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Modelling leadership and team performance: the moderation of
politics and leadership self-efficacy

Chieh-Peng Lina*, Chu-Mei Liu b, Sheng-Wuu Joec, Kuang-Jung Chen d and
Chia-Chen Tsaia

aInstitute of Business & Management, National Chiao Tung University, Hsinchu, Taiwan;
bDepartment of International Business, Tamkang University, New Taipei City, Taiwan;
cDepartment of Business Administration, Vanung University, Taoyuan City, Taiwan; dDepartment
of Applied English, Chihlee University of Technology, New Taipei City, Taiwan

This study develops a research model that explains the development of team
performance based on team reflexivity theory and social cognitive theory. In the
model, team performance relates to considerate leadership and autocratic leadership
indirectly via the mediation of team reflexivity. At the same time, politics and
leadership self-efficacy are hypothesised as moderators in the model. Primary and
secondary data were used via a two-wave investigation from three different sources
for verifying our hypotheses. The team-level analyses show that team reflexivity
mediates the positive relationship between considerate leadership and team
performance. Politics positively moderates the relationship between autocratic
leadership and team reflexivity. Leadership self-efficacy positively moderates the
relationships between autocratic leadership and team reflexivity and between
considerate leadership and team reflexivity. Finally, research implications based on
our empirical results are discussed.

Keywords: considerate leadership; team performance; team reflexivity; politics;
leadership self-efficacy

Introduction

Team leaders play a key role that influences team performance (Laureani & Antony, 2019;
Larsson, 2017). Specifically, leadership has been considered a critical driver for a sales
team’s success in banking industry (Lin et al., 2019; Mekpor & Dartey-Baah, 2017). Lit-
erature has highlighted how diverse leadership attributes or qualities possessed by sales
leaders boost team performance (Ahmad & Saidalavi, 2018; Teoman & Ulengin, 2018).
Diverse leadership styles can be demonstrated simultaneously by the same sales leader
(Awamleh et al., 2005). Understanding the actual effect of leadership across sales teams
in banking industry requires a focus not only on different leadership styles but also on
how these styles work together to jointly influence team performance (Keshavarz et al.,
2013; Zaccaro, 2007). This is practically important because a sales leader often play
various roles with diverse qualities that are interwoven in complicated ways to motivate
his/her sales team (Belias & Koustelios, 2015; Zarb et al., 2017). For that reason, this
study focuses on how different leadership styles influence the performance of sales
teams in banking industry.

Scholars have widely discussed considerate leadership and autocratic leadership as
important leadership styles for sales teams (Dorfman et al., 2012; Kenis, 1977; Lin et al.,

© 2020 Informa UK Limited, trading as Taylor & Francis Group

*Corresponding author. Email: jacques@mail.nctu.edu.tw

Total Quality Management, 2020
https://doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2020.1794804

mailto:jacques@mail.nctu.edu.tw
http://www.tandfonline.com
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/14783363.2020.1794804&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2020-07-15


2019). While considerate leadership is defined as a team leader’s strong considerate ten-
dency which is directed at developing quality social relationships with team members
(Lin et al., 2019), autocratic leadership is defined as a team leader who makes a decision
directly in a timely manner without seeking the advices of team members in advance
(Chiu et al., 2018; De Cremer, 2007). It is important to examine these two leadership
styles at the same time because they represent respectively a relationship-oriented style
(i.e. concern for quality social connections) and a task-oriented style (i.e. concern for effec-
tive decision-making for tasks). Hoozée and Bruggeman (2010) have emphasized that such
appropriate leadership styles as considerate leadership and autocratic leadership are indis-
pensable for collective work. For example, some scholars (e.g. Homan & Greer, 2013) have
revealed how considerate leadership influences diversity perceptions of team members,
whereas others (Dorfman et al., 2012; Kenis, 1977) have found that autocratic leadership
is related to job satisfaction and productivity. Extending the literature, this study attempts
to explore the roles of these leadership styles in more depth.

A theory that is relevant to leadership and team performance is team reflexivity
theory. According to team reflexivity theory, team reflexivity is defined as the extent
to which team members reflect upon their collective goals, activities, and strategies,
and possess adaptation under different circumstances (De Jong & Elfring, 2010). Influ-
enced by leadership, team reflexivity is beneficial for the development of shared task rep-
resentations that are conducive to team performance (van Ginkel et al., 2009). Drawing
upon team reflexivity theory, this study takes into account considerate leadership and
autocratic leadership in a single model setting to jointly explain team performance,
which is rarely examined in the literature. Since previous research has suggested that
teams tend to behave in habitual fashion instead of reflexive ways (Schippers et al.,
2008), it is crucial to understand how leadership can effectively motivate team workers
to become more reflexive (Schippers et al., 2008). Without any examination about the
effects of different leadership styles on team reflexivity and eventually team performance,
our understanding of all these factors will remain highly limited, and any initiatives taken
by managers to enhance team performance will be unjustifiable and based on blind faith.
To sum up, the purpose of this research is to examine the development of team perform-
ance from the perspective of leadership and explore if there exists potential moderators in
the development.

This study differs from previous research in three important ways. First, this study
complements prior leadership research that focused on a single type of leadership solely
(e.g. Rast et al., 2013) or leadership based on individual-level perceptions (e.g. Bhatti
et al., 2012; Lin, 2017; Vlachos et al., 2013) by assessing two different leadership styles
simultaneously at a team-level of analysis. Second, although considerate leadership and
autocratic leadership have been somewhat discussed in the literature, their potential mod-
erators have been relatively understudied. For that reason, this study explores important
moderators that may affect the influence of leadership. Third, this study is one of the
few that examines how leadership influences team performance by using primary and sec-
ondary data together to perform empirical analysis. Much prior research has just used data
on team performance that was self-reported by employees, resulting in questionable esti-
mates about the accuracy of their performance outcome. To avoid the questionable esti-
mates of team performance, this study collects data of team performance from the
business records of sales teams for empirical testing. All in all, this study complements pre-
vious research by collecting primary and secondary data via a two-wave investigation from
three different sources for verifying our hypotheses.
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Research model and hypotheses

This study proposes a model that explains the development of team performance (see
Figure 1). In the model, team performance indirectly relates to considerate leadership
and autocratic leadership via the mediation of team reflexivity. Meanwhile, politics and lea-
dership self-efficacy hypothetically moderate the effects of considerate leadership and auto-
cratic leadership on team reflexivity. Note that the mediating role of team reflexivity is
supported by the source-positional advantage-performance framework (Day & Wensley,
1988) because of team reflexivity as a positional advantage that mediates the influences
of leaders’ management skills on team project performance (Wu et al., 2019). The theoreti-
cal justifications for deriving our hypotheses are discussed in the followings.

According to team reflexivity theory, team performance is governed by various leader-
ship mechanisms that work through team reflexivity (e.g. Lyubovnikova et al., 2017; Schip-
pers et al., 2008). Teams with qualified professionals may still perform poorly if their
leadership does not strengthen team reflexivity to engender effective team action processes
(Hirst et al., 2004), indicating the mediating role of team reflexivity between leadership and
team performance. Team reflexivity facilitates team performance because reflexivity
involves team members’ presenting their accounts of teamwork situations to figure out
effective solutions to problems (Kakar, 2016). While justifying the positive effect of
team reflexivity on team performance, team reflexivity theory has also suggested such
reflexivity as being fostered and shaped by leadership (Schippers et al., 2001). Following
the theoretical aspect, this study contributes to the literature by evaluating considerate lea-
dership and autocratic leadership as antecedents of team reflexivity, which has not been yet
validated in the literature.

Autocratic leadership can be beneficial in competitive environment where there is little
time to consult with many people (De Cremer, 2007; Stewart & Manz, 1995). Although
autocratic leadership may sometimes cause individuals’ resentment, the literature has
found that autocratic leadership can foster team psychological safety (De Hoogh et al.,
2015) and positively influence teamwork motivation (Khuong & Hoang, 2015). Although
autocratic leadership is not always welcome by employees, the literature has suggested that
autocratic leadership style is useful and beneficial in small groups, teams, or enterprises
(Dulcic & Raguz, 2006). For example, Kingshott (2006) has revealed that autocratic leader-
ship is effective and advantageous within the context of police service delivery. In fact, pre-
vious research has indicated that non-autocratic leadership can be often overturned –

specifically when workers are self-conceptually uncertain (Rast et al., 2013).
From a task-oriented perspective, autocratic leadership pushes team members to focus

on assigned work and boost their motivation of reflecting upon their truly important objec-
tives (De Hoogh et al., 2015). A recent study (Njue et al., 2017) suggests that autocratic
leadership helps yield positive outcomes, enhance morale, and eventually increase pro-
ductivity. Accordingly, autocratic leadership positively motivates team members to
ponder and reflect on teamwork (Antonakis et al., 2004), increasing team reflexivity to
undertake critical actions and ultimately improving team performance. In summary, the
first hypothesis is derived as below.

H1: Team reflexivity mediates the positive relationship between autocratic leadership and team
performance.

Considerate leadership is socially relationship oriented and can enhance subordinates’ sat-
isfaction with their leader (Mulki et al., 2009). Recent literature has revealed that consider-
ate leadership is positively related to work engagement (Glasø et al., 2018) and reflection
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upon budget (Kohlmeyer et al., 2014). Team workers who work for a considerate leader
view the leader as communicative, understanding, and sensitive to their needs (Harris &
Ogbonna, 2001), thus being inspired to overtly reflect on, and communicate about collec-
tive goals and strategies (i.e. reflexivity). A relevant study by Rowold (2011) has found that
considerate leaders help workers understand tasks and objectives, adapt themselves to
different environmental circumstances (e.g. reflexivity), which eventually facilitate their
performance. In summary, considerate leadership is likely to boost team performance
indirectly through the increased team reflexivity, leading to the following hypothesis.

H2: Team reflexivity mediates the positive relationship between considerate leadership and
team performance.

There exists an interaction between leadership styles and politics because of their contra-
dictory notions that clash with each other (Jamil & Naseer, 2011). Specifically, leadership
is defined as the ability to influence the motivation or competence of individuals from a col-
lective perspective (Baig et al., 2019; Humphrey, 2012), while politics is characterised by
individual self-interest rather than collective benefits (Jamil & Naseer, 2011). Politics is
likely to flourish in uncertain and ambiguous teamwork environment without strong leader-
ship (Ferris & Kacmar, 1992). As a result, the relationship between leadership and its direct
outcome (i.e. team reflexivity) is likely disturbed and moderated by politics. The relational
strength between leadership and team reflexivity may change, depending on politics. Poli-
tics is defined in this study as the perception about the actions taken by team members to
develop, obtain, and utilise social influences (or other resources) to acquire their preferred
self-interest outcome (Lin et al., 2018). Examples of team politics include discrediting one’s
coworker, being unwilling to share previous experience to improve further collective
actions, and fighting against one another to protect their personal profit that conflicts
with team benefit (Lin et al., 2019; Poon, 2003).
Politics is likely to enhance the effect of leadership on team reflexivity. As politics reduces
honesty and morale (Agrawal, 2013), team members who encounter stronger politics tend
to count on leaders more strongly as psychological compensation to ensure their teaming
processes and progress. Politics increases the relative confusion of the teaming environment
and strengthens team workers’ perception that coworkers’ behaviour is likely driven by
self-interest, with little care for others’ well-being (Kacmar et al., 2011). Under such cir-
cumstances, team leaders are viewed as a hope for team workers to clarify confusion and
bring things back to order. As a result, team workers become more sensitive to leadership
styles (such as autocratic leadership and considerate leadership) and their reactions to lea-
dership can be elicited more strongly.

Based on the above theoretical rationales, this study hypothesises politics as a modera-
tor for the relationships between autocratic leadership and team reflexivity and between
considerate leadership and team reflexivity. Given stronger politics, the effect of autocratic
leadership on team reflexivity becomes larger because team members tend to count on auto-
cratic leadership to reduce uncertainty (Rast et al., 2013) so as to alleviate the disturbances
or confusions caused by politics. This phenomena is partially supported by social hierarchy
theory arguing that autocratic leadership positively facilitates morale and performance
through the development of a psychologically appealing, hierarchical environment of secur-
ity and predictability in the team (De Hoogh et al., 2015). Analogously, in case of stronger
politics, the effect of considerate leadership on team reflexivity is likely amplified because
such leadership that helps workers deal with teamwork-related and personal problems
(Brown et al., 2014) can alleviate their uncomfortableness caused by politics. Collectively,
the hypotheses regarding the moderation of politics are derived as below.

4 C.-P. Lin et al.



H3: Politics moderates the relationship between autocratic leadership and team reflexivity, such
that the relationship is stronger when politics is higher.
H4: Politics moderates the relationship between considerate leadership and team reflexivity,
such that the relationship is stronger when politics is higher.

Leadership self-efficacy is likely to hoist the effect of leadership on team reflexivity. Lea-
dership self-efficacy is defined as the perceived capabilities of a team leader to perform
functions necessary to accomplish leadership behaviour, which involves belief in his/her
overall competence in leading his/her team (Kane et al., 2002). Based on the social cogni-
tive theory (Bandura, 1977, 1997), leadership with strong leadership self-efficacy are
inclined to make great efforts to fulfil their leadership roles and to persevere longer
when applying specific leadership styles (Ng et al., 2008). As a result, such leaders are
more effective in exerting and enhancing the influence of their considerate leadership
and/or autocratic leadership to a large extent.

Leadership self-efficacy plays a catalyser or accelerator that interacts with considerate
leadership and/or autocratic leadership. More specifically, since leadership self-efficacy can
be used to predict leaders’ behaviour and determinations (Rosch et al., 2014), an autocratic
leader with greater confidence in his/her own leading capability is more easily understood
by team members as having made determinations to highly direct the team (i.e. autocratic
leadership), further amplifying the effect of autocratic leadership on team reflexivity. Simi-
larly, a considerate leader who shows greater confidence in his/her own leading capability is
more easily recognised by team members (Anderson et al., 2008) as having made attempts
at supporting and caring for them, consequently enlarging the positive effect of considerate
leadership on team reflexivity. All in all, the hypotheses regarding the moderation of leader-
ship self-efficacy are derived as below.

H5: Leadership self-efficacy moderates the relationship between autocratic leadership and team
reflexivity, such that the relationship is stronger when leadership self-efficacy is higher.
H6: Leadership self-efficacy moderates the relationship between autocratic leadership and team
reflexivity, such that the relationship is stronger when leadership self-efficacy is higher.

Methods

Subjects and procedures

The research hypotheses derived in this study were tested using two-wave data collection
from three data sources in a leading bank holding company which was the largest bank
holding company in Taiwan. Sales teams were investigated in this study because previous
research has suggested leadership be a major issue of sales teams (Weitz & Bradford, 1999;
Wong et al., 2015). To enhance the participants’ willingness to fill out research question-
naires, this study conducted its field survey anonymously. We also assured the participants
that data collected from them would be used only for aggregated statistical analyses and any
individuals’ response would not be disclosed.

To successfully obtain the team-level data, this study prepared one set of survey instru-
ment for each team. More specifically, every large envelope contained five small envelops
with questionnaires inside for each team. In the large envelope, four small envelops marked
‘Member’ were randomly provided to team members and one small envelop marked
‘Leader’ was provided to the team leader. Every small envelope would be sealed with
double-sided tape after its inside questionnaires were filled out by a participant. After all
the five small envelopes from the same team were collected and put back to the large envel-
ope they belonged to, the large envelope was then sealed and delivered to the researchers of
this study.

Total Quality Management & Business Excellence 5



Of the 500 questionnaires distributed to 100 teams (i.e. four questionnaires for members
individually each team and one questionnaire for their leader), a total of 352 usable ques-
tionnaires from 73 teams were returned (i.e. 73 questionnaires from leaders and 279 ques-
tionnaires from members). A total of 73 team leaders included 32 male leaders (43.84%), 38
leaders at the age of 40 or older (52.05%), and 46 leaders with job experience of 10 years or
above (63.01%). At the same time, a total of 279 team members included 98 male members
(35.13%), 107 members at the age of 40 or older (38.35%), and 131 members with job
experience of 10 years or above (46.95%).

Measures

The variables in this study were measured using 5-point Likert scales refined from previous
literature (see Appendix A). Content validity of the scales was assessed by three manage-
ment researchers in academia. Before its actual field survey, this study used firstly a focus
group of industry practitioners and secondly a pilot survey to ensure the readability and
reliability of the scales (e.g. Bhattacherjee & Lin, 2015; He et al., 2014). The pilot
survey data, conducted with a sample of working professionals excluded from the sub-
sequent actual survey, was analyzed using exploratory factor analysis. The items with
poor loadings or cross-loadings in the pilot test were removed from the questionnaire.

In the first-wave data collection, participants were invited voluntarily to take part in the
field survey. Team members measured autocratic leadership, considerate leaderships, and
politics, while team leaders measured leadership self-efficacy, team reflexivity, and
social desirability. Three months later, this study conducted the second-wave data collec-
tion by obtaining team performance data from the department of human resource manage-
ment (HRM), which objectively rated each team based on its sales completion rate.

Two important precautionary measures in this study were used to alleviate the threat of
common method variances (CMV). First, social desirability that could generate biases in
self-reported investigations (Williamson et al., 2002) was taken into account as a control
variable in this study. Second, data collection from three different sources at two different
points of time (i.e. team members at Time 1, leaders at Time 1, and the HRM department
evaluating team performance evaluation at Time 2) can substantially mitigate the threat of
CMV. To sum up, the precautionary measures adopted by this study were much more
powerful and effective than any post-hoc statistical remedies used for assessing CMV
(Lin et al., 2012; Lindell & Whitney, 2001; Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). Indeed, preventing
CMV actually counts on data collection from different sources (as a precautionary measure)
rather than simply the use of statistical remedies for detecting CMV afterward.

Data analysis

This study conducted data analyses with the following steps. First, data were analyzed using
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to assess reliability and validity. Second, intraclass cor-
relations were verified to support the aggregation of responses to form the team-level data.
Finally, team-level hierarchical moderated regression analysis was performed to test
hypotheses. Empirical test results of this study were presented next.

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)

Data from team leaders and those from team members were analyzed respectively by con-
firmatory factor analysis. The test results (see Tables 1 and 2) exhibited that goodness-of-fit
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indices of CFA met the required rule-of-thumb levels of acceptance. Specifically, the
figures of NFI, NNFI, CFI, and Bollen Non-normed Index Delta2 were all larger than
0.9, supporting good fit (e.g. Cole & Chancellor, 2009). The RMR was smaller than
0.05, suggesting good fit. In summary, these goodness-of-fit indices met the basic criteria
for a good model (Jaramillo et al., 2006). In addition, convergent validity was supported
according to three criteria below (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). First, all factor loadings
were statistically significant at p < 0.001 (see Tables 1 and 2). Second, the average variance
extracted (AVE) of each variable exceeded 0.50. Third, the reliability of each variable
exceeded 0.80.

Discriminant validity was confirmed by chi-square difference tests. Since the chi-square
difference statistics for all pairs of constructs in this study met the overall significance level
to 0.01 or lower (see Tables 3 and 4), consequently supporting discriminant validity.
Overall, the statistical test results indicated that measurement instruments used by this
study were methodologically adequate.

Figure 1. Conceptual model.

Table 1. Confirmatory factor analysis of the data from team leaders (N1 = 73).

Construct Indicators Standardized loading AVE Cronbach’s α

Team reflexivity CR1 0.92 (t = 9.93) 0.77 0.93
CR2 0.87 (t = 9.02)
CR3 0.92 (t = 9.92)
CR4 0.80 (t = 8.02)

Leadership self-efficacy SE1 0.83 (t = 8.44) 0.72 0.93
SE2 0.80 (t = 8.07)
SE3 0.80 (t = 7.97)
SE4 0.93 (t = 10.24)
SE5 0.90 (t = 9.60)

Goodness-of-fit indices: χ226 = 54.66 (p < 0.001); NNFI = 0.93; NFI = 0.91; CFI = 0.95; RMR = 0.05; Bollen Non-
normed Index Delta2 = 0.95.
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Table 2. Confirmatory factor analysis of the data from team members (N2 = 279).

Construct Indicators Standardized loading AVE Cronbach’s α

Autocratic leadership AL1 0.93 (t = 20.50) 0.84 0.96
AL2 0.91 (t = 19.74)
AL3 0.93 (t = 20.59)
AL4 0.91 (t = 19.61)
AL5 0.91 (t = 19.82)

Considerate leadership CL1 0.90 (t = 19.35) 0.81 0.95
CL2 0.93 (t = 20.55)
CL3 0.91 (t = 19.87)
CL4 0.92 (t = 20.02)
CL5 0.86 (t = 18.04)

Politics PO1 0.90 (t = 19.12) 0.81 0.93
PO2 0.93 (t = 20.15)
PO3 0.88 (t = 18.60)

Goodness-of-fit indices: χ262 = 249.41 (p < 0.001); NNFI = 0.94; NFI = 0.94; CFI = 0.95; RMR = 0.03; Bollen
Non-normed Index Delta2 = 0.95.

Table 3. Chi-square difference tests on the data from team leaders (N1 = 73).

Construct pair

χ226 = 54.66 (unconstrained model)

χ227 (constrained model) χ2 difference

(Team reflexivity, Leadership self-efficacy) 178.36*** 123.70

***Significant at the 0.001 overall significance level by using the Bonferroni method.

Table 4. Chi-square difference tests on the data from team members (N2 = 279).

Construct pair

χ262 = 249.41 (unconstrained model)

χ263 (constrained model) χ2 difference

(Autocratic leadership, Considerate leadership) 1451.59*** 1202.18
(Autocratic leadership, Politics) 580.80*** 331.39
(Considerate leadership, Politics) 849.65*** 600.24

***Significant at the 0.001 overall significance level by using the Bonferroni method.

Table 5. Inter-rater reliability.

Construct ICC1 ICC2 rwg

Autocratic leadership 0.40 0.72 0.88
Considerate leadership 0.49 0.78 0.96
Politics 0.27 0.59 0.78

Note 1: The ICC1 values were close to or larger than the recommended level of 0.12 (James, 1982).
Note 2: The ICC2 values were close to or larger than the recommended level of 0.60 (Baruch & Lin, 2012).
Note 3: The rwg values were close to or larger than the recommended level of 0.70 (James et al., 1984).
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Results

After the data aggregation of this study was performed and statistically justified (see
Table 5), team-level data were analyzed with hierarchical moderated regression analysis
to test the hypotheses of this study. To reduce unpredictable biases caused by leaders’
traits, this study included major control variables such as their gender, age, experience,
tenure, and social desirability. Table 6 demonstrated hierarchical regression models (i.e.
Models 1-5) and their test results. Models 1–3 were used to show the indirect effects of lea-
dership via the mediation of team reflexivity, while Models 4 and 5 were used to assess the
moderation of politics and leadership self-efficacy.

In Table 6, this study first included team reflexivity with six control variables in Model 1
to explain team performance, revealing that team reflexivity significantly related to team

Table 6. Team-level hierarchical regression analysis.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Team

performance
Team

performance
Team

reflexivity
Team

reflexivity
Team

reflexivity

Control variables:
Gender of the leader
(M/F)

0.08 0.07 −0.01 0.14 −0.10

Age of the leader
(years)

0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 −0.01

Experience of the
leader in industry
(years)

−0.01 −0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01

Tenure of the leader
in the team (years)

−0.01 −0.01 0.01 0.01 −0.01

Social desirability −0.06 −0.06 0.23 0.19 0.07
Mediator:

Team reflexivity 0.22* 0.24*
Antecedents:

Autocratic
leadership

−0.04 0.09 −0.46 −1.33*

Considerate
leadership

−0.04 0.61** −0.20 −1.91**

Moderators:
Politics −2.44*
Leadership self-
efficacy

−2.73**

Interaction terms:
Politics * Autocratic
leadership

0.33*

Politics *
Considerate
leadership

0.28

Leadership self-
efficacy * Autocratic
leadership

0.35*

Leadership self-
efficacy *
Considerate
leadership

0.62**

Adj R2 0.02 0.02 0.38 0.58 0.58

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01.
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performance with the positive coefficient of 0.22 (p < 0.05). Note that including these
control variables was helpful for accurately assessing the influence of proposed research
factors on team performance by eliminating the unexpected influence of leader demo-
graphics. For example, previous research found that performance would be influenced by
leader gender (e.g. Lemoine & Blum, 2019) which was thus controlled in this study. In
Model 2, autocratic leadership and considerate leadership were added along with team
reflexivity together to explain team performance. The test result showed that the significant
effect of team reflexivity remained significant but autocratic leadership and considerate lea-
dership both insignificantly related to team performance (i.e. both leadership styles did not
have a direct effect on team performance). The analysis in Model 2 was presented to confirm
the full mediation of team reflexivity. Literature indicated that if the mediating variable (i.e.
team reflexivity) was a full mediator instead of a partial mediator, then the association
between the antecedents (i.e. autocratic leadership and considerate leadership) and their
outcome (i.e. team performance) should be insignificant given the significance of the
mediator (i.e. team reflexivity) in the same model. In this study, the full mediation of
team reflexivity was supported in the test result of Model 2. In other words, the effects of
autocratic leadership and considerate leadership were insignificant when the significance
of team reflexivity existed in the same model. This phenomenon suggested that team reflex-
ivity was indeed a key mediator that fully mediated the indirect relationship between team
performance and its antecedents. In Model 3, this study included autocratic leadership
and considerate leadership to explain team reflexivity. Autocratic leadership insignificantly
related to team reflexivity, but considerate leadership significantly related to team reflexivity
with the positive coefficient of 0.61 (p < 0.01). In summary of the test results of Models 1-3,
team reflexivity did not mediate the relationship between autocratic leadership and team per-
formance (H1 was not supported), but team reflexivity significantly mediated the positive
relationship between considerate leadership and team performance (H2 was supported).

In Model 4, politics and its interactions with autocratic leadership and considerate lea-
dership were added to explain team reflexivity. The test results showed that politics mod-
erated the relationship between autocratic leadership and team reflexivity with the positive
coefficient of 0.33 (p < 0.05) (H3 was supported) but did not moderate the relationship
between considerate leadership and team reflexivity (H4 was not supported). In Model 5,
leadership self-efficacy and its interactions with autocratic leadership and considerate lea-
dership were added to explain team reflexivity. The test results showed that leadership self-

Table 7. Empirical results of hypotheses.

Hypotheses Results

H1: Team reflexivity mediates the negative relationship between autocratic leadership
and team performance.

Not
supported

H2: Team reflexivity mediates the positive relationship between considerate
leadership and team performance.

Supported

H3: Politics positively moderates the relationship between autocratic leadership and
team reflexivity.

Supported

H4: Politics positively moderates the relationship between considerate leadership and
team reflexivity.

Not
supported

H5: Leadership self-efficacy positively moderates the relationship between autocratic
leadership and team reflexivity.

Supported

H6: Leadership self-efficacy positively moderates the relationship between
considerate leadership and team reflexivity.

Supported
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efficacy moderated the relationships between autocratic leadership and team reflexivity
with the positive coefficient of 0.35 (p < 0.05) (H5 was supported) and between considerate
leadership and team reflexivity with the positive coefficient of 0.62 (p < 0.01) (H6 was sup-
ported). Table 7 summarised the empirical results of hypotheses.

Discussion

This study empirically finds how team reflexivity plays a key mediating role in the devel-
opment of team performance. A majority of research has linked various leadership styles (e.
g. transformational leadership, servant leadership) to team performance (e.g. Chiniara &
Bentein, 2018; Sun et al., 2014) but has rarely examined how team reflexivity mediates
the relationship between our proposed leadership styles and team performance. In addition,
this study clarifies the relationship between leadership styles and team reflexivity in depth
by assessing the moderation of politics and leadership efficacy. Based on its empirical find-
ings, this study presents the theoretical and managerial implications in the followings.

Theoretical implications

This study has two major theoretical implications. First, this study conceptualised two dis-
tinct kinds of leadership as major determinants of team performance from the perspective of
team reflