduce it, one should act on trying to change 

the context by removing people from token situations (McIntyre, Paulson, & Lord, 2003). This 

is, however, mostly impossible in the majority of work-related contexts. However, since 

leadership plays an important role in influencing follower’s well-being (Hoch et al., 2016; 

Skakon, Nielsen, Borg, & Guzman, 2010) and their stress-levels (Diebig, Bormann, & Rowold, 

2016), and because individuals negotiate their identities in the relationships with meaningful 

others (Petriglieri, 2011), it seems likely that leaders may have necessary credentials to change 

the working context by either diminishing or increasing the salience of threatening cues. In that 

line, it has been found that while the presence of members of their own social group in positions 

of power may enhance the stereotyped follower’s sense of belonging and motivation to perform 
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(Hoyt & Murphy, 2016), the belief that the leader endorses the negative stereotype, increases 

the chance of experiencing threat to one’s self-view and discounting negative feedback (Cohen, 

Steele, & Ross, 1999; Roberson, Deitch, Brief, & Block, 2003).  Further, it has also been 

suggested that leaders can diminish social identity-based conflicts by focusing follower’s 

attention on collective goals and common identity (Fiol, Pratt, & O’Connor, 2009; Haslam, 

Eggins, & Reynolds, 2003; Petriglieri, 2011).In sum, prior studies indicate that the leader holds 

an important role in neutralizing the effects of social identity threat and creating an environment 

in which team composition does not limit the followers’ performance potential.  

New value-based leadership theories of ethical and authentic leadership emphasize that 

leader’s central role in not only influencing the follower’s performance, but also their 

psychological well-being, motivation, and identity development (Hannah, Sumanth, Lester, & 

Cavarretta, 2014; Hernandez, Eberly, Avolio, & Johnson, 2011; Hoch et al., 2016). In addition, 

both theories overlap in their shared focus on moral consistency, which assumes congruence 

between leader’s moral beliefs and actions (Lemoine et al., 2019). By continuously adhering to 

their moral principles, such leaders should be able to diminish followers’ uncertainty about 

potential unfair treatment. Therefore, we believe that leaders displaying ethical and authentic 

leadership behaviors are particularly capable of alleviating negative effects of social identity 

threat among their followers.  

 

Value-based leadership theories 

 

Authentic leadership. Authentic leadership has been conceptualized as a type of 

leader’s behavior that is marked by their self-awareness, internalized moral perspective, 

balanced processing of information, and relational transparency (Neider & Schriesheim, 2011; 

Walumbwa, Avolio, Gardner, Wernsing, & Peterson, 2008). Self-awareness is described as a 

high level of self-knowledge and understanding of one’s impact on other people’s behaviors, 
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values, feelings, and cognitions (Avolio & Gardner, 2005; Neider & Schriesheim, 2011; 

Walumbwa et al., 2008). Internalized moral perspective is a frequent behavioral and verbal 

demonstration of the leader’s beliefs and values (Avolio & Gardner, 2005; May, Chan, Hodges, 

& Avolio, 2003). Balanced processing of information is the ability to engage in objective 

analysis of issues from various viewpoints (Brown & Treviño, 2006; Walumbwa et al., 2008). 

Finally, relational transparency reveals leader’s desire to create relationships based on trust and 

transparency with their subordinates (Kernis & Goldman, 2006).  

Prior research concerning authentic leadership has shown that it predicts several positive 

follower-related outcomes, such as employee’s performance, job satisfaction, and 

psychological well-being (Birkeland Nielsen, Eid, Mearns, & Larsson, 2013; Wong & 

Laschinger, 2013). Moreover, previous studies have established some mechanisms underlying 

these relationships. Specifically, in case of performance it has been shown that authentic 

leaders, who understand the importance of self-knowledge, give their followers the necessary 

autonomy to learn and develop new skills, and thus empower them to work better (Wong & 

Laschinger, 2013). Contrastingly, the positive influence on the employee’s well-being has been 

contributed to the positive and transparent relationships with the followers, as well as 

predictability and trust in the leader’s behavior (Birkeland Nielsen et al., 2013; Peus, Wesche, 

Streicher, Braun, & Frey, 2012).  

Ethical leadership. Ethical leadership is described as the “demonstration of normatively 

appropriate conduct through personal actions and interpersonal relationships, and the promotion 

of such conduct to followers through two-way communication, reinforcement, and decision-

making.” (Brown, Treviño, & Harrison, 2005: 120). Specifically, the theory states that not only 

are ethical leaders perceived as honest and fair in and outside of the company (moral person), 

they also deliberately intend to improve their followers’moral behavior by informing them 

about the kind of actions that are acceptable (Trevino, Hartman, & Brown, 2000). In order to 
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do that, ethical leaders establish punishment and rewards systems ( moral manager: Treviño, 

Brown, & Hartman, 2003; Trevino et al., 2000). In consequence, the leader becomes an ethical 

role model, who provides clear messages about the ethical group norms. 

Ethical leadership has been linked to several important follower outcomes like lower 

turnover intentions and decreased unethical behavior (Mayer, Aquino, Greenbaum, & Kuenzi, 

2012). Moreover, it has been found to promote helping behavior in teams (Demirtas & 

Akdogan, 2015; Kacmar, Andrews, Harris, & Tepper, 2013) and positively influence follower’s 

psychological well-being and job satisfaction (Avey, Wernsing, & Palanski, 2012).  

By and large, the prior studies have shown that both ethical and authentic leadership 

styles are likely to positively impact a range of employee’s behaviors, cognitions and emotions. 

In fact, on theoretical and empirical levels, there has been a point raised regarding a certain 

overlap between the two constructs (Hannah et al., 2014; Hoch et al., 2016; Lemoine et al., 

2019). In particular, Brown and Trevino (2006) stressed that these two leadership styles are 

rooted in altruism and are based on ethical decision-making and integrity. The literature 

suggests, however, that a key difference between them is that while authentic leaders are self-

oriented, engage in active development of their self-concept, and give their employees certain 

autonomy to do the same (Wong & Laschinger, 2013; Yukl et al., 2013), ethical leaders are 

other-oriented. By emphasizing compliance with group norms and rules, ethical leaders make 

salient the group identity that the followers can adopt  (Brown & Treviño, 2006; Lemoine et 

al., 2019; Mayer et al., 2012).  

Moreover, a recent meta-analysis has shown that, while ethical and authentic leaders 

have similar positive influence on the majority of relevant follower-oriented outcomes, there is 

value in differentiating between these theories in the cases of some specific indicators, such as 

affective commitment and trust (Hoch et al., 2016). This is because they may have unique 

predictive ability in relation to these measures vis-à-vis, for example, the transformational 
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leadership framework (Hoch et al., 2016). Thus, it stands to reason that authentic and ethical 

leaders will also produce differential effects in contexts in which the followers preoccupied 

with the lower status of their social identity pay attention to identity-related discourse, and in 

which there are potential barriers or favorable conditions for the trust between follower and the 

leader to develop. Below we argue that social distance based on the differences and similarities 

in social group membership helps to distinguish between situations in which authentic or ethical 

leadership might be more effective in diminishing social identity threat of the follower. 

 

Social distance and social identity threat 

 

Social distance is a subjective experience or understanding of distance from another 

individual or individuals (Magee & Smith, 2013). It has been conceptualized as an interpersonal 

dissimilarity (Liviatan et al., 2008), as well as a spatial and temporal difference between self 

and the other (Eyal, Liberman, & Trope, 2008). In addition, social distance has been explored 

in the context of social identity theory as a differentiation between group membership, where 

in-group members are perceived as being socially closer to the self than the out-group members 

(Brewer, 1991).  

Literature has shown that people see individuals that are more similar to them 

differently. For instance, in-group members are perceived as more likeable (Marques, Yzerbyt, 

& Leyens, 1988) and people are more inclined to help them (Kogut & Ritov, 2007), a 

phenomenon known as in-group favoritism (Billig & Tajfel, 1973; Hornsey, 2008). In contrast, 

when confronted with socially distant out-group members, individuals tend to expect unfair 

treatment and discriminatory behavior (Moy & Ng, 1996). 

Recent studies based on the construal level theory, indicate that a mechanism underlying 

these findings may be related to the fact that social distance significantly impacts information 

processing about others (Liviatan et al., 2008; Trope & Liberman, 2003, 2010). Specifically, it 
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has been shown that an action undertaken by more dissimilar target is described in a higher 

level of construal categories than the same action performed by a similar target (Liviatan et al., 

2008). Specifically, in one of the studies, when describing an action by a distant individual, the 

perceivers were more likely to focus on the target’s goals and desired outcomes (high-level 

construal), rather than on means and feasibility of their actions (low-level construal). This is 

because the perceivers usually do not have access to secondary-level, and context-dependent 

information about socially distant individuals, thus they need to create simple and abstract 

representations of the target (Bar-Anan et al., 2006). Contrastingly, lower social distance 

prompts people to form more elaborated and detailed representation of more similar individuals 

(Liviatan et al., 2008) .  

Given the growing level of diversity in the companies, it is likely that employees who 

experience social identity threat may find themselves in the position of working under a 

supervisor who either belongs to the same, negatively stereotyped social group, or to another, 

positively regarded one. However, as literature on social distance indicates, the perception of 

out-group vs. in-group individuals should significantly differ, which can be of crucial 

importance to the effectiveness of managerial behaviors and attitudes employed by the leaders. 

Thus, it is relevant to explore the effects of leadership behaviors that could help to diminish 

negative effects of social identity threat (here ethical and authentic leadership) under the 

conditions of both high and low social distance between the leader and their stereotyped 

followers, as they may produce differential outcomes. 

 

Hypotheses development 

 

The social identity threat experience involves a high level of vigilance and uncertainty 

about how the stereotyped employees will be treated in the environment where their social 
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group is underrepresented (Murphy et al., 2007). In such situations, it is difficult to anticipate 

and plan actions, therefore, people perceive it as a negative state and are motivated to reverse 

it (Hogg & Adelman, 2013). This feeling of alertness should be even stronger in the context of 

higher social distance between the stereotyped follower and the leader due to the documented 

tendency of individuals to expect unfair treatment from the part of out-group members (Moy & 

Ng, 1996). Therefore, it seems that an out-group leader who would be more effective in terms 

of diminishing physical stress and anxiety of a follower under stereotype threat, would be the 

one that could help to reduce the uncertainty about the endorsement of the negative stereotypes 

in the environment using easily recognizable means. We argue that the ethical leader, rather 

than the authentic one, will be more successful due to three main reasons. 

Firstly, by providing clear message regarding group values and accepted behaviors, and 

stressing the importance of universal ethical principles, demonstrating consistent moral actions, 

and using a reward and punishment system, ethical leaders help to create socially salient ethical 

group norms (Brown, Treviño, & Harrison, 2005; Jordan, Brown, Treviño, & Finkelstein, 2013; 

Mayer et al., 2012). The emphasis on standards that are easily recognizable due to their 

universality should significantly reduce the uncertainty regarding the possible unfair treatment 

by the leader, even if the followers belong to a different social group than the stereotyped 

individual.  

Secondly, among many strategies that are likely to reduce negative effects of social 

identity threat are interventions based on blurring the differences between negatively 

stereotyped in-group and the out-group (Kray et al., 2002; Rosenthal & Crisp, 2006; Rydell & 

Boucher, 2009). In result of such actions, stereotyped individuals are presented with a new 

superordinate social identity devoid of negative meaning (Petriglieri, 2011). For instance, in 

one study, when women were asked to focus on the characteristics shared with men, their social 

identity threat was reduced and they chose less stereotypical professions (Rosenthal & Crisp, 
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2006). Ethical leaders provide consistent and universally applied fair treatment to their 

followers (Trevino & Brown, 2004; Trevino et al., 2000), which has been associated with in-

group identification (Lipponen, Olkkonen, & Moilanen, 2004). For instance, it has been found 

that followers who believe they are being treated fairly in group context, use this information 

to confirm their positive relationship with the group and then engage in extra-role behaviors 

(Blader & Tyler, 2009). Thus, we argue that ethical leaders who apply their ethical norms 

equally to all of their followers will help to reduce initially perceived differences with the leader 

and other group members, facilitate work group identification of the stereotyped employees, 

and diminish their anxiety in the context of intergroup relations.  

Finally, as it has been mentioned before, the construal level theory shows that in the 

context of higher social dissimilarity, people are more likely to process information about others 

and their behavior in more abstract categories (Bar-Anan et al., 2006; Liviatan et al., 2008). 

Moral principles, which are not referencing any contextualized or secondary information (e.g., 

keeping promises is noble, it is wrong to steal), resonate more with people and impact their 

judgment more significantly when they evaluate situations and individuals that are more 

dissimilar to them (Eyal et al., 2008). Specifically, prior studies have found that social distance 

enhances ethical judgment so that a moral act is more likely to be perceived as more virtuous 

from the perspective of social dissimilarity (Eyal et al., 2008). In addition, leaders who belong 

to a different group and engage in immoral behavior, are perceived as less ethical (Tumasjan, 

Strobel, & Welpe, 2011). Therefore, we believe that since moral principles have higher impact 

on people’s judgment and perception in the contexts of high social distance, stereotyped 

followers should be more influenced by the principle-based message of an ethical leader if the 

leader does not share their social identity. 

In sum, drawing from self-categorization and construal-level theories, we posit that the 

ethical leaders’ uniformed treatment and salient communication of group norms based on 
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abstract moral principles, will help to reduce the stereotyped follower’s uncertainty concerning 

unfair behavior towards members of their social group, will facilitate the identification with the 

work group, and ultimately will diminish negative effects of social identity threat when social 

distance between leader and follower is high. As such, we propose: 

Hypothesis 1: Ethical leadership will have a stronger effect on diminishing 

psychophysiological symptoms of social identity threat of the follower than authentic leadership 

if the social distance between leader and follower is high. 

 

Contrastingly, previous research indicates that positive influence of authentic leaders on 

followers’ outcomes, seems to be mainly based on the mechanisms of trust and empowerment 

(Peus et al., 2012; Wong & Laschinger, 2013). Specifically, the followers who are able to 

observe how over time the leaders openly express their experience-based views and then are 

consistent in their actions and intentions, perceive their supervisor as more predictable (Peus et 

al., 2012). However, the literature has demonstrated that one of the conditions under which the 

trust takes a considerably longer time to establish are intergroup relations (Orbell, Dawes, & 

Schwartz-Shea, 1994). A reason behind it is the previously mentioned in-group bias or 

favoritism, which prompts the individuals to perceive members of other groups as less honest 

and cooperative than members of the in-group (Brewer, 1996; Kramer, 1999; Orbell et al., 

1994). An authentic leader can be then deemed as untrustworthy by the employees who perceive 

that they do not belong to the same social group as the leader, yet when the leader and the 

follower are more similar, the transparency and behavioral consistency of the authentic leader 

should help to promote trust between stereotyped follower and the leader. 

Furthermore, prior studies have shown that under the condition of uncertainty people 

look for additional information in order to reduce it (Lipshitz & Strauss, 1997). The behavior 

of authentic leaders, that is solely based on their internalized, personal moral perspective and 



32 

 

on their life’s experiences (Lemoine et al., 2019; Shamir & Eilam, 2005; Walumbwa et al., 

2008) unfamiliar to a socially distant follower, can be interpreted as ambiguous, more difficult 

to verify, and less predictable than the behavior of ethical leaders who reference in their 

discourse universal moral principles (Jordan et al., 2013; Lehman et al., 2019). However, based 

on the construal level theory, when the social distance between the evaluator and the target is 

lower, the observer is prompted to process secondary-level, more detailed information, such as 

motives and circumstances (Trope & Liberman, 2010; Tumasjan et al., 2011). Henceforth, 

authentic leaders who base their behavior on their experiences and are not afraid of showing 

their true self, by explaining reasons of their behavior and admitting their own limitations, 

should be able to diminish uncertainty among followers similar to themselves who suffer from 

social identity threat and reduce their psychophysiological stress. 

Finally, recent empirical studies suggest that authentic leadership may be especially 

effective in the context of shared collective identities. Specifically, it has been shown that 

leaders are likely to be perceived as more authentic and inspire more followership if they 

reference and advance social identity shared with their followers (Steffens, Mols, Haslam, & 

Okimoto, 2016). Therefore, we argue that authentic leadership should be more beneficial in 

lower social distance contexts.  

In sum, due to the in-group bias that facilitates trust development between members of 

the same social groups, and the fact that the authentic leaders’ moral code, values and 

authenticity are likely to be more easily and favorable assessed by the follower when the leader 

is more similar to themselves, we propose that the positive influence of authentic leadership 

effect on stereotyped followers will be more significant under the condition of low social 

distance between the leader and the followers. Therefore, we argue that: 
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Hypothesis 2: Authentic leadership will have a stronger effect on diminishing 

psychophysiological symptoms of social identity threat of the follower than ethical leadership 

if the social distance between leader and follower is low.  

 

Method 

Study 1 

 

The purpose of this field study is to examine whether authentic or ethical leadership 

style can have an alleviating effect on employees from impoverished areas marked by negative 

stereotypes (e.g., slum dwellers) in the context of high social distance. In order to do that, we 

tested the impact of these leadership styles on candidates applying for a low-level position in a 

high-profile (i.e., threatening) organization. Social identity threat symptoms were measured by 

assessing the levels of salivary cortisol and blood pressure of the participants. In this study, we 

employed a between-subjects design, where leader’s working style and their interaction with 

the confederate team members were manipulated to expose the candidates to either ethical or 

authentic leadership style. Since we wanted to create a high social distance situation in the 

study, the actor selected to play the leader’s role looked like a typical researcher from the hiring 

institution (e.g., white and high-income individual). 

 

Sample  

 

Seventy-one participants were recruited from an impoverished community (‘favela’) 

located in the city of Rio de Janeiro, in Brazil. The sample was majorly female (63%), and had 

an average age of 27.5 years (SDage =10.44). The majority of the participants were non-white 

(N = 47) and thus represented typical residents of low income Brazilian neighborhoods (Karn, 

Shikura, & Harada, 2003; Oino & Kioli, 2014). Because our goal was to create a high social 
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distance situation, white participants received compensation and were considered for the job 

position, but were excluded from the analysis. The final sample was comprised of 47 

prototypical members of Rio de Janeiro slum dweller community (i.e., non-white and low-

income individuals) who had their blood pressure measured (Nauthentic = 22 vs. Nethical = 25) 

and of whom 36 had their salivary cortisol measured (Nauthentic: 17 vs. Nethical 19).  

The study was carried out in accordance with the recommendations of the Committee 

for Ethical Compliance in Research Involving Human Beings of Fundação Getulio Vargas 

(CEPH/FGV). All subjects gave written informed consent in accordance with the Declaration 

of Helsinki. Specifically, they were invited to go to the institution to participate in recruitment 

process for a real temporary position of research assistant, followed by an academic study, in 

exchange for a monetary compensation of around US$ 17 and results of a basic medical 

checkup involving blood pressure and salivary cortisol levels. Additionally, the participant 

selected for the research assistant position would receive additional US$ 107 for the three 

working days period, and they could have been offered a permanent position afterwards. In 

comparison, Brazilian minimum wage at the time of the experiment was around US$ 285 

(Ministério do Planejamento, Desenvolvimento e Gestão, 2017). 

 

Procedure and measures 

 

To reach a slum dwellers’ sample, a research partnership agreement was signed with a 

non-government agency located at a set of Brazilian slums. Research assistants who recruited 

participants were two non-white university students that lived in the neighborhood (i.e., in-

group members). All participants were contacted and invited to participate in recruitment 

session for a temporary job position of a research assistant, followed by an academic study. The 

choice of a recruitment scenario is consistent with prior literature indicating that the moment of 
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transition into a new organization or a new role is important to one’s identity as it involves the 

negotiation of meanings of new role or organizational identities and the risk of threat towards 

already existing identities (Ashforth, 2001; Petriglieri, 2011).  

The experiment was conducted in a threatening setting for negatively stereotyped 

subjects (i.e., Brazilian slum dwellers), following the procedures from prior literature (Derks, 

Van Laar, & Ellemers, 2007). Namely, the sessions took place in a Brazilian private research 

institution, far from the poor slum communities in a high-income neighborhood. This setting 

contained many potentially threatening social identity cues for the slum dwellers (e.g, 

underrepresentation of black and low-income individuals, out-group members as leaders, work 

demanding high intellectual ability).  

The participants arrived in groups of around 15 via private transport offered by the 

researchers. Upon their arrival, under a pretense of participating in an unrelated study, they 

were invited to a room, where they completed a questionaire including demographics (race, 

income, and gender) and other items that assessed their perceptions of the stereotyped image of 

their social group (adapted from: Branscombe & Wann, 1994) in the working environment (i.e., 

the dimension of public collective self-esteem of slum dwellers in the context of the working 

setting). This three-item measure was collected using 7- point Likert scale from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The scale was used to provide evidence for our assumption that 

participants were aware of the negative perceptions of their social group (i.e. slum dwellers) in 

the workplace environment, and to control for the level of threat across experimental conditions.  

After completing the questionnaire, a trained pharmacologist (specialist in hormone 

measures contracted for our study), measured participants’ blood pressure. Then, they were 

randomly assigned to a leadership manipulation condition, in which a white actor, invited to act 

as their potential direct supervisor, was presented to them. The leader explained how he works 

with his team, and what rules he followed in regards to his team and the institution. For each 
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treatment condition, the leader’s discourse was manipulated to create the scenario of ethical or 

authentic leadership, based on the most cited literature on these leadership styles (Brown & 

Treviño, 2006; Walumbwa et al., 2008; Yukl et al., 2013). 

In addition, to reinforce the manipulation and demonstrate the leader’s style in practice, 

the leader interacted with two confederates from the subjects’ out-group (white, high-income, 

members of the research team), who were supposed to be the leader’s subordinates.  

Confederate 1 simulated a late arrival to the session that he was supposed to participate in with 

the rest of the team. Consequently, we manipulated the way each leader dealt with the 

follower’s transgression. Specifically, while the ethical leader punished the confederate 

referencing a broken group norm against tardiness, the authentic leader did so by referencing 

his past experiences in which being late negatively impacted his performance. This way we 

aimed to manipulate the moral manager dimension of the ethical leader (Brown et al., 2005; 

Trevino et al., 2000) and relational transparency and self-awareness of the authentic leader 

(Walumbwa et al., 2008). In contrast, Confederate 2 played the role of a subordinate who was 

praised by the leader in front of everyone. In particular, the ethical leader mentioned the 

follower’s contribution to the achievement of team goal obtained by sacrificing his free time 

(staying late the night before to prepare the recruitment session) and the authentic leader 

mentioned the follower’s dedication in the achievement of a personal goal (receiving 

scholarship from a foreign university). Here, we aimed to signal to the participants what key 

values of the leader were: group’s well-being and compliance with higher-order priorities 

related to good team performance in case of the ethical leader (Yukl et al., 2013), and the 

commitment to the follower’s well-being and personal development typical for the authentic 

leader (Ilies, Morgeson, & Nahrgang, 2005).  

After the leader’s speech and interaction with participants, the pharmacologist and her 

team measured participants’ blood pressure again, under the pretense of confirming the results 
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of the first measure. Based on previous research, we used blood pressure variations as markers 

of threat before and after leadership manipulation (e.g., Blascovich, Mendes, Hunter, & Lickel, 

2000; Blascovich et al., 2001, 2001; Scheepers & Ellemers, 2005; Schvey, Puhl, & Brownell, 

2011; Wright & Kirby, 2003). Although this body of research has been employing mixed 

analytical methods to advocate casual effects on the samples’ blood pressure variations, our 

results follow the approach most used in the previous work, by measuring participants 

variations in systolic blood pressure (SBP) before and after the manipulated interactions with 

the leaders (Blascovich et al., 2000, 2001, 2001; Scheepers & Ellemers, 2005; Wright & Kirby, 

2003). While diastolic blood pressure measures the resistance the heart has to overcome, 

systolic blood pressure represents the maximum force of the heart that pressures the artery 

following each heartbeat (Hirata, Kawakami, & O’Rourke, 2006; Scheepers & Ellemers, 2005). 

Due to operational constrains, blood pressure measures were collected from 47 randomly 

selected non-white participants. 

The experimenters also collected participants’ saliva to conduct the analysis of salivary 

cortisol levels (Edmiston, Blain, & Corbett, 2017) developed by the company IPRO® 

(Macdonald, Bellinger, & Minahan, 2016), which is a robust test of physiological symptoms of 

anxiety in psychological and biological literature. Because of financial restrictions of the 

project, and high cost of the salivary cortisol measurement in Brazil, we assessed salivary 

cortisol of only 36 randomly selected non-white participants from both treatment conditions.  

In addition, participants responded to a one-item binary manipulation check measure, 

which assessed whether the respondents believed they interacted with an authentic leader (“He 

relies a lot on his own past experiences. He seems real and expresses openly his thoughts and 

emotions. ”) or an ethical leader (“He conducts his personal life based on rules. He seems very 

just in his relationships with his team.”). The participants were asked to choose one of two 

descriptions that better fitted the supervisor they interacted with. Finally, on their way to their 
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neighborhood, the participants received the due payment and were debriefed. When the analysis 

of salivary cortisol level was performed, the results were sent to the participants via email.  

 

Results 

 

In order to confirm that the pre-treatment distribution of relevant measures across 

treatment groups was balanced, we first performed randomization checks. According to our 

results, there were no significant differences between participants’ gender (% female: = 63%; 

χ²(1) = .53, p = .47), participants’ monthly household income (Mincome = R$1455, SD = R$75; 

t(45) = .52.; p = .60), and household members depending on it (Mhouseholdsize= 3.67 t(44) = .52.; 

p = .60) across conditions. In addition, there were also no significant differences in terms of the 

participants’ Public Collective Self-Esteem (PCSE), (MPCSE= 4.11, SE = .10; t(41) = 0.02; p = 

.99) between groups. Jointly, these results indicate successful randomization. 

Consequently, we used a chi-square test to perform the manipulation check. Most 

participants correctly responded to the item that tapped into the leadership style displayed by 

the actor (70.21%) and more participants in the ethical leader condition, compared to those in 

the authentic leader condition, described the leader using the ethical leadership definition 

(%ethical = 76 % vs. %authentic = 36.36%;  𝜒²(1, 47) = 7.52, p < .01). 

Then, we proceeded with hypothesis testing. Confirming our predictions, under high 

social distance, authentic leader increased candidates’ systolic blood pressure from time 1 (i.e., 

before the leader interaction) to time 2 (i.e., after the leader interaction) (Mpressure_difference =3.00 

mmHg, SD = 11.24 mmHg). However, when the white leader was ethical, he had an alleviating 

effect on candidates’ blood pressure (Mpressure_difference= -3.20 mmHg, SD = 8.59 mmHg; t (45) 

= 2.14; p= 0.038). The results are depicted in Figure 1. 
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-------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Figure 1 about here 

-------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Additionally, the analysis of the cortisol level revealed that non-white candidates 

exposed to the ethical white leader had significantly lower salivary cortisol level (Mcortisol= 3.23 

ng/ml, SD = 2.23 ng/ml) than participants exposed to the authentic white leader (Mcortisol = 

5.73 ng/ml, SD = 4.39 ng/ml) right after the leadership manipulation (t (34) = 2.19; p= 0.035). 

Thus, we concluded that these results provide evidence in support of Hypothesis 1 such that 

when the social distance between leader and follower is high (i.e. when they belong to two 

different social groups: low-income non-white participants vs. high-income white leader), the 

ethical leadership will be more effective than authentic leadership in alleviating the 

physiological symptoms of stress among stereotyped followers from low-income 

neighborhoods.  

However, the results of Study 1 do not inform us about the effects of ethical and 

authentic leadership in the context of low social distance between leader and a stigmatized 

follower. Thus, Study 2 was conducted to address this issue and empirically test Hypothesis 2.  

 

Study 2 

 

The main goal of this field study is to assess if authentic and ethical leaders are able to 

diminish social identity threat of stigmatized followers in the situation when the social distance 

between leader and follower is low. To that end, the effects of authentic and ethical leadership 

styles were tested on candidates from a slum neighborhood applying for an entry position of a 

teller in a local bank (i.e. threatening organization). Similarly to Study 1, psychophysiological 

measures of salivary cortisol and systolic blood pressure levels were used to assess social 

identity threat of the participants. Furthermore, as in Study 1, we also employed a between-
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subjects design, where leadership styles were manipulated through leader’s discourse and their 

interaction with two confederates playing the role of subordinates. Given that our goal is to 

evaluate the low social distance context, for this study we recruited a black (instead of a white) 

actor to perform the role of a potential leader for a group of black slum dwellers. This way we 

were able to test Hypothesis 2.  

 

Sample 

 

Seventy participants were recruited and participated in the procedure. As before, the 

number of white residents of the neighborhood was small (10 participants). This group of 

participants took part in the experiment and recruitment sessions, but was excluded from further 

analysis as the main goal of this study was to analyze the condition of low social distance 

between black leader and black low-income followers. Moreover, one of the participants 

refused to have his blood pressure measured the second time and another one refused to have 

his cortisol taken after the session, thus, they were excluded from the sample as well. 

Furthermore, three outliers were excluded due to particularly high level of salivary cortisol (> 

20 ng/ml). In total the adjusted sample had 55 non-white participants. The final sample was 

mostly female (63%), and had an average age of 27.8 years, and their per capita income was on 

average RS$259.69, well below minimum wage in Brazil at the time (Ministério do 

Planejamento, Desenvolvimento e Gestão, 2017). Twenty six respondents were randomly 

assigned to the authentic leadership condition and twenty nine to the ethical leadership 

condition.  
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Procedure and measures 

 

The procedure employed in Study 2 followed the model of Study 1 in a sense that 

participants were informed that they would be participating in a recruitment process. Further, 

they had their psychophysiological measures taken before and after interaction with the male 

actor who played a role of their potential supervisor. Moreover, as was the case of Study 1, the 

participants had a chance to observe how the leader treated his followers (two outgroup 

confederates). There were, however, a few minor changes. First, the participants were informed 

that they would be participating in a first round of recruitment process for a position of bank 

teller at a local bank agency located in their neighborhood in the favela. Moreover, they were 

advised that some of the data related to the job offer (name, phone number, and education level 

obtained) would later be shared with the bank, which would organize a second phase of the 

selection process in the following months. Second, the experiment took place in the 

headquarters of one of the non-government organization located in the favela Maré in Rio de 

Janeiro, which is one of the biggest slum neighborhoods in the city. Third, given that the 

procedure was conducted close to the participants’ residence, they received lower participation 

fee (around US$ 5). Finally, as stated before, the actor who was introduced to the participants 

as a manager of the bank was black and he interacted with the candidates for a longer period of 

time, and answered their questions about the job position if there were any. As such, Study 2 

was meant to extend the results of Study 1. Moreover, the procedure had higher level of external 

validity as it allowed the participants to apply for a real full-time job position in a local bank.  
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Results 

 

First, we assessed whether the randomization process was successful. Our analysis 

showed that although there were more participants randomly assigned to the ethical leadership 

manipulation, the sample was similar across conditions. Specifically, there were no significant 

differences between participants’ age (t (42) = .38; p =. 71), gender (χ² (2) = 2.26, p =.32), and 

income (t (47) = -.18; p =.86) across conditions. 

Further, we performed the manipulation check and confirmed that most respondents 

provided correct answers to the items that tapped onto the leadership style manipulation check 

(67%). Additionally, more participants in the ethical leader condition, compared to those in the 

authentic leader condition, defined the leader using an ethical description (% ethical =79% vs. 

% authentic =50%; χ²(1)= 5.4, p=.03). 

Consistent with the predictions of Hypothesis 2, under low social distance authentic 

leadership had a more significant alleviating effect on salivary cortisol and systolic blood 

pressure of slum dwellers under social identity threat, compared to ethical leadership. 

Specifically, the authentic black leader was able to reduce cortisol levels in the 

participants (Mcortisol_dif . -.53 ng/ml, SD = 2.12), while participants who interacted with the 

ethical black leader had their cortisol level increased (Mcortisol_dif = .53 ng/ml, SD = 1.80). 

The regression analysis revealed a marginally significant negative effect of authentic leadership 

on the change in salivary cortisol level β = -1.06, t = -2.01, p =.05. 

Further, in contrast to the results from Study 1, under high social distance, while the 

authentic leader reduced systolic blood pressure from time 1 (i.e., before the leader contact) to 

time 2 (i.e., after the leader contact) of the black candidates (Mpressure_dif= -3.85 mmHg, SD 

pressure_dif= 8.04mmHg), the ethical leader increased black candidates’ systolic blood pressure 

(Mpressure_dif = 4.14 mmHg, SD pressure_dif= 11.81 mmHg).  Further, the results of linear regression 
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analysis with difference in systolic pressure level as a dependent variable indicated a significant 

negative effect of authentic leadership β = -7.99, t =  -2.90, p=.005. The results are depicted in 

Figure 2. 

-------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Figure 2 about here 

-------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Discussion 

 

Given the undoubtedly detrimental influence of social identity threats on such relevant 

organizational outcomes as performance (Steele, 1997), career aspirations (Davies, Spencer, & 

Steele, 2005), and reactions to feedback (Cohen et al., 1999), scholars should explore possible 

buffers of such effects. The present research builds upon social identity and value-driven 

leadership theories and connects them with the work on social distance to highlight an important 

role of leaders in reducing the psychophysiological effects of social identity threat. Specifically, 

the results of Study 1 provide evidence that under the condition of stereotype threat, ethical 

leaders are more likely to alleviate the anxiety and stress of their followers if the social distance 

between them is high as opposed to low. Furthermore, the findings from Study 2 indicate that 

authentic leadership is more effective in diminishing physiological responses to social identity 

threat in the situations in which social distance between the leader and the follower is lower. 

These results suggest that ethical leaders who focus on group norms and compliance to them 

are likely to diminish threat originating from negatively stereotyped identity when leader and 

follower are dissimilar from each other. However, authentic leaders, who consistently show 

their true self and emphasize the role of their prior experiences, are capable of reducing the 

physiological stress of the followers who are more similar to them.  
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Implications for theory 

 

The current research contributes to the social identity threat literature by creating a 

theoretical bridge with leadership theories. So far the scholars have explored the role of the 

leaders in buffering social identity threat by focusing on managers who belong to the same 

negatively stereotyped group as the follower, and thus reduce the threat through empowerment 

or inspiration (e.g. Latu, Mast, Lammers, & Bombari, 2013; Marx et al., 2009). At the same 

time, literature has largely failed to consider the effect of specific behaviors displayed by the 

leader. Leadership theories can provide more depth to the examination of employee reactions 

to social identity threat as they contain information about the variety of leader behaviors, and 

other mechanisms, through which leaders exert influence over their followers (Hernandez et 

al., 2011). Our findings provide evidence that leaders who act in accordance with moral values 

can help followers to cope with the experience of threat originating from the negative stereotype 

about their social group.  

Moreover, in the present research we juxtapose two value-based leadership styles 

(which rarely happens) and show their differential effects on the experience of stereotype threat 

in the context of high and low social proximity. By doing so, this study contributes to the stream 

of research that calls for a closer examination of leadership styles due to their possible 

redundancy (Banks et al., 2016; Hoch et al., 2016; Lemoine et al., 2019). Specifically, our 

results indicate that ethical and authentic leader behaviors may be perceived differently 

depending on whether they do or do not share social identity with their followers. By delineating 

opposing outcomes of ethical and authentic leadership, we contribute to the ongoing debate on 

the commonalities and distinctions between the moral leadership theories (Lemoine et al., 

2019). Specifically, the results suggest that social distance may influence the effects of an 

ethical leader’s focus on group norms and an authentic leader’s emphasis on personal sources 

of behavior on employees’ responses to identity threat. At the same time, this research 
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corroborates prior findings that indicate the relevance of ethical and authentic leadership in 

explaining specific, rather than global, organizational outcomes (Hoch et al., 2016). 

Our study provides also new insights to the stream of research examining the role of 

construal fit in leadership (Berson & Halevy, 2014; Berson, Halevy, Shamir, & Erez, 2015). 

The construal level theory, which we cite to explain the influence of social distance on the 

relationship between leadership styles and social identity threat, describes how individuals 

process information about others depending on how dissimilar the target of evaluation is from 

them (Wiesenfeld et al., 2017). Recent work has provided evidence that employee reaction to 

leader behaviors may be dependent on whether they fit with the construal level of the employee 

(Berson & Halevy, 2014; Berson et al., 2015). In particular, it has been found that in situations 

of leader-follower hierarchical closeness, which promote lower-level processing, concrete 

leader behaviors lead to more positive outcomes than more abstract behaviors (Berson & 

Halevy, 2014). Our findings advance this research by suggesting that also shared (or divergent) 

leader’s and follower’s social identities may impact the processing and ultimate effectiveness 

of value-driven leadership behaviors. 

Finally, in this paper we shed light on the organizational consequences of social identity 

threat in an understudied context, South America. While the majority of the evidence in the 

literature comes from studies conducted in the English speaking countries (e.g. Blascovich et 

al., 2001; Davies et al., 2005; Purdie-Vaughns et al., 2008), we assess the effects of negative 

stereotype among residents of poor neighborhoods of Rio de Janeiro, whose social stigma is 

equally related to their ethnicity, low income status, and place they reside in (Beaton & 

Washington, 2015; da Rocha, Pessoa, & Machado, 2015; dos Santos Oliveira, 1996). By doing 

so, our study confirms the existence of negative consequences of social identity threat in the 

Brazilian context.  
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Managerial and social implications 

 

Given the increasing level of diversity in modern organizations (Jackson & Joshi, 2011), 

managers are likely to be paired up with subordinates representing groups suffering from 

negative stereotypes. A key practical implication of this study is that leaders may want to adjust 

their behavior towards employees who have to deal with social stigma if they want to diminish 

identity threat experienced by these employees and enable their successful inclusion in the 

organization. Our findings suggest that if the leader and follower belong to different social 

groups, leader should demonstrate moral behavior and enforce ethical norms. However, if 

leader and follower are members of the same or similar social group, leader should demonstrate 

their true, authentic self.  

Furthermore, our research indicates that leaders can participate in social change even if 

they are not members of underrepresented social groups (Rast, Hogg, & Randsley de Moura, 

2018). The results of the present study suggest that in cases where stereotyped followers cannot 

identify with their managers due to high social distance between them, leaders are still able to 

diminish social identity threat of their subordinates as long as they demonstrate and enforce 

ethical behavior. This is especially relevant to contexts where traditionally the number of 

minorities in managerial positions remains relatively low. For instance, recent data reveals that 

women represent only 4.6% of the CEO’s of the Forbes 500 companies (Catalyst, 2016) and 

that the share of racial minorities with higher education degree in engineering has not increased 

since the year 2000  (Fouad & Santana, 2017). Given that identity threat has negative impact 

on career aspirations (Davies et al., 2005), by reducing it, ethical leaders can help to overcome 

the issue of underrepresentation and promote social change where it is most needed.  
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Strengths, limitations, and future research 

 

Our studies have some important methodological strengths that should increase 

confidence in our findings. First, both of our studies were field experiments and involved 

financial outcomes as well as real job recruitment situations. Therefore, we contend that their 

external validity, and thus generalizability of our results, is considerably high (Mitchell, 2012).  

Second, we assessed psychophysiological measures as markers of social identity threat. 

Specifically, in the current research we employed two psychophysiological measures: systolic 

blood pressure and salivary cortisol, which have likely increased the precision of our analysis 

(Diebig et al., 2016). Additionally, the use of these biological indicators allowed us to study 

leadership phenomena in the low-income and uneducated population of slum dwellers, for 

which traditional psychological instruments might not have been reliable (Shepperd, Emanuel, 

Dodd, & Logan, 2016).  

However, the study is not without its limitations. First, due to the fact that residents of 

slum neighborhoods in Rio de Janeiro are mostly non-white (da Rocha et al., 2015), we were 

unable to recruit a balanced sample and test the effects of leadership styles on white and black 

slum dwellers simultaneously. It is possible, then, that our findings apply exclusively to the 

individuals who possess more than one negatively stereotyped collective identity and are 

potentially more likely to experience the consequences of income and ethnicity prejudice 

(Purdie-Vaughns & Eibach, 2008). Since social identity threat is a disruptive situational state 

that can be linked with virtually every collective identity, future studies could confirm the 

validity of our results by manipulating at the same time leadership style and social distance in 

other social group contexts such as gender, immigrants, or employees of negatively viewed 

organizations.  

Second, recent calls from scholars highlight the importance of objective indicators and 

suggest the simultaneous implementation of several biological measures to increase the validity 
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of the studies (Diebig et al., 2016). Future research could continue to explore other venues and 

employ simultaneously several other objective stress indicators, such as heart rate (Taylor et 

al., 2010), and measure them with more frequency (Peifer, Schulz, Schächinger, Baumann, & 

Antoni, 2014). This way, it will be possible to further our understanding of the moderating 

effect that leader behaviors might have on stereotyped followers’ stress responses and their 

consequences for performance.  

Finally, recent work on authenticity suggests that the appraisal of authenticity is a 

process and therefore the judgments concerning leader’s authenticity may change over time 

(Lehman et al., 2019). Such modifications in the perceptions of authenticity are related to the 

fact that the concept of authenticity is based on self-consistency understood as an alignment 

between what the leader’s values and behavior (Lehman et al., 2019; Lemoine et al., 2019; Peus 

et al., 2012). Therefore, it is likely that the effects observed in Study 1, concerning a socially 

distant leader, could change once the employees interact and work with the authentic leader for 

a longer period of time. Daily exchanges with the leader could give followers an opportunity to 

verify the authenticity of the leader through their accumulated experience of the leader’s “true 

self”. In sum, a longitudinal study would be able to confirm if the effects of ethical and authentic 

leadership reported here are permanent or change over time. 

 

Conclusion 

The current work helps to fulfill an important gap in social identity threat and leadership 

literatures by addressing the underexplored interaction between leadership styles and leader’s 

social distance in the context of the follower’s stereotype threat experience. Our results indicate 

that while ethical leadership may be more beneficial when leader and stereotyped follower are 

more dissimilar from each other, it will be less effective under the condition of social proximity. 

On the other hand, authentic leaders will be more likely to attenuate the social identity threat 
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when there is an overlap in collective identity membership between themselves and the 

stereotyped followers, rather than in the context of high social distance. By empirically 

confirming our hypotheses with objective physiological indicators in different group 

membership contexts (high or low similarity), we were able to show a unique predictive ability 

of value-based leadership styles to reduce physiological stress symptoms in a follower under 

social identity threat. 
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Figures 

 

 

Figure 1. Study 1. Effects of leadership styles on the threatened follower's changes in systolic 

blood pressure (N=47) 
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Figure 2.Study 2. Effects of leadership style on the threatened follower's changes in systolic 

blood pressure and salivary cortisol (N=55). 
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3. Inspiring to Go the Extra Mile: Humble Leadership through the Lens of Social 

Exchange Theory 

 

Abstract 

 

 

Although research on humble leadership has been expanding over the past few years, 

the literature is yet to fully assess the implications of leader humility in terms of its interpersonal 

and individual outcomes. Integrating theories on social exchange and humble leadership, we 

examine the effects of humble leadership on followers’ citizenship behaviors (OCB) through 

the development of high quality leader-member exchanges (LMX). Further, we examine the 

effect of managerial effectiveness on the relationship between humble leadership and OCB. An 

instrumental variable approach is used to analyze both survey and objective data pertaining to 

200 employees and their supervisors from a Brazilian oil and gas company. The results confirm 

an indirect and positive effect of humble leadership on follower’s OCB through LMX quality 

and partially support the moderating effect of leader’s effectiveness.  

 

Keywords: Humble Leadership, Organizational Citizenship Behavior, LMX, Social Exchange 

Theory.  
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Introduction 

 

In recent years, the organizations have been relying more on flatter, fluid team-based 

structures (Devine, Clayton, Philips, Dunford, & Melner, 1999; Ilinitch, D’Aveni, & Lewin, 

1996; Schneider & Somers, 2006) resulting in the creation of less hierarchical, however more 

complex environments. At the same time, the pace of organizational life has not stopped 

accelerating due to technological advances, globalization, and competition (Uhl-Bien, Marion, 

& McKelvey, 2007). In such context, the value of leadership that does not rely on self-

enhancement or intuition, but appreciates followers, their inputs, and is willing to learn from 

them, is gaining momentum (Owens et al., 2013).  

In this sense, leadership literature has turned focus towards humility as an important 

trait of effective leadership, which has culminated with the development of humble leadership 

theory (Owens & Hekman, 2012). Humble leaders are thought to openly disclose their 

limitations, praise other team members for their unique capabilities and contributions, and are 

open to learn from others (Owens et al., 2013). Therefore, they should be able to effectively 

respond to the challenges of the complex environment, where a single individual is unlikely to 

possess knowledge pertaining to the variety of topics the leaders nowadays must face. In fact, 

prior research has provided a wide range of evidence linking humble leadership to several 

positive work-related outcomes, such as performance, creativity, and information sharing  

(Chiu, Owens, & Tesluk, 2016; Hu, Erdogan, Jiang, Bauer, & Liu, 2018; A. Rego, Owens, 

Yam, et al., 2017). Yet, our knowledge regarding the processes through which leader humility 

operates remains incomplete. 

Although some empirical studies provide initial evidence that leader humility affects 

followers’ outcomes indirectly (e.g., Wang, Liu & Zhu, 2018; Wang, Zhang & Jia, 2016), 

research has largely failed to unveil a broader range of potential mediating mechanisms 
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underlying this relationship. A possible explanation may be related to the rather narrow 

theoretical approach used to explain such indirect influence. Scholars have eminently 

developed their rationales relying mainly on cognitive perspectives such as social information 

processing theory or learning goal orientation (e.g., Owens & Hekman, 2016). This, however, 

somewhat limits the examination of the mechanisms not based on mental processes of the 

follower. For example, it is not clear how humble leadership affects the quality of the 

relationship between leader and follower. This seems quite surprising considering that humble 

leadership is interpersonal in nature and thus leader humility is likely to be associated with 

relational processes triggered by the interactions between leaders and followers (Rego et. al., 

2017; Owens et al., 2013). 

In addition, while scholarly work has mainly focused on the benefits of leader humility, 

literature also suggests that humility can be viewed less favorably by some people and in some 

cases may be even considered a weakness or a downside (Exline & Geyer, 2004; Tangney, 

2000). For example, Owens and Hekman (2012) argue that humility will be effective only if a 

leader is also perceived as “competent or able”. Indeed, the idea that the effects of leader 

humility might be contingent on some additional factors (e.g., Jeung & Yoon, 2016), poses an 

opportunity to explore the boundary conditions that determine the degree of influence of leader 

humility. 

Furthermore, the vast majority of existing literature on leader humility has demonstrated 

its beneficial consequences for teams as a whole. For example, humble leaders have been shown 

to influence team effectiveness by promoting collective humility (Owens & Hekman, 2016) 

and shared leadership (Chiu et al., 2016). Other studies have also confirmed that leader humility 

enhances team psychological capital (Rego et al., 2017), fosters team collaboration (Ou et al., 

2014), team psychological safety, and team information sharing (Hu, Erdogan, Jiang, Bauer & 

Liu, 2018). While much research has been devoted to exploring the impact of leader humility 
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on teams, a modest number of empirical studies has explored the effects of leader’s humility on 

individual employee behavior (Owens et al., 2013; Owens, Wallace, & Waldman, 2015). 

Although we acknowledge the importance of the current research scope, particularly in the 

context of dominant team-based structures (Zander et al., 2015), research efforts should also 

investigate consequences of leader humility for individuals to broaden our understanding of this 

leadership behavior in organizations. 

To address the above limitations of the existing research, this study aims to explore how 

humble leadership influences individual work outcomes (specifically, organizational 

citizenship behaviors – OCB) via a relational mechanism. Based on the social-exchange theory 

(Liden, Sparrowe, & Wayne, 1997), we argue that in order to fully understand how leader’s 

humility affects follower’s citizenship behavior, one cannot overlook the role of leader-member 

exchange (LMX) quality as a key mechanism underlying this relationship. Moreover, we argue 

that leader’s managerial effectiveness, which reflects the degree of success in fulfilling leader’s 

central role as a manager (Spreitzer, 1995; Tsui, 1984), should be a contingent factor affecting 

the influence of leader humility on OCB. Specifically, we expect leader’s managerial 

effectiveness to strengthen the indirect effect of humble leadership on organizational citizenship 

behaviors through LMX quality. 

The study makes two distinct contributions to the literature. First, it brings together two 

streams of research and establishes a bridge between social exchange and humble leadership 

theories.by assessing the role of LMX as a mediating mechanism of the relationship between 

humble leadership and citizenship behaviors (outcome that goes beyond task performance). 

Second, based on the stereotype content literature as well as prior studies reporting the 

contingencies related to the effects of leader humility, the study evaluates the proposition that 

the effect of leader humility on follower’s OCB is affected by leader’s managerial effectiveness.  
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Theoretical background 

Humble leadership and leader-member exchange quality 

 

As mentioned previously, humble leadership has been found to impact followers’ 

attitudes and behaviors. For instance, it promotes the creation of psychological capital as well 

as leadership claiming and granting interactions (Chiu et al., 2016; Rego, Owens, Leal, et al., 

2017). Little attention, however, has been paid to a possible impact of leader humility, which 

is interpersonal in nature (Owens & Hekman, 2012; Owens et al., 2013), on the quality of his 

or her relationships with the followers. The only other study that has addressed a similar topic 

that we are aware of has only explored humble leadership as a predictor of affective reactions 

such as vigor and stamina (i.e. relational energy) that the employee experiences from the 

interactions with their leader (Wang, Owens, Li, & Shi, 2018). The authors found that 

employees reported higher level of activated positive emotions around humbler leaders (Wang 

et al., 2018), leaving the questions pertaining to the actual relationship between leader and 

follower largely unanswered.  

The central tenet of the leader-member exchange framework (LMX) is that not all of 

the relationships between leader and followers are developed equal (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; 

Liden, Wayne, & Sparrowe, 2000). That is, while some of the subordinates may enter their 

leader’s “inner circle” and create a high quality relationship with them, the others will only be 

able to develop low quality exchanges, restricted to the terms of employment. In high quality 

LMX relationships, followers gain access to benefits, resources, and support exceeding what is 

commonly included in the job contract. In addition, followers are granted more autonomy and 

responsibility by the leader. Contrastingly, low quality relationships between leaders and 

followers have been described as strictly transactional (Blau, 1964; Liden et al., 2000). 

Due to their higher power status in the dyad, leaders have been generally proposed as 

those who are most likely to initiate and control the development of the relationship (Dienesch 
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& Liden, 1986; Liden et al., 1997). Consistently, literature has confirmed that leader behaviors 

and their interpretation by the follower are important predictors of LMX quality (Dulebohn, 

Bommer, Liden, Brouer, & Ferris, 2012). Based on this premise, we argue that humble leader 

behaviors will be significantly related to the quality of LMX for three main reasons. 

First, humble leaders actively try to improve themselves and are open to other people’s 

influence (Owens & Hekman, 2012; Owens et al., 2013). They demonstrate it by openly 

discussing their own vulnerabilities, seeking feedback from their followers, and listening to 

them (Morris et al., 2005; Owens et al., 2013). Given prior studies showing that self-disclosure 

in dyads results in reciprocal self-disclosure (Ehrlich & Graeven, 1971), we posit that humble 

leader’s willingness to participate in knowledge sharing is likely to initiate the exchange, 

increase the knowledge of both parties about each other, and then facilitate the maintenance of 

a high quality relationship.  

Second, research on meaningful relationships has shown that perceived humility helps 

in the regulation of social bonds (Davis et al., 2013). Specifically, humble individuals are seen 

as less likely to prioritize their selfish goals in the dyad, which in turn fosters trust and 

commitment (Davis et al., 2013). When communicating with their subordinates, humble leaders 

express egalitarianism and, instead of engaging in self-promoting behaviors, enable the 

attainment of common goals (Morris et al., 2005). Thus, they should be able to influence the 

followers’ perceptions and facilitate the development of mature relationships with followers 

characterized by trust and mutual respect (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). 

Finally, prior studies have shown that humble leaders acknowledge and appreciate 

follower’s contributions, stress the role of the subordinate, and keep the spotlight off themselves 

(Owens & Hekman, 2012).  Such other-oriented approach has been suggested to result in liking 

for the leader (Nielsen, Marrone, & Slay, 2010). Because individuals are drawn towards those 

who they like, want to form the relationships with them, and because liking has been confirmed 
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as one of the predictors of LMX (Dulebohn et al., 2012; Wayne & Ferris, 1990), we argue that 

the respectful treatment offered to the follower by a humble leader is likely to result in the 

development of a high quality relationship between them. Based on the above, we propose the 

following: 

Hypothesis 1: Leader humility is positively related to LMX. 

 

The effect of humble leadership on organizational citizenship behaviors through 

LMX 

 

Organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB), also known as extra-role performance, are 

defined as voluntary actions that improve the functioning of an organization and go beyond job 

contract description or formal reward system (Klotz, Bolino, Song, & Stornelli, 2018; Organ, 

1988; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000). They are usually reflected in such 

behaviors as helping, willingness to sacrifice one’s personal interest for the sake of work group, 

organizational loyalty, compliance, initiative, commitment, and self-development (Podsakoff 

et al., 2000). In addition, empirical evidence has shown that OCB is highly relevant to long-

term organizational effectiveness and performance (Koys, 2001; Walz & Niehoff, 2000). 

Prior studies based on social exchange theory have consistently demonstrated that 

favorable leader treatment positively affects quality of leader-follower relationship and 

consequently, follower’s likelihood to engage in OCB (Ilies, Nahrgang, & Morgeson, 2007; 

Martin, Guillaume, Thomas, Lee, & Epitropaki, 2016; Wang, Law, Hackett, Wang, & Chen, 

2005). In particular, LMX theory proposes that interactions between individuals are subjected 

to certain rules and norms, one of them being the norm of reciprocity (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 

2005; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Liden et al., 1997). In the context of leader-follower exchanges, 

leaders offering additional benefits and resources to followers would expect to receive equally 

valuable resources in return. Further, the followers who are given the favorable treatment would 
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feel obliged to reciprocate it in kind in form of voluntary work effort that goes beyond mere job 

description (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Ilies et al., 2007; Martin et al., 2016). Over time 

such high quality exchanges generate gratitude and trust in the dyad and translate into follower’s 

behaviors that benefit team members and organization (Dulebohn et al., 2012; Martin et al., 

2016). 

As argued previously, humble leaders are likely to develop high quality exchanges with 

their subordinates. Specifically, humble individuals are more generous and helpful (Exline & 

Geyer, 2004; LaBouff, Rowatt, Johnson, & Finkle, 2012). Furthermore, qualitative work on 

humble leaders has shown that they are likely to stay longer in order to attain team goals or put 

their health at risk in order to help their followers (Owens & Hekman, 2012). In addition, they 

demonstrate appreciation of other people’s unique contributions and qualities not only by praise 

but also by seeking other people’s advice and expertise (Owens & Hekman, 2012; Owens et 

al., 2013). Finally, they show willingness to learn and constantly improve themselves (Owens 

& Hekman, 2012; Owens et al., 2013). Therefore, we propose that the treatment that humble 

leaders have to offer to their followers, which is based on respect, selflessness, and recognition, 

is likely to be recognized as favorable and beneficial by the follower (Morris et al., 2005; Owens 

et al., 2013). In fact, research seems to support this notion as leader humility has been shown 

to be positively related to follower’s job satisfaction, which contains a dimension of satisfaction 

with supervision (Owens et al., 2013). Moreover, drawing from the social exchange theory 

(Cropanzano, Anthony, Daniels, & Hall, 2017; Liden et al., 1997), we suggest that the 

subordinates should feel compelled to work harder in order to repay a favor to their humble 

leader. One form of such reciprocating response has been shown to include OCB, which refers 

to actions that extend formal job obligations (Cropanzano et al., 2017; Martin et al., 2016; 

Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 1997).  
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We thus adopt the indirect effect approach and propose that humble leaders will be able 

to positively influence the OCB of their subordinates by increasing the quality of their 

exchanges with the follower. 

Hypothesis 2: The effect of leader humility on follower’s organizational citizenship 

behaviors is mediated by LMX. 

  

Leader’s managerial effectiveness as a moderator 

 

Despite empirical evidence confirming several positive outcomes of humble leadership 

such as lower turnover and emotional exhaustion, increased job satisfaction and team 

psychological capital (Owens et al., 2013; A. Rego, Owens, Leal, et al., 2017; L. Wang et al., 

2018), literature has also suggested that leader humility may not be universally or uniformly 

endorsed. Specifically, it has been found that such effects can be moderated by factors as 

follower’s power-distance orientation and consistency of humility perception within the team 

(Jeung & Yoon, 2016; A. Rego, Owens, Leal, et al., 2017). More importantly, it has been argued 

that the strength of leaders’ social influence may act as a possible boundary condition to the 

positive outcomes of humility (Davis et al., 2013; Owens & Hekman, 2016).  In fact, in a recent 

study by Wang and colleagues, the authors have shown that the effects of humble leadership 

were stronger when followers worked with leaders perceived as more powerful (Wang et al., 

2018). In sum, the above findings indicate that in certain situations humility may be more or 

less beneficial and suggest that follower’s perceptions may moderate the outcomes of leader’s 

humility. Based on this, we argue that leader’s effectiveness, conceptualized as the extent to 

which leaders successfully fulfill their roles and meet performance expectations (Spreitzer, 

1995; Tsui, 1984), should be able to enhance the direct effect of leader humility on LMX and 

its indirect effect on OCB through LMX for three main reasons. 
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Firstly, the findings based on the stereotype content framework show that when 

evaluating others, people try to gauge their motives as well as the capability of carrying them 

out. Thus, individuals tend to categorize the targets according to two dimensions of warmth 

(e.g., unthreatening, fair, helpful, sincere, etc.) and competence (e.g., competent, efficient, 

knowledgeable) (Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2008; Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002). In situations 

in which people are confronted with individuals who are perceived as both warm and 

competent, they tend to experience positive feelings of admiration (Cuddy et al., 2008; Smith, 

2000) often related to higher motivation and organizational citizenship behavior (Galliani & 

Vianello, 2012; Shamir, 1995). In this light, leaders who are recognized as good performers, 

but at the same time demonstrate humility by staying in the background, acknowledging 

followers’ contributions, and wanting to learn from them (Morris et al., 2005; Owens et al., 

2013), are likely to be viewed as both unthreatening and competent, and hence admired. 

Admired humble leaders should be able to inspire followership and thus further strengthen 

positive relationship between humble leadership and OCB through LMX.  

Secondly, research on leader’s effectiveness perceptions has shown that they are 

significantly affected by prior performance cues (Chemers, 2001; Giessner, van Knippenberg, 

& Sleebos, 2008), such that leaders who are able to demonstrate their past success are more 

likely to be seen as effective. Further, it has been demonstrated that the information about 

leader’s past performance may engender expectations and trust in relation to his or her future 

outcomes (Dirks, 2000). That is, followers working under a successful supervisor put their trust 

in the leader and their continued high performance, which, they hope, will benefit the team and 

themselves. Similarly, in the context of dyadic exchanges, people look for information about 

the other party’s past performance and reputation to determine whether the other party is likely 

to reciprocate their own benevolent behavior (Davis et al., 2013; Gallucci & Perugini, 2003). 

Therefore, other-oriented and selfless humble leaders who additionally demonstrate 
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effectiveness should also be perceived as more trustworthy in relation to their future 

performance. This is likely to further encourage followers to provide high quality input in their 

relationship with their supervisors and consequently positively influence their citizenship 

behavior. 

Finally, we argue that if leaders are deemed as in possession of significant amount of 

skill and competence, it will provide contrast to moments when they acknowledge their 

mistakes and disclose openly their shortcomings. Given that higher contrast of a stimulus leads 

to increases in attention (Taylor & Fiske, 1978; Treue, 2004), it is likely that subordinates of an 

effective yet humble leader, should be more attentive to their humble message and consequently 

the combination of success and humility should result in significant increases in LMX and 

citizenship behaviors. This goes in line with the research demonstrating that humility contrasted 

with other, seemingly contradictory, characteristics such as narcissism or power can render 

positive outcomes like follower job engagement and performance (Owens et al., 2015; Wang 

et al., 2018). Based on the above rationale we contend that: 

Hypothesis 3a: Leader’s effectiveness will moderate the direct effect of leader humility 

on LMX, such that this effect will be stronger when leader’s effectiveness is higher. 

 

Hypothesis 3b: Leader’s effectiveness will moderate the indirect effect of leader humility 

on organizational citizenship behavior through LMX, such that this effect will be 

stronger when leader’s effectiveness is higher. 
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Method 

Research setting and procedures 

 

Survey data were collected in two oil refineries of a Brazilian oil and gas company from 

blue-collar employees (production technicians), whose responsibilities included oil refining 

operations as well as machinery and site support. Employees received an e-mail containing 

survey link asking them to complete the survey during their regular working hours. Two 

hundred employees completed the questionnaire providing data on leader humility and the 

quality of the exchange relationship with their supervisor. Additionally, the company’s human 

resources department provided data on the 69 immediate supervisors working with surveyed 

participants, as well as on follower’s OCB. We will describe the measures used in detail in the 

following sections. 

The employees were, on average, 43 years old, almost exclusively male (96%), and had 

between 10 and 14 years of tenure in the company. Their supervisors were also mostly men 

(95.37%), white (78.5%) and had, on average, 4.35 subordinates.  

Since both leader humility, as well as LMX quality measures, came from the same 

source (follower) resulting in possible common method bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & 

Podsakoff, 2003), we decided to apply the instrumental variable approach to the research design 

(Antonakis, Bendahan, Jacquart, & Lalive, 2010), in order to better assess the causality of the 

previously hypothesized relationships.  

Humility has been theorized to be caused by situational factors such as reality-based 

feedback as well as intense, and humbling life experiences that are beyond control of the 

individual (Collins, 2006; Peterson & Seligman, 2004). Further, prior studies have shown that 

certain social groups that are likely to have encountered discrimination in the past and have 

fewer opportunities to accumulate resources and status in the society, demonstrate higher 

humility compared to other groups (Webster, Ajrouch, & Antonucci, 2018). Therefore, we 
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argue that leaders who might have experienced prejudice, should exhibit more humility. Factors 

such as race, place of birth, as well as the neighborhood poverty level, have been found as those 

that may increase likelihood of perceived discrimination or unfair treatment (Brondolo et al., 

2015; Webster et al., 2018; Zenk et al., 2005), particularly in Brazil (dos Santos Oliveira, 1996; 

Pero, Cardoso, & Elias, 2005). Hence, we expect those managers who continue living in 

economically disadvantaged districts, are black, and were born in suburban or provincial areas, 

should exhibit higher levels of humble behaviors. There is no reason, however, to believe that 

race, place of birth, or socioeconomic status of the neighborhood should be directly related to 

the quality of the exchanges with the subordinate, nor the subordinate’s citizenship behaviors. 

Thus, we chose these instrumental variables to jointly predict the perceived humility in our 

model.  

 

Measures 

 

Instrumental variables. Based on the theory suggesting that humbling experiences such 

as discrimination are likely to result in humility (Collins, 2006; Webster et al., 2018), we chose 

three objectively measured factors: race, place of birth, and level of socioeconomic 

development of a neighborhood where the supervisors currently reside. The first two measures 

were provided by the company, the latter was constructed by cross-referencing the data about 

the leader’s current address with the quality of life index of the district provided by the 

government (Human Development Index).  

Leader humility. Leader humility was measured with the expressed humility scale 

adapted from Owens and colleagues (2013). A 5-point scale (5 = Strongly agree) sample items 

include: “My leader admits it when he or she doesn’t know how to do something” and “My 

leader acknowledges when others have more knowledge and skills than him- or herself”.  (M= 

3.49, SD = .51; α = 0.91).  



79 

 

LMX. In order to assess the perceived quality of the exchanges between leader and 

follower, the subordinates completed a 7-item scale developed by Graen e Uhl-Bien (1995). 

Sample items include: “Do you know where you stand with your leader?” and “Do you usually 

know how satisfied your leader is with what you do?” in a five point frequency scale (M=3.48, 

SD =.85; α = 0.92). 

 Organizational citizenship behavior. Followers’ OCB was computed using objective 

data provided by the company. The data reflected the amount of hours that the employees 

voluntarily spent on the job beyond regularly scheduled working hours not reported as overtime, 

but that were recorded by the company as banked hours, which could be later used by 

employees as time off. The actions they performed in this time were mostly aimed at 

maintaining business continuity and included filling in for a colleague from a previous or 

consecutive shift, or solving unexpected issues. Therefore, in the analysis we considered the 

time that employees spent voluntarily performing their tasks during prior or consecutive shift 

for which they did not receive any monetary compensation (M= 11.97, SD = 9.78). This 

measure is consistent with the definition of OCB, which stresses that such behaviors should be 

discretionary, not explicitly included in the reward system, and beneficial to the organization 

(Organ, 1988; Podsakoff et al., 2000). 

Leader’s effectiveness. We assessed leader’s effectiveness based on the data provided 

by the HR department of the company regarding the performance evaluation conducted by their 

immediate superiors. The performance appraisal included indicators such as: ability to engage 

in teamwork, people management, client focus, initiative, and results-oriented approach. We 

thus followed prior literature that has conceptualized leader’s capacity to fulfill their leadership 

tasks as their effectiveness rating (e.g., De Cremer & Van Knippenberg, 2004; Rice, Instone, 

& Adams, 1984). Items were anchored on a 5-point response scale (M=3.93, SD =.31; α= 0.61).   
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Control variables. Prior studies indicate that demographic variables may influence 

followers’ behavior and their perceptions of leadership. For instance, literature suggests that 

humility is more likely to be appreciated by older people (e.g., Rego, Owens, Leal, et al., 2017; 

Tangney, 2000), while married individuals should be more likely to demonstrate OCB due to 

their greater commitment to the organization (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990). Finally, gender has been 

shown to determine expectations towards leadership styles (Eagly & Karau, 2002). Therefore, 

self-reported demographic measures of age and gender, as well as marital status information 

provided by the company were included in our analyses. 

The bivariate means, standard deviations, and correlations between different variables 

can be found in Table 1. 

 

-------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Table 1 about here 

-------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Analytic strategy 

 

We started our analysis by assessing the strength of the instrumental variables in jointly 

predicting leader humility and its effect on LMX. To do so, we ran an instrumental variable 

model estimates as a two-stage least-squares regression model in STATA. In specifying the 

model, we used the leader’s ID number as a grouping variable. This way we accounted for the 

repeated measures regarding each leader so that we allowed for correlation of errors within but 

not across clusters (Cameron & Miller, 2015). We first regressed the ratings of leader humility 

provided by the employees on a set of the chosen instruments: race, place of birth, and level of 

socioeconomic development of a neighborhood where the supervisors currently reside. In the 

second stage of the model, we regressed LMX ratings on humility predicted from the exogenous 

variables.  
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In order to test Hypotheses 1 and 2, we then used Structural Equation Model (SEM) 

path analyses in STATA. Based on the predicted values from the first stage of the two-stage 

regression model, we computed a new variable of humble leadership, which reflected the joint 

effect of leader’s race, place of birth, and quality of life in their neighborhood on leader 

humility. Again, when specifying the model, leader’s ID number was applied as a grouping 

variable and demographic variables (age, gender, and marital status) were included to control 

for follower’s individual characteristics. Furthermore, following the recommendations from the 

literature, we conducted bias-corrected bootstrapping with 1000 resamples using STATA to 

test mediation hypothesis by assessing the presence of the indirect effect of leader humility on 

OCB via mediator (LMX) (MacKinnon, 2012; Rucker, Preacher, Tormala, & Petty, 2011; 

Zhao, Lynch Jr, & Chen, 2010).  

Finally, we tested Hypotheses 3a and 3b by applying SEM path analysis with both 

leader’s ID number as a clustering variable and the same controls as in the previous model. We 

thus assessed the presence of the moderating effect of leader effectiveness on the indirect 

relationship between leader humility and OCB using the bootstrapping technique with 1000 

repetitions.  

Results 

 

As mentioned, we first estimated the strength of the instrumental variables in jointly 

predicting leader humility and its effect on LMX. Overall, as Table 2 shows, the results of the 

first stage indicate that individually the instruments do not influence leader humility 

significantly. However, F-statistic on the joint excluded instruments was significant (F (3,68) 

= 3.78, p = .01), suggesting their combined relevance. 
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-------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Table 2 about here 

-------------------------------------------------------- 

 

 

As such, based on the predicted values from the first stage of the above reported 

regression, we computed a new instrumental variable of humble leadership, which reflected the 

joint effect of leader’s race, place of birth, and quality of life in their neighborhood on leader 

humility. The results indicated that humble leadership was significantly and positively related 

to LMX (b = 1.44, SE = .06, p <.001), therefore confirming that humble leaders are more likely 

to have higher quality exchanges with their followers as proposed by Hypothesis 1.  

Furthermore, the results showed that LMX had a significant and positive effect on 

employee OCB (b = 4.11, SE = 1.43, p <.01), which provided an indication of the presence of 

the indirect effect between humble leadership and OCB (Hayes, 2009; Preacher & Hayes, 

2004a). To confirm this indirect relationship, we conducted a bootstrapping procedure with 

1000 replications (MacKinnon, 2012; Zhao et al., 2010), which revealed positive indirect effect 

of leader humility on follower’s OCB (indirect effect = 5.90, SE = 2.07). Moreover, the analysis 

showed that the 95% bias-corrected confidence interval for the size of the indirect effect 

excluded zero (1.84, 9.96), which suggested a significant indirect effect (MacKinnon, Fairchild, 

& Fritz, 2007; Preacher & Hayes, 2004b). In addition, we found that there was no significant 

direct effect between leader’s humility and follower’s OCB when controlling for indirect effect 

(direct effect = -1.44, SE = 2.47; 95% CI [-6.27, 2.81]). However, since total effect of humble 

leadership on OCB was positive and significant (total effect = 4.47, SE = 1.31; CI [1.90, 7.03]), 

we can conclude that LMX fully mediated the effect of leader’s humility on follower’s 

citizenship behaviors, thus supporting Hypothesis 2. The results are presented in Table 3. 

-------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Table 3 about here 

-------------------------------------------------------- 
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Finally, we assessed whether leader’s effectiveness moderated the indirect relationship 

between leader humility and OCB through LMX. Considering the limitation of the sample size 

and the fact that the use of instrumental variables considerably diminishes the predictive power 

of variables compared to the Ordinary Least Square regression estimates (Fernandes, Lynch Jr, 

& Netemeyer, 2014; Podsakoff et al., 2003), continuous variable of leader humility was 

converted into a dichotomous variable in a common method of mean split (Jones, 2010). 

Thereby high and low values of leader humility were defined. As it was the case in previous 

models, leader’s ID number was used as a grouping variable. 

The results of the moderated mediation model provided partial support for our 

Hypotheses 3a and 3b. Specifically, we found that leader’s effectiveness had a marginally 

positive effect on the relationship between humble leadership and LMX (b =.54, p = .07). Even 

though the effect was only marginally significant, the fact that the sample size was relatively 

small and that the effect was assessed using instrumental variables, gives us some confidence 

that the leader’s effectiveness can be a relevant boundary condition. Furthermore, the 

conditional indirect effect was assessed. The results showed that indirect effect was stronger 

when leader’s effectiveness was high (b = 4.61, SE = 1.38; LLCI: 1.18; ULCI: 5.65) than when 

it was low (b = 3.41, SE = 1.14; LLCI: 1.91; ULCI: 7.32). Thus, we concluded that leader 

effectiveness can marginally enhance the indirect effect of leader humility on follower OCB 

and that Hypotheses 3a and 3b were partially supported. 

 

Discussion and contributions 

 

Although prior research on leaders’ humility has provided evidence of its impact on 

team and organizational outcomes (Owens & Hekman, 2016; Owens et al., 2013; Rego, Owens, 

Leal, et al., 2017), it was unclear whether humble leaders were capable of encouraging their 
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followers to spontaneously “go the extra mile” and contribute to the organization more than 

what is officially required from them. Our findings provide evidence that not only can leader’s 

humble behaviors significantly impact followers’ OCB, but they do it by creating high quality 

dyadic relationships with their followers. These findings build on the social exchange theory 

(Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Liden et al., 1997) and provide new insights in regards to the 

relational mechanisms linking humble leadership to its outcomes. 

 Furthermore, our results were able to partially confirm marginal moderating effect of 

leader’s effectiveness. This may indicate that leader’s ability to demonstrate high managerial 

competence can positively influence their outcomes. Although we failed to provide full support 

for our predictions, our results go in line with prior findings on the contingencies of leader 

humility, which suggest that humble leaders, who additionally demonstrate other characteristics 

projecting strength and confidence, can significantly increase their influence (Owens et al., 

2015; Wang et al., 2018). Therefore, we believe that this effect exists and that our paper 

provides theoretical foundations for future studies that could test it further. We discuss our 

findings and their theoretical and practical implications in more detail below. 

 

Theoretical contributions 

 

Our study extends current knowledge regarding leader humility in several important 

ways. First, our findings show that humble leaderships has a strong positive effect on the quality 

of leader-follower exchanges, which then leads to increases in follower’s organizational 

citizenship behaviors. In consequence we make a contribution to both social exchange and 

humble leadership theories by identifying LMX as a novel, interpersonal mechanism through 

which humble leaders influence followers’ behaviors. In addition, we confirm previous findings 

concerning humility as a relational concept (Owens & Hekman, 2012) and demonstrate that 

leader humility can be a desirable interpersonal characteristic. Given that prior studies have 
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shown that LMX quality is more likely to increase if the leader demonstrates higher control 

over their environment (Aryee & Chen, 2006; Martin, Epitropaki, Thomas, & Topakas, 2010), 

our results illustrate an interesting case where followers are willing to invest in the relationship 

with their supervisors who stress embeddedness in the relationships with others rather than their 

control (Morris et al., 2005).  

 Second, by assessing the moderating role of leader effectiveness, the present study 

extends prior research and provides new insights on the contingencies of leader humility (L. 

Wang et al., 2018; Zhang, Ou, Tsui, & Wang, 2017). Specifically, we explore the role of leader 

effectiveness, which we found to marginally moderate the mediated relationship between leader 

humility and follower’s OCB. In this sense, our findings suggest that leader effectiveness may 

help humble leaders in building better relationships with others and increasing their influence. 

Our findings contribute to the broader stream of research that considers simultaneously multiple 

leader traits, which although seemingly contradictory, in fact reinforce each other (Owens et 

al., 2015; P. Rego, Lopes, & Simpson, 2017). Specifically, our results suggest that high levels 

of leader managerial skills may enhance the effects of humble leadership for leader’s 

relationship with followers and their outcomes.  

Third, despite prior research showing a broad range of outcomes of leader humility in 

the team contexts (Chiu et al., 2016; Owens & Hekman, 2016; Rego, Owens, Yam, et al., 2017), 

our understanding of the implications of humble leadership for individual employees was 

scarce. Specifically, OCB is relevant to the long-term performance and the competitive 

advantage of the organizations (Koys, 2001; Walz & Niehoff, 2000). Moreover, it is also likely 

to help followers in advancing their careers, as managers have been found to favor employees 

who engage in OCB by granting them managerial rewards (Yun, Takeuchi, & Liu, 2007).  By 

linking follower’s OCB with leader humility, the present study provides further empirical 
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evidence of a novel, previously not discussed behavioral outcome of leader humility, and gives 

further support to the importance of humble leadership theory for individuals and organizations.   

Practical implications 

 

In terms of practical implications, our research further supports the importance of 

elevating humble individuals to leadership positions. As per our findings, humble supervisors 

are able to significantly influence relevant organizational outcomes, such as helping behaviors 

and higher effort demonstrated by their subordinates. Further, our study suggests that humble 

leadership can encourage the employees to develop closer relationships with their supervisors, 

which have also been shown to result in other important organizational outcomes like higher 

follower’s commitment, lower turnover, and creativity (Dulebohn et al., 2012; Liao, Liu, & Loi, 

2010). 

Strengths, limitations, and future research 

 

There are several important methodological strength of this study. First of all, the data 

were collected from multiple sources including company’s records as well as survey responses. 

Furthermore, in order to test our assumptions on the effects of humble leadership, we applied 

the instrumental variable approach (Antonakis et al., 2010). These steps helped us to control 

common method bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012) and assess the causality of 

the hypothesized relationships more accurately by limiting possible disruptions caused by the 

presence of endogenous variables (Antonakis et al., 2010).  

However, our study is not without limitations. First, we acknowledge that the data in 

this study were collected from one organization and that our sample might have been 

unbalanced in terms of certain variables such as leader race and leader’s place of birth. These 

factors may put the robustness of our findings into question. Given the importance of 

organizational context to leadership outcomes (Shamir & Howell, 1999), future studies could 
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include multiple organizations from various industries in order to further probe on the results 

reported in the present paper. 

Another limitation of our study is the lack of full support of Hypotheses 3a and 3b. It is 

likely that the marginal effect we found may be due to the fact that the leaders in our study were 

low-level managers who usually have to navigate various tensions between multiple 

stakeholders within the company. Thus, it might have been that while their ratings from their 

supervisors were high, their subordinates did not perceive their performance in the similar 

manner and in consequence the effectiveness affected only marginally the relationship between 

humility and LMX. Alternatively, our results may be explained by a low risk of the 

organizational context of the company where the data were collected, a factor which has been 

shown to affect follower’s expectations towards the leader (Lord & Emrich, 2000). In the 

dynamic environments followers seek predictability and appreciate leaders who tend to reduce 

their uncertainty through authoritarian or charismatic behaviors (De Hoogh, Den Hartog, & 

Koopman, 2005; Schoel, Bluemke, Mueller, & Stahlberg, 2011). Contrastingly, employees who 

work in stable environments may deem certainty cues such as their leader’s effectiveness as 

irrelevant to the quality of LMX and their OCB. It is possible that in the organizational contexts 

promoting competition and fast-paced decision-making like military or finance, humble leaders 

can more significantly benefit from being perceived as effective (Shamir, Zakay, Breinin, & 

Popper, 1998). Finally, it is worth mentioning that prior studies have documented that the 

explanatory power of instrumental variables may be weaker than in case of OLS regression 

estimates, especially in smaller samples (Fernandes et al., 2014; Podsakoff et al., 2012). This 

could mean that the use of the instrumental variable approach in the analysis might have led to 

the underestimation of the effects of humble leadership. Hence, we believe that future studies 

involving different operationalizations of effectiveness, such as objective data on unit past 
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performance, other types of samples, or other statistical methods, should be done to confirm the 

robustness of our findings.  

Furthermore, it could be argued that instrumental variables used in the model can be, in 

fact, related to the quality of leader-member relationship. Namely, if both leader and follower 

belong to the same social group and share socioeconomic background, they may understand 

each other better and develop better rapport. This idea goes in line with findings based on social 

identity theory showing that individuals are more willing to view favorable members of their 

group as opposed to members of other groups (Hornsey, 2008). Future research could address 

this possibility and control for the ingroup membership of both leader and follower in the 

analysis. 

In addition, we encourage future research to build on our findings and explore other 

antecedents of leader humility. In the present study, we show that humble leadership behaviors 

can be jointly predicted from exogenous, objective variables such as leader’s race, place of 

birth, and quality of life level in the district they reside. We thus reaffirm an important role of 

past experiences and social group membership as the factors that contribute to the development 

of leader humility (Collins, 2006; Webster et al., 2018).  Future studies could use this approach 

and explore other potential sources of humility to increase our understanding of its antecedents 

and to encourage its advancement within the organizations.  

 

Conclusion 

Overall, our empirical findings highlight the importance of leadership behaviors that are 

not based on the stereotype of leader as an omniscient hero (Fletcher, 2004; Meindl, Ehrlich, & 

Dukerich, 1985). Leaders who are humble and other-focused are likely to be better suited for 

the dynamic and complex modern organizational settings as they are aware of their own 

limitations and encourage other people’s inputs. By relying on other people’s expertise, humble 
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leaders can avoid making misguided decisions and serve as models of self-development and 

growth to others.   
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Tables 

Variables Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1 Leader's race .22 -          

2 Leader's place of birth .65 - -.02         

3 Quality of life in the leader's neighborhood 1.1 1.05 .32*** -.10        

4 Leader's humility 3.62 .85 -.06 .07 -.08       

5 Leader's effectiveness 3.89 .31 -.04 -.04 .18** .09      

6 LMX 3.48 .85 -.04 .06 -.07 .86*** .06     

7 OCB 11.97 9.78 .27*** .10 -.04 .23*** -.12 .28***    

8 Gender .04 - .14* .04 .02 -.11 -.05 -.14 .00   

9 Age 43.09 10.06 .12 .01 .13 -.05 .06 -.01 .15* -.13  

10 Marital Status 1.63 - -.05 -.16 .04 -.05 .05 .00 .03 -.20** .57*** 

Note. *p ≤ 0.05; **p ≤ 0.01; ***p ≤ 0.001. Leader’s race: 0 = White, 1 = Black; Leader’s place of birth: Born in a state capital: 0 = 

No, 1 = Yes; Gender: 0 = Male, 1 = Female; Marital status: 1=Single, 2=Married, 3=Divorced; N=200 

 

 

Table 1. Means, standard deviations and bivariate correlations 



101 

 

Predictors 

  Dependent Variable 

 1. Leader’s humility 

 b SE t p 95% CI LL 95% CI UL 

Leader’s race  -.90 .18 -.51 .61 -.44 .26 

Leader’s place of birth  .12 .16 0.75 .45 -.19 .42 

Quality of life in leader’s neighborhood  -.04 .04 -1.30 .20 -.12 .02 

Constant  
3.60 .15 23.57 .00 3.31 3.91 

F (2,68) = 5.19, p <.01 

F test of excluded instruments (3,68)= 3.78, p = 0.01 

χ² (3) =11.69, p =.008 

  
2. LMX 

   b SE Z p 95% LL 95% UL 

Leader's humility (instrumental)  .79 .26 3.09 .002 .29 1.29 

Constant  .63 .91 0.70 .487 -1.14 2.41 

F (1,68) = 9.34, p <.01 

     R2 centered = .74 

Note. Leader’s ID number served as a grouping variable. 

  
 

Table 2. The summary of the two stage least-squares regression with LMX as dependent variable. 
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Bootstrapping 

bias -corrected 

95% CI 

 b 
Bootstrap 

SE 
z p LL UL 

Direct effect of Leader's 

humility on OCB 
-1.44 2.47 -0.58 0.56 -6.27 3.40 

Indirect effect of Leader's 

humility on OCB via LMX 
5.90 2.07 2.85 0.004 1.84 9.96 

Total effect 4.47 1.31 3.41 0.001 1.90 7.03 

Note. Leader’s ID number served as a grouping variable. The results were obtained from 1,000 

bootstrapped samples and were controlled for respondents’ age, gender and marital status. 

 

 

Table 3. Results of Bootstrapping Tests for Estimating Indirect Effects with 95% Confidence Intervals (CI) 
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4. In Search of Balance: the Dynamics Between Vertical and Shared Leadership and 

their Joint Outcomes 

 

Abstract 

Recent theories of public administration emphasize the role of leadership as shared 

property. The present paper challenges the conventional view that vertical and shared leadership 

structures are mutually exclusive. Specifically, it examines the relationship between shared 

leadership and vertical transformational leadership and their joint effects on team potency and 

performance in public settings. Based on the empirical data collected from 69 public schools in 

Rio de Janeiro, we find that vertical transformational leadership moderates the direct 

relationship between shared leadership and team potency as well as the indirect relationship 

between shared leadership and school performance through team potency. The study suggests 

that greater attention should be paid to the dynamics of shared and vertical leadership structures 

in order to better understand their consequences for team processes and outcomes in public 

settings. 

 

  



104 

 

 

 

Introduction 

In recent years, scholars have distanced themselves from the New Public Management 

model (Bao, Wang, Larsen, & Morgan, 2013; Brookes & Grint, 2010; Crosby, Hart, & Torfing, 

2017; Ospina, 2017) which posits that public leadership should focus on efficiency and adopt 

methods created originally in the private sector (Dunleavy & Hood, 1994). Instead, research 

interests have shifted towards conceptualizing public leadership as based on public values and 

aimed at the creation of the common good (Getha-Taylor, Holmes, Jacobson, Morse, & Sowa, 

2011). Further, the most contemporary frameworks of public leadership place an emphasis on 

it being shared property and reject the premise that it belongs to a single individual (Brookes & 

Grint, 2010; Ospina, 2017).  

One example of such collective, horizontal form of governance is shared leadership. It 

is described as a distributed and dynamic form of leadership where multiple individuals work 

towards a common goal (Lacerenza & Salas, 2017; Pearce & Sims, 2000). Moreover, it has 

been at the heart of new models of public administration, such as New Public Governance (Bao 

et al., 2013; Brookes & Grint, 2010; Ospina, 2017). This is because shared leadership 

corresponds with the western democratic values by considering a broader scope of voices and 

interests (Woods & Gronn, 2009) and it has proven helpful in the creation of common good 

(Crosby et al., 2017). Furthermore, literature has provided abundant evidence of positive 

outcomes of shared leadership, such as higher performance (Heck & Hallinger, 2010; 

Nicolaides et al., 2014). The mechanisms cited to account for that effect include increased 

knowledge pool (Pearce & Manz, 2005) and more active professional learning (Heck & 

Hallinger, 2010).     

In general, shared leadership has been traditionally discussed and assessed as an 

alternative to vertical leadership structures as if these two concepts were mutually exclusive 

(Pearce & Sims Jr, 2002). Contrastingly, it has been argued that hierarchical and distributed 
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forms of leadership are able to not only co-exist within the same organization (Gronn, 2009), 

but that the dynamics between them will determine the organization’s ultimate success (Pearce, 

2004). Much is yet to be determined about these processes, however, as very few studies this 

far have empirically examined the interaction between the two aforementioned leadership 

structures (e.g. Grissom, 2012). 

Based on “both/and view” of shared and vertical leadership, scholars have mostly 

conceptualized the relationship between vertical and shared leadership structures as causal, 

where the behavior of an appointed leader’s behavior stimulates the emergence of shared 

leadership structures in which the formal leader does not intervene, ultimately resulting in 

increased performance (Carson, Tesluk, & Marrone, 2007; Lacerenza & Salas, 2017; Masal, 

2015; Van Wart, 2013). Nonetheless, considering that the performance management of the 

public agencies is still largely based on individual accountability of formal leaders (Bryson, 

Crosby, & Bloomberg, 2014; Currie, Lockett, & Suhomlinova, 2009b), we argue that public 

managers are likely to see it is in their own interest to engage with distributed leadership 

structures formed by their followers (Eisenberg, Gibbs, & Erhardt, 2016). For this reason, we 

believe that both forms of vertical and distributed leadership may complement each other and 

jointly influence organizational outcomes.  

Furthermore, we assert that the intervention of formal authority in shared leadership 

structures can yield positive outcomes. More specifically, we argue that vertical 

transformational leadership is likely to attenuate possible drawbacks of shared leadership.  In 

making our claims, we draw from prior research, which suggests that the enactment of 

leadership by multiple agents increases complexity of the organizational environment and may 

potentially limit team efficacy (Murphy, Rhodes, Meek, & Denyer, 2017; Uhl-Bien, Marion, & 

McKelvey, 2007). Some examples of the disadvantages of shared leadership include conflicts 

(Hatcher, 2005) as well as uncertainty about common goals, meanings, or individual roles 
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(Grissom, 2012; Murphy et al., 2017). In fact, it has been noted that public employees often 

rely on heroic leaders in the hopes of them being more likely to effectively deal with 

organizational challenges (Brookes & Grint, 2010). Therefore, while some team members may 

embrace the idea of distributed influence, others may perceive leadership tasks as bothersome, 

or threatening at times, which may ultimately inhibit team performance (Grissom, 2012; 

Somech, 2010).  

Transformational leaders are able to influence information interpretation through goal 

clarification, as well as enhance followers’ self-efficacy, and commitment to common goals 

(Moynihan, Pandey, & Wright, 2011; Pillai & Williams, 2004). It then stands to reason that 

vertical leaders who exhibit transformational leadership behaviors are likely to facilitate the 

emergence of a collective motivational state in teams enabling them to avoid pitfalls of shared 

leadership structures. In particular, we propose that transformational leaders will positively 

influence the relationship between shared leadership and team potency, referred to as team 

members’ shared understanding of the team capacity to successfully complete any task (Gully, 

Incalcaterra, Joshi, & Beaubien, 2002; Guzzo, Yost, Campbell, & Shea, 1993; Lester, Meglino, 

& Korsgaard, 2002). Further, due to its influence on team potency, vertical transformational 

leadership should also be able to enhance the link between shared leadership and performance. 

Our paper presents the findings from a study that assessed the effects of leadership on 

school performance. The study was conducted in Rio de Janeiro, where school principals are 

elected for a three year mandate. We test our assumptions on the survey data collected from the 

sample of 69 public schools that were selected using the method of probabilistic stratification 

(Groves et al., 2011). Additionally, in order to assess schools’ performance, the standardized 

test data on students’ performance were used. Considering that this information was revealed 

to the public only two months after the data collection, allowed us to control for the influence 

of the criterion variable on the answers provided by the survey participants (Podsakoff, 
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MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012). Thus, we were able to tease apart the causality of the proposed 

relationship with more precision.   

In sum, the present paper aims to make a three-fold contribution. First, it adds to the 

shared leadership theory by bridging it with transformational leadership and shows that in the 

context of public organizations two forms of leadership structures (i.e., vertical and horizontal) 

can co-exist and are not mutually exclusive. Second, the study demonstrates that rather than 

undermining one another (Currie et al., 2009b), the simultaneous presence of shared and vertical 

leadership may be advantageous for team processes and outcomes. Third, it identifies a 

contingency related to distributed forms of leadership in public administration, by showing that 

simply increasing the number of individuals involved in leadership process is not beneficial for 

the performance of the agency per se. Rather, the paper’s assertion is that better performance 

of public agencies is contingent upon a fit between the distributed leadership structure of the 

agency and leadership style of the agency’s manager.  

  

Theoretical Background 

Shared leadership  

 

 

Shared leadership (sometimes interchangeably called distributed or horizontal 

leadership) is a framework, which has originated in response to new organizational realities 

such as flatter hierarchical structures, increased complexity, and decentralization (Kocolowski, 

2010; O’Toole, Galbraith, & Lawler III, 2002; Van Wart, 2013). By leadership scholars, it has 

been defined as an emerging team property where multiple team members exert influence over 

one another in pursuit of a common goal (Pearce & Conger, 2002; Pearce & Sims, 2000). 

Further, it has been conceptualized as an informal way of organizing team work dependent on 
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individual leadership abilities, rather than on traditional authority (Pearce & Conger, 2002). In 

other words, shared leadership is considered a process of influence that can emerge also outside 

of formal managerial positions, where multiple individuals flexibly switch from follower to 

leadership roles and use their skills to collectively organize work, share responsibilities, and 

reach the desired outcome (Eglene, Dawes, & Schneider, 2007).   

Numerous studies from private sector have shown that shared leadership is likely to 

result in important team outcomes including improved performance (Nicolaides et al., 2014; 

Wang, Waldman, & Zhang, 2014), commitment (Akbari, Kashani, & Hooshmand Chaijani, 

2016) and innovation (Hoch, 2013). As main mechanisms through which it operates, scholars 

have identified positive affective tone (Hmieleski, Cole, & Baron, 2012), information sharing 

(Hoch, 2014), and team psychological safety (Liu, Hu, Li, Wang, & Lin, 2014) indicating that 

shared leadership being itself a process of influence (Contractor, DeChurch, Carson, Carter, & 

Keegan, 2012; Pearce & Conger, 2002) may also trigger other team processes and states leading 

to improved team outcomes.  

The debate on the conceptualization of shared leadership in public administration is still 

ongoing (Tian, Risku, & Collin, 2016). Nevertheless, it has received a considerable amount of  

attention from the scholars aligned with the New Public Governance perspective, who 

emphasize the role of collaboration as a practice that is consistent with democratic values and 

helps to tackle complex social issues (Ospina, 2017; Woods & Gronn, 2009). Specifically, 

considering that distributed forms of leadership facilitate and legitimize member participation 

outside of traditional positions of authority, they contribute to the creation of the common good 

by including diverse and innovative perspectives in the governance (Crosby et al., 2017; Woods 

& Gronn, 2009).   

In the public settings, shared leadership has been usually defined from two theoretical 

standpoints. The first perspective has been developed by Gronn (2002) and focuses on the 
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premise that shared leadership is enacted by multiple individuals regardless of their formal 

power-status. Further, it assumes that team members change and rotate team roles, encourage 

everybody’s participation, and rely on spontaneous collaborative behaviors (Currie, Lockett, & 

Suhomlinova, 2009a; Currie et al., 2009b; Gronn, 2002; Ospina, 2017). The second 

conceptualization by Spillane (Spillane, 2012; Spillane, Halverson, & Diamond, 2001) is based 

on the notion that the practice of shared leadership is enacted through interaction between team 

members. In this paper, we adopt a position similar to Gronn (2002), where shared leadership 

is a group-level construct that refers to multiple team members performing leadership roles such 

through consensual decision-making and collective goal-setting (Heck & Hallinger, 2010). 

 

Potential drawbacks of shared leadership 

 

 

While a significant amount of studies indicate that shared leadership and higher team 

member participation are beneficial for employee satisfaction and team cohesion (Bergman, 

Rentsch, Small, Davenport, & Bergman, 2012; M. A. Drescher, Korsgaard, Welpe, Picot, & 

Wigand, 2014; Serban & Roberts, 2016), some authors have signaled the limitations of these 

approaches. For instance, it has been argued that a greater number of team members with 

influence over team leadership processes, may result in increased complexity of the team 

environment (Murphy et al., 2017; Uhl-Bien et al., 2007). This context is likely to be conductive 

to states and processes that some employees may find difficult to embrace, such as increased 

role ambiguity, conflict, and responsibility (Grissom, 2012; Harris, 2004). This is consistent 

with the results of a prior survey conducted on a group of 42 teachers, which have shown that 

higher involvement in leadership roles gave the respondents self-confidence and improved their 

work-related attitudes, however, at the same time it was regarded as time-consuming and 
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deterred them from their classroom activities (O’Connorgu & Boles, 1992). Similarly, in a 

qualitative study on empowerment, some public servants expressed lack of interest in 

participating in decision-making processes and taking on any “managerial obligations” (Petter, 

Byrnes, Choi, Fegan, & Miller, 2002). 

More importantly, role ambiguity and conflict have been found to have several negative 

consequences for teams. In particular, it has been shown that these role characteristics induce 

an unfavorable feeling of uncertainty and negatively impact performance (Fried, Ben-David, 

Tiegs, Avital, & Yeverechyahu, 1998; O’Driscoll & Beehr, 1994; Tubre & Collins, 2000).  

Additionally, increased complexity of the performed tasks and higher responsibility may be 

considered by some employees as threatening and result in detrimental effects for employee 

health and well-being (Dwyer & Fox, 2000; Schaubroeck, Ganster, & Kemmerer, 1994; 

Somech, 2010). As such, the above findings highlight the characteristics of shared leadership 

that may ultimately undermine its potential positive effects in public organizations.  

 

The coexistence of shared and vertical leadership 

 

Generally, the majority of scholars have considered the presence of an appointed leader 

(vertical leadership), as mutually exclusive with having multiple team members enact 

leadership behaviors (shared leadership) (Pearce & Sims Jr, 2002). However, it has also been 

argued that vertical leadership can serve as a predictor of shared leadership or that informal 

shared leadership structures can emerge regardless of the existence of formal authority 

(Contractor et al., 2012; Gronn, 2002; Pearce, 2004).  

For instance, Pearce has suggested that vertical leaders may facilitate the emergence of 

shared leadership by assembling teams with team members possessing task-relevant skills and 

by providing resources from outside of the team or organizational environment (Pearce, 2004). 
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In that line, some empirical studies have confirmed the importance of vertical leaders or 

supportive coaches to the emergence of shared leadership in the team (Chiu, Owens, & Tesluk, 

2016; Lacerenza & Salas, 2017; Park & Rainey, 2008). Also Gronn (2002) has stated that the 

fact that team leadership is distributed does not preclude the existence of formal leadership 

structures. In fact, he has proposed that in some cases traditional hierarchical structures can be 

adapted so that the group is headed by a single individual who acts as “first among equals” and 

relies on the distributed capacity (Gronn, 2002). Alternatively, it has also been argued that 

shared leadership structures can appear as a result of a bottom-up initiative to shape the 

organization, in which case formal leadership must align itself to the proposed changes 

(Bennett, Wise, Woods, & Harvey, 2003; Silva, Gimbert, & Nolan, 2000).   

Regardless of the source of shared leadership, its coexistence with vertical leadership 

implies that in practice formal leaders who decide to share their power with others must 

acknowledge the lack of absolute control over all of the activities undertaken in the organization 

(Harris, 2004). At the same time, we argue that formal leaders in public settings may use this 

as an opportunity to support the teams with shared leadership so that its limitations reported 

above (Grissom, 2012; Somech, 2010), would not undermine positive effects of shared 

leadership on team outcomes.  

One of the reasons for public managers to actively interact with shared leadership 

processes is that they are often personally responsible for implementing reforms and are 

accountable for the agency outcomes (Birken, Lee, & Weiner, 2012; Currie et al., 2009b). 

Therefore, they would be willing to “step in” to facilitate team processes resulting from shared 

leadership that are beneficial for team performance and limit those that are hindering it. In fact, 

some attributes of vertical leaders, have already been assessed as operating jointly with shared 

leadership. For instance, studies from the educational sector have simultaneously examined the 

influence of principal’s instructional and shared leadership and found they have positive direct 
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effects on the formation of professional community and learning climate in schools (Seashore 

Louis, Dretzke, & Wahlstrom, 2010; Sebastian, Allensworth, & Huang, 2016). Additionally, in 

a study on a similarly operationalized concept of participation, Grissom (2012) has shown that 

the principal’s managerial effectiveness interacts with participation to predict lower turnover, 

while participation alone has a null effect.  

Taken together, the examples related above suggest that some characteristics of 

appointed leaders may facilitate and enhance the positive effects of shared leadership on team 

outcomes. In the present paper we thus adopt the view that vertical and shared leadership 

structures may not only co-exist but that their interaction is likely to ultimately influence the 

emergence of team states and performance. Below we first outline our hypotheses in relation to 

the effects of shared leadership on team potency on performance. Consequently, we elaborate 

on the moderating effects of vertical transformational leadership on these relationships. 

 

Hypotheses Development 

Shared leadership and performance 

 

 

As mentioned above, the discussion on the definition of shared leadership in public 

administration is yet to be settled (Ospina, 2017). However, the relevance of this framework 

and its potential have been fully recognized, particularly in educational sector (G. Edwards, 

2011; Tian et al., 2016). This is equally due to two main reasons.  

First, the school environment has been often characterized as “team-based” (Day, 

Gronn, & Salas, 2006; Heck & Hallinger, 2010) Such kind of setting has been suggested as 

especially appropriate for shared leadership as a single leader is unlikely to display all leader 

characteristics and behaviors conductive to team effectiveness (Pearce & Manz, 2005). In 
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contrast, by participating in leadership processes, team members pool their skills and 

knowledge together and thus guarantee the successful completion of team tasks. 

Second, a pragmatic observation has been made that by involving more actors into 

leadership roles, school principals can not only share their workload but also increase learning 

capacity, motivation, and improve the perception of working conditions in schools (Leithwood, 

Harris, & Hopkins, 2008; Tian et al., 2016). All of which, have been found to positively 

influence team performance (Bellé, 2013; Bright, 2007; Hallinger & Heck, 2010).  

Hence, unsurprisingly, the empirical research has confirmed that shared leadership may 

also positively influence school performance (Heck & Hallinger, 2010; K. Leithwood et al., 

2007; Seashore Louis et al., 2010). As such, we propose that: 

 

Hypothesis 1: Shared leadership will be positively related to team performance. 

 

Team potency as mediator of the effects of shared leadership on performance 

 

 

Team potency is an emergent motivational state defined as a collective belief about the 

team's ability to attain goals and undertake any task successfully (Campion, Medsker, & Higgs, 

1993; Shea & Guzzo, 1987). Although some scholars have pointed out its similarity with 

collective efficacy, team potency distinguishes itself by not being related to any specific task 

or situation (Gibson & Earley, 2007). In fact, it has been shown to develop separately from the 

self-efficacy of the team members, which further suggests the differences between the two 

concepts (Hu & Liden, 2011; Zaccaro, Blair, Peterson, & Zazanis, 1995).  Moreover, team 

potency has been found to be a relevant determinant of several team outcomes such as 

productivity, employee satisfaction, performance, and team organizational citizenship 
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behaviors (Campion et al., 1993; Gully et al., 2002; Hu & Liden, 2011; Stajkovic, Lee, & 

Nyberg, 2009). 

Empirical research on team potency in public administration sector has been scarce (van 

Emmerik, Jawahar, Schreurs, & De Cuyper, 2011). However, the studies from the business 

domain have explored shared leadership as one of the predictors of team potency (Nicolaides 

et al., 2014). This relationship is based on three main arguments. Firstly, given that individuals 

share leadership responsibilities, they are more likely to exchange information and collaborate 

in order to plan and strategize about the team’s efforts (Bergman et al., 2012; Lacerenza & 

Salas, 2017). These interpersonal behaviors are relevant team capabilities themselves as they 

improve team coordination (Espinosa, Lerch, Kraut, Salas, & Fiore, 2004). Thus, employees 

who share leadership roles and engage in more frequent and open communication, become more 

aware of other team member’s abilities and more confident of the team overall potential to 

tackle future challenges (Lester et al., 2002).  

Secondly, participating in leadership behaviors implies that team members gain more 

influence and a sense of ownership over collectively chosen team goals (Pearce & Manz, 2005). 

This, in turn, leads to an increased commitment to the said goals and a strong shared belief that 

the team is able to achieve them (Carson et al., 2007; Nicolaides et al., 2014).  

Finally, repeated interactions between team members as well as willingness to share 

responsibilities, have been shown to facilitate trust building within the team (Bergman et al., 

2012; M. A. Drescher et al., 2014). When followers trust individual leaders, they are more 

inclined to be confident about future work outcomes (Colquitt, LePine, Piccolo, Zapata, & Rich, 

2012) and perceive higher levels of team potency (Schaubroeck, Lam, & Peng, 2011). 

Similarly, also trust in informal multiple leaders should be conductive to team potency, as it is 

likely to mitigate uncertainty about other team members’ dependability and capability. Based 

on the above, we hypothesize: 
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Hypothesis 2: Shared leadership will be positively related to team potency. 

Prior literature has shown that team potency is highly relevant to team performance 

(Stajkovic et al., 2009). Specifically, when team members are confident they can be effective 

in every situation, they tend to increase their effort in order to reach higher performance, 

regardless of any internal or external difficulties that may arise (Campion et al., 1993; Guzzo 

et al., 1993, 1993; Larson, Larson, & LaFasto, 1989; Shea & Guzzo, 1987). Furthermore, it has 

also been suggested that high team potency is likely to overlap with the experience positive 

affective states such as increased energy and vigor (Collins & Parker, 2010; Wefald, Mills, 

Smith, & Downey, 2013). Consistent with the broaden-and-build theory (Fredrickson, 2001), 

the positive emotions experienced by the team should influence the formation of broad range 

of behavioral, social, and psychological resources that help individuals to persist through 

adversity. Hence, potent teams should also be more resilient and persistent in the attainment of 

their goals, and thus demonstrate higher performance. Consistently, several studies have 

confirmed the relationship between team potency and team performance (De Jong, De Ruyter, 

& Wetzels, 2005; Gully et al., 2002; Hu & Liden, 2011).   

In addition, scholars have investigated the mediating role of team potency underlying 

the relationship between team inputs and team outcomes in private sector (De Jong, De Ruyter, 

& Wetzels, 2005 ). In that line, some studies have indicated that team potency is likely to 

mediate the effect of shared leadership on team performance (Nicolaides et al., 2014; 

Sivasubramaniam, Murry, Avolio, & Jung, 2002). By engaging in leadership behaviors, team 

members participate in goal setting, are more likely to exchange information, and demonstrate 

support to each other (Hoch & Kozlowski, 2014). Through vicarious experience and enactment 

of leadership roles, the team members with shared leadership structures are able to obtain 

necessary knowledge about team capabilities (Hoch, 2014; Nicolaides et al., 2014), experience 



116 

 

 

 

higher team commitment (Hulpia, Devos, & Van Keer, 2011; Wang et al., 2014), and acquire 

a sense of ownership over common goals  (Pearce & Manz, 2005). Consequently, the awareness 

of skills and knowledge distributed within the team, as well as the feeling of involvement in the 

team helps them to form the perception regarding team potency and thus prompts them to work 

harder and achieve high performance (Gully et al., 2002; Sivasubramaniam et al., 2002).  Based 

on the above we predict that: 

 

Hypothesis 3: Team potency will mediate the relationship between shared leadership 

and performance. 

 

The interplay between transformational leadership and shared leadership 

 

 

As possibly the most studied leadership theory (Wart, 2003), transformational 

leadership is grounded in the idea that leaders are able to shape their organizations using means 

that go beyond satisfying short-sighted personal needs of their followers (Bass, 1999). Rather, 

transformational leaders base their influence on the following behavioral components: idealized 

influence, inspirational leadership, individual consideration, and intellectual stimulation 

(Avolio & Bass, 1995; Bass, 1999; Bass & Avolio, 1994). Specifically, transformational leaders 

demonstrate idealized influence when they become charismatic, admired role models that 

followers want to identify with (Bass, 1999; Bass & Avolio, 1994). Further, they display 

inspirational leadership when they motivate others by providing meaning and challenge to the 

current way the work is performed (Avolio & Bass, 2002).  In addition, transformational leaders 

demonstrate individual consideration by paying attention to followers’ individual needs of 

achievement and growth (Avolio & Bass, 1995). Finally, transformational leaders provide 
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intellectual stimulation to their followers by encouraging their creativity and promoting 

intelligence (Avolio & Bass, 2002; Bass, 1990, 1999). 

Further, transformational leaders, instead of appealing to follower’s self-interest 

(transactional leadership), exert their influence by aligning organizational vision with 

individual goals of the follower (Bass, 1999; Moynihan et al., 2011), which then leads to 

increases in government performance (e.g. Paarlberg & Lavigna, 2010). Additionally, the 

literature from public sector has provided evidence that transformational leaders who articulate 

attractive vision are able to foster public service motivation (Wright, Moynihan, & Pandey, 

2012) and employee satisfaction in their teams (Trottier, Van Wart, & Wang, 2008). 

Although it may seem counterintuitive that a charismatic, “heroic” figure such as 

transformational leader would be willing to relinquish some of their power and cooperate with 

informal and shared leadership structures, we argue that it may not only be the case but that it 

will be beneficiary for team performance.  Specifically, it would be likely for two reasons. 

First, as stated above, the enactment of shared leadership for some employees may be 

related to the feelings of uncertainty and role ambiguity (Fletcher & Kaufer, 2003; Harris, 

2004). Research has shown that one way of diminishing them in public service is to provide 

goal clarity (Pandey & Wright, 2006). Transformational leaders are especially effective in the 

contexts of increased uncertainty (Bass, 1999; Nemanich & Keller, 2007; Waldman, Ramirez, 

House, & Puranam, 2001) due to their documented influence on performance information 

interpretation and goal clarity (Moynihan et al., 2011; Wright et al., 2012). By focusing on 

expectations and diminishing distractions hindering the attainment of collective goals, 

appointed transformational leaders can provide each employee with a better understanding of 

steps they need to take in order to contribute to team performance (Nemanich & Keller, 2007; 

Pandey & Wright, 2006). In consequence, team members should become more aware of each 

other’s “execution plans”, which is likely to provide them with a sense of confidence that the 
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team can be successful, lead them to experience increased team potency, and better 

performance.  

Second, one of the key elements of transformational leadership effectiveness is an 

ability to present a compelling vision (Awamleh & Gardner, 1999; Bass, 1999). 

Transformational leaders appeal to employees by activating their group identity and encourage 

them to focus on the overarching organizational goal, rather than on their own interests (Kark 

& Shamir, 2013; Moynihan et al., 2011). The perception of the commitment to the common 

goal, enhanced by transformational leadership, should be able to foster optimism about team 

capability to perform well (i.e. team potency). Further, in the context of distributed leadership, 

sharing influence with others may lead to potential conflicts and power struggles over time 

(Harris, 2004; Nicolaides et al., 2014). Transformational leaders can help the teams avoid such 

pitfalls by maintaining attention on the common goal and thus, direct team members’ motives 

towards its attainment. Such motivational side of transformational leadership should foster team 

potency and this way impact the performance of the whole unit (Lester et al., 2002).  

Therefore, we expect that transformational leaders will be able to enhance the positive 

effect of shared leadership on performance as well as the indirect effect between shared 

leadership and performance through team potency. The complete empirical model is depicted 

in Figure 1. 

 

Hypothesis 4a: Transformational leadership will moderate the effect of shared 

leadership on team potency, such that the performance will be better when transformational 

leadership will be high vs. low. 

Hypothesis 4b: Transformational leadership will moderate the effect of shared 

leadership on team potency, such that the performance will be better when transformational 

leadership will be high vs. low. 
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-------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Figure 1 about here 

-------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Method 

 

Data and data collection strategy 

 

The data collection for this project was prepared in coordination with the local board of 

education of Rio de Janeiro with the purpose of assessing the effects of leadership processes on 

school performance. In order to select the schools that would be included in the analysis, a 

stratified probabilistic sampling was carried out (Groves et al., 2011).  This method is usually 

applied to ensure greater precision of the estimates in regards to the whole population and the 

substrata, given that it helps to avoid underrepresentation of relevant subpopulations 

(Duchesne, 2003). 

The following variables were considered in the process of stratification: region of the 

city (11 geographic school system regions), school size (large vs. small), and the level of human 

development index (HDI) of the area that the school is located in (high and low). First, we 

divided the schools according to the 11 geographic school system regions provided by the local 

board of education. Consequently, within each region, schools were separated into four 

subgroups: large schools in high HDI areas, small schools in high HDI areas, large schools in 

low HDI areas, and small schools in low HDI areas. Then, a proportion of schools was randomly 

selected from each subgroup, such that the proportion of school selected from each subgroup 

corresponded with their proportion in each geographic school system region. Finally, to ensure 

that the selected schools were representative of the population in terms of their approval rates, 
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standardized test grades, and number of teachers working there, additional post-hoc analysis 

was conducted.  

By contacting the schools’ principals, asking them to inform their teams about the data 

collection, and providing schools with informational materials, we aimed to create greater 

awareness regarding the project. The questionnaires were distributed via individual text 

messages containing links to the survey, which were sent to 4.200 teachers, principals, vice 

principals and coordinators from the sample of 163 selected schools. 

Teachers, principals, vice principals, and pedagogical coordinators from 151 schools responded 

the survey, amounting to the total of 1.372 participants.  However, since the purpose of this 

study was to assess the constructs measured through the responses of the schools’ teachers, only 

the schools where at least three teachers completed the questionnaire were included. This 

rendered the total sample of 379 teachers working in 69 schools (M = 5.49, SD = 2.76), which 

constituted a response rate of 18.73 %. The respondents evaluated leadership processes in 

schools during the three-year period (2015-2017). This corresponded to the mandate of the most 

recent principal.  On average, the schools had 647 students and the teaching body consisted of 

29 professors. The additional data concerning school performance and school characteristics 

such as team size and school performance were measured through secondary data provided by 

the local board of education and the ministry of education.  

In order to check the robustness of our results, we additionally ran the same model on 

the sample of 89 schools (M=4.71, SD = 2.84) where at least two teachers responded the 

questionnaire. In the bigger sample 419 professors completed the survey (response rate of 16%).   
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Measures 

 

Transformational Leadership. The construct was measured with seven items. Five of 

them came from a scale previously used by Wright and colleagues (2012) and originally 

developed  by (House, 1998). Given that this popular scale does not assess leader’s individual 

consideration, we included two additional items measuring this dimension from the Global 

Transformational Leadership scale (Carless, Wearing, & Mann, 2000).  We chose this measure 

as it has been successfully applied in the public settings (e.g. Caillier, 2014) and is much shorter 

than other instruments, such as Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (Avolio & Bass, 2004). 

All the items were anchored on a five-point Likert scale and they demonstrated good reliability 

(α= .97, M = 4.09, SD = .81, ICC[1] = .31). Sample items included: “The principal encourages 

us to think about things in new ways”. and “The principal communicates his/her vision of the 

school’s future in a clear and positive way.”  

Shared Leadership.  The construct was measured using short (four-item) version of a 

scale (α=.93, M =3.98, SD = .75, ICC[1] = .29) previously used by Seashore Louis et al.  (2010) 

and similar to the one used in prior studies (e.g. Heck & Hallinger, 2010), The items reflected 

the agreement the respondents expressed in regards to each statement, which described the 

teachers’ influence on decisions and processes in school. Sample items included: “Teachers 

had an effective role in school-wide decision making.” and “Teachers influenced how money 

was spent in this school.” This measure is consistent with the conceptualization of leadership 

as influence distributed among multiple individuals in the school (Gronn, 2002). Its reliability 

was assessed using Cronbach alpha measure  

Team potency. In order to assess team potency, teachers completed an adapted, 6-item 

scale developed by Guzzo and colleagues (1993). Items were anchored on a 5-point response 

scale (α=.78, M =4.34, SD = .39, ICC[1] = .11). Sample items included: “In our group of 
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teachers, we feel we can solve any problem we encounter”, and “No task is too tough for this 

group of teachers.”  

School performance. Data used to measure school performance were collected from 

the ministry of education websites and reflected the results of mandatory state-prepared tests of 

language and mathematic skills, which are applied at several grade levels every two years. 

School performance used as our main criterion variable reflects the results of the tests conducted 

by the end of the principals’ mandate in late 2017. Given that these data were not publicly 

announced until September 2018 (two months after our survey data collection), we were able 

to control for their influence on the teachers’ responses regarding team potency, shared and 

transformational leadership (Podsakoff et al., 2012).  

Control variables. Prior research indicates that prior performance, group size, and level 

of ability of employees are important determinants of team processes and outcomes (Bandura 

& Jourden, 1991; Edwards, Day, Arthur Jr, & Bell, 2006; Shaw, Duffy, & Stark, 2000). 

Therefore, we controlled for the demographic variables of team size and team education level 

variables, as well as for the school performance prior to the principal’s mandate in our models. 

The team size was measured through the secondary data provided by the local board of 

education in Rio de Janeiro. On average, the school teams were composed of 29.33 teachers 

(SD = 10.40). Average teachers’ educational level data come from self-report.  

The bivariate means, standard deviations, and correlations between different variables 

can be found in Table 1. 

 

-------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Table 1 about here 

-------------------------------------------------------- 
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Testing discriminant validity 

  

 

Given that our survey data were collected from the same team members, and that the 

correlation between shared and transformational leadership was quite high (r = .91, p ≤ 0.001), 

confirmatory factor analysis (Stata 14, maximum likelihood estimation) was applied. 

Specifically, we assessed whether the (individual) data represent different constructs. Four 

indicators loading on the shared leadership factor, seven indicators 

loading on the transformational leadership factor, and six indicators loading on the team 

potency factor were considered. We observed that several fit indices of the 

three-factor model are satisfactory (e.g., SRMR: 0.05; CFI: 0.94; and TFI: 0.93), while the two-

factor model (shared leadership and transformational leadership merged) does not fit the data 

well (SRMR: 0.06; CFI = 0.88; and TFI: 0.86) and is significantly worse than the three-factor 

model (Δχ2 (2) = 384.03; p ≤ 0.001). Moreover, the single-factor model (SRMR: 0.09; CFI: 

0.83; and TFI: 0.80) is also significantly poorer than the three-factor model (Δχ2 (3) = 672.57; 

p ≤ 0.001). Thus, we concluded that the three factor model fit the data best. 

Additionally, in order to further assess the presence of discriminant validity between 

shared and transformational leadership, we compared the square root of average variance 

extracted (AVE) of the constructs to the correlations between them (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). 

This way we were aiming to confirm whether each construct shares more variance with its own 

set of indicators than with another construct representing a different set of indicators (Henseler 

et al. 2009). The results showed that both shared and transformational leadership had AVE 

values higher than the commonly accepted threshold of AVE = .50 (AVE Shared Leadership = .79; 

AVE Transformational Leadership = .82). Further, based on CFA results, we confirmed that the 

square root of their AVE’s (√AVE Shared Leadership = .89 and √AVE Transformational Leadership = 
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.90) exceeded the correlation between them (r = .87). These results supported the discriminant 

validity of the constructs. 

 

Hypotheses testing 

 

 

We tested our hypotheses using mediation and moderated mediation SPSS PROCESS 

models. Both shared and transformational leadership were mean centered prior to the analysis 

and average teacher team size, school performance in a prior period and average teachers’ level 

of education were controlled for in all models. The results are depicted in Table 2.  

The results of linear regression analysis (Model 1) showed a marginally significant 

positive effect of shared leadership on team potency (b =.20, p=.09). Thus, we concluded the 

presence of multiple individuals in leadership role marginally influenced the beliefs regarding 

team potency in the sample of 69 schools, which provided partial support for Hypothesis 2. 

Further, the results obtained indicated positive and significant effect of team potency 

on school performance (b = .42, p <.05). Therefore, we were able to confirm that those teams 

that saw themselves as more capable, achieved better performance,  

Hypothesis 3 predicted that shared leadership will influence performance via its effect 

on team potency. Bootstrapping technique with 5000 repetitions was applied to perform 

mediation analysis. However, its results revealed that the indirect effect was not significant, 

thus failing to support Hypothesis 3. 

Further, we assessed Hypothesis 4a, which predicted a positive moderating effect of 

vertical transformational leadership on the relationship between shared leadership and team 

potency. We found that vertical transformational leadership moderated the effect of shared 

leadership on team potency (b = .10, p<.05), such that teams with higher level of shared 
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leadership perceived themselves as more capable when transformational leadership was higher, 

rather than lower (Figure 2). Hence, we concluded that Hypothesis 4a was supported. 

In addition, the results of moderated mediation confirmed that vertical 

transformational leadership significantly moderated the indirect effect of shared leadership on 

performance through team potency, such that the indirect effect was significant when 

transformational leadership was high (b= .12, SE = .09). A bootstrap analysis revealed that the 

95% bias-corrected confidence interval for the size of the indirect effect did not include zero 

(.0004, .36). However, the indirect effect was not significant when transformational leadership 

was low (b= .12, SE = .09). This was further supported by a bootstrap analysis, which showed 

that the 95% bias-corrected confidence interval included zero (-.02, .125). Thus, we were able 

to confirm that Hypothesis 4b was supported. 

 

-------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Figure 2 about here 

-------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Robustness check 

 

In order to investigate the robustness of our findings, we ran the same model on the 

sample of 89 schools, where at least two teachers responded the questionnaire. This was done 

to alleviate some concerns that our results might have been driven by the sample size bias 

(Greenland, Mansournia, & Altman, 2016). The results were consistent with the first model 

(Table 3). The only significant difference that we found, in comparison with the first model, 

was that the effect of shared leadership on team potency was more pronounced in the bigger 

sample (b = .20, SE = .12, p = .09 vs. b = .25, SE = .09, p = .01). Thus, we concluded that 
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Hypothesis 1, which predicted the significant effect of shared leadership on team potency was 

confirmed. In addition, the results of the second model provided further support to our findings.  

 

 

-------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Table 3 about here 

-------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Discussion 

 

Recently developed models of public administration have argued that public values, 

such as well-being, common good, responsiveness, and inclusion, should be put at the center of 

the definition and mission of public governance (Bao et al., 2013; Bryson et al., 2014; Ospina, 

2017; Van Wart, 2013). In that sense, shared leadership, which assumes that leadership may 

exist outside of the formal managerial positions (Gronn, 2002), and implies a wider scope of 

voices and perspectives incorporated in the leadership process (Woods & Gronn, 2009), seems 

to be the answer to these calls. In many cases, however, public managers are still individually 

accountable for agency outcomes, which may encourage them to interact with emerging shared 

leadership structures (Currie et al., 2009b). 

By simultaneously assessing shared leadership and vertical transformational leadership 

within the sample of public schools in Rio de Janeiro, this study aimed to investigate their joint 

influence on team processes and outcomes. We found that shared leadership positively 

influenced team potency, which later predicted school performance. Furthermore, our results 

show that transformational leadership positively moderates the direct relationship between 

shared leadership and team potency and the indirect link between shared leadership and team 

performance via team potency. Below we discuss the consequences of our findings for theory 

and practice. 
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Theoretical contributions 

 

 

Shared leadership has been well-established  in leadership literature as beneficial for 

organizations due to its influence on informational sharing, performance, cohesion., and 

employee satisfaction (Bergman et al., 2012; Drescher & Garbers, 2016; Fernandez, Cho, & 

Perry, 2010; J. E. Hoch, 2014). However, our understanding of its enactment in public 

administration, and its interaction with managerial authority, in particular, remained scant. In 

assessing simultaneously both vertical and horizontal influence structures, the present study 

makes several contributions to the leadership literature regarding their dynamics in the public 

organizations. 

First, it provides insights on the reinforcing coexistence of horizontal (shared 

leadership) and vertical leadership. Research so far seems to either have assumed that the 

behavior of an appointed leader is irrelevant to team outcomes as long as team members engage 

in leadership processes (Mendez & Busenbark, 2015; Van Wart, 2013), or that vertical 

leadership precludes the presence of shared leadership in teams (e.g. Carson et al., 2007; 

DeRue, 2011). However, our findings support the view that public managers are likely to 

interfere in team processes and interact with shared leadership structures emerging among the 

team members.  

Second, the results show that shared leadership in public service may have limited 

outcomes unless it is paired with transformational vertical leadership. While it can be argued 

that shared leadership is, in fact, more democratic as it allows more direct influence from a 

broader range of actors (Currie et al., 2009b), it may also be more difficult to implement in 

public context due to employee expectations and standardized state policies that restrict the 

actors’ behavior (Woods & Woods, 2013). Consequently, the “leadership from the inside” 
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alone, as shared leadership has been called (Gockel & Werth, 2011), may be insufficient to 

produce organizational outcomes. Vertical transformational leaders who present an attractive 

vision based on public values (Bass, 1999; Pandey, Davis, Pandey, & Peng, 2016) and diminish 

uncertainty through clear goals (Moynihan et al., 2011; Wright et al., 2012), can facilitate the 

enactment of shared leadership in public organizations.  Specifically, the present study shows 

that when public managers demonstrate more transformational behaviors, the link between 

shared leadership and team potency becomes more significant. Similarly, the results 

demonstrate that the indirect effect of shared leadership on performance through team potency 

is positive only when vertical transformational leadership is higher, rather than lower.  

 

 

 

Practical implications 

 

 

The key practical implication of the present study is the finding that shared leadership 

in itself is not a miraculous approach that, independently from other factors, leads to higher 

performance. Despite its ability to produce positive outcomes that contribute to the public value 

(Crosby et al., 2017; Heck & Hallinger, 2010; K. Leithwood et al., 2007; Seashore Louis et al., 

2010), our research indicates that the results of shared leadership can be significantly improved 

when complemented with a suitable form of vertical leadership (i.e., transformational 

leadership). Therefore, in addition to focusing on the policies that stimulate public servants to 

engage in leadership behaviors, the attention should be paid to the adequate training of the 

public managers so that they could successfully support and facilitate the functioning of 

collective initiatives in their agencies. Although some authors previously suggested that that 
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leaders should “avoid getting in the way” (e.g. Van Wart, 2013) and let the teams to self-manage 

themselves, the evidence reported here suggests that formal authority should, in fact, interact 

with shared leadership structures. Further, our study indicates the means to do so, mainly 

transformational leadership behaviors. 

 

Strengths, limitations, and future research 

 

 

In regards to the methodology, a great strength of our study is that the data were 

collected from various sources. Specifically, our dataset included survey data, school 

performance data based on the results of ministry state-prepared standardized tests, and some 

demographic data provided by the board of education. This way, we hoped to reduce common 

method variance (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). Furthermore, during the 

sampling process, we used a probabilistic approach to stratification, which helped us to avoid 

underrepresentation of bigger schools located in underdeveloped neighborhoods (Groves et al., 

2011).  

However, several limitations of the present study should be acknowledged. First, public 

schools have been characterized as very complex environments (Leithwood & Riehl, 2003). 

While we were able to control for some of the team characteristics, such as team education level 

and team size in the analysis, literature has mentioned other variables related to students such 

as socioeconomic status and ethnicity that may influence school performance (Caldas & 

Bankston, 1997; Ferguson, 2003; Wiggan, 2007). By including them in the analysis, future 

research can assess with more precision the relationships tested in the present study.  

The results presented are based on the data form a relatively small sample of 69 schools. 

Furthermore, transformational and shared leadership, and team potency constructs were 
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reported by the same individuals, which might have increased the risk of common method bias 

(Podsakoff et al., 2003, 2012). Thus, the results of the present study should be interpreted with 

caution. However, given that moderating effects discussed here are less likely to be affected by 

common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003), it is reasonable to believe that the significant 

interaction between vertical transformational and shared leadership structures, will be 

confirmed in future studies.  In addition, the relationships between shared leadership and team 

potency and performance have been previously supported (Nicolaides et al., 2014) providing 

further robustness to our empirical model.  

Given our limited understanding of the relationships between vertical and shared 

leadership as well as their outcomes for teams, future studies could continue to explore these 

phenomena. While the model and results discussed here suggest that their joint effects can be 

beneficial, it may also be that in some cases their coexistence may be detrimental to team 

processes. For instance, narcissism demonstrated by managers in a form of excessive focus on 

oneself and lack of interest in opposing views (Morf & Rhodewalt, 2001), is likely to result in 

poor exchanges between individuals in informal leadership roles and the appointed leader 

(Forsyth, Banks, & McDaniel, 2012).  

Questions also remain in regards to other potential consequences of the interaction 

between vertical transformational leadership and shared leadership. Given that transformational 

leaders possess charisma and often use emotional appeals to influence their followers’ 

emotional states (Bono, Foldes, Vinson, & Muros, 2007; Bono & Ilies, 2006), it is likely that 

employees in teams with broader distribution of leadership will experience more positive 

emotions when the appointed leader is more transformational. Moreover, positive emotions are 

known to contribute to employee organizational citizenship behaviors and engagement (Bono 

& Ilies, 2006), thus indicating other, indirect outcomes of the interaction between vertical 

transformational and shared leadership. 
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Conclusion 

 

Considerable amount of attention has been given to the concept of shared leadership 

in public settings, yet its interaction with traditional forms of formal authority was less 

understood. Based on the results from the sample of 69 public schools in Rio de Janeiro, we 

find that the “either/or” framework usually adopted in regards to vertical and shared leadership 

is too narrow. Rather, our results show that formal leaders who demonstrate transformational 

leadership are likely to facilitate the enactment of shared leadership and strengthen its influence 

on team potency and performance.  
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Tables 

Variables Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 Team size 29.33 10.40 --      

2 Average respondent education level 2.62 .42 .30* --     

3 Prior school performance 5.13 .80 -.46*** -.25* --    

4 Shared Leadership 3.98 .75 -.45*** -.07 .16 --   

5 Transformational Leadership 4.09 .81 -.31 -.04 .11 .91*** --  

6 Team Potency 4.34 .23 -.56*** -.26* .42*** .60*** .56*** -- 

7 School performance 5.29 . 83 -.40*** -.15 .84*** .23 .19 .49*** 

Note. *p ≤ 0.05; **p ≤ 0.01; ***p ≤ 0.001.; N=69 

 

 

Table 1. Means, standard deviations and bivariate correlations 
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Predictors 

  Dependent Variable 

 1. Outcome: Team Potency  2. Outcome: Performance 

 Coefficient SE t p Coefficient SE t p 

Shared Leadership  . 20 .12 1.70 .09 .01 .09 .15 .88 

Transformational Leadership  .14 .10 1.44 . 15     

Shared Leadership x Transformational 

Leadership  
.10 .05 2.21 .03     

Team Potency      .42 .20 2.11 .04 

Team Size  -0.01 .00 -1.54 .02 .00 .01 .67 .51 

Team Education Level  -.14 .08 -1.63 .13 .18 .14 1.35 .18 

Prior Performance  .11 .05 2.41 .11 .84 .08 10.70 .00 

Constant  -4.26 .38 11.28 .00 -1.46 1.05 -1.39 .17 

R2  .57    .74    

F  13.55    36.47    

  Conditional Indirect Effects 

 

 

Strenght of Transformational Leadership Effect 
Bootstrap 

SE 

Bias corrected 95 % 

interval  

[lower, upper] 

   Low   .05 .06 -.02 .27 

   High   .12 .09 .0004 .36 

     Note. N = 69 

Table 2. Regression analyses. 
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  Dependent Variable 

 1. Outcome: Team Potency  2. Outcome: Performance 

 Coefficient SE t p Coefficient SE t p 

Shared Leadership  .25 .09 2.68 .01 -.02 .08 -.24 .81 

Transformational Leadership  .10 .08 1.27 .21     

Shared Leadership x Transformational 

Leadership 
 .09 .04 2.20 .03     

Team Potency      .41 .16 2.50 .01 

Team Size  -.01 .00 1.49 .14 .00 .01 .49 .62 

Team Education Level  -.09 .06 -1.45 .15 .22 .09 2.33 .02 

Prior Performance  .10 .04 2.33 .02 .82 .07 12.48 .00 

Constant  4.19 .34 12.23 .00 -1.36 .87 -1.57 .12 

R2  
.53 

 
   .76    

F  
15.40 

 
   52.08    

  Conditional Indirect Effects 

  Strenght of Transformational Leadership Effect 
Bootstrap 

SE 

Bias corrected 95 

% interval  

[lower, upper] 

  Low .07 .05 -.02 .18 

  High .13 .07 .01 .28 

     Note. N = 89 

Table 3. Regression analyses, robustness check. 

 



149 

 

 

 

Figures 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Empirical model 
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Figure 2. The interaction effect of shared leadership and transformational leadership on team 

potency. 
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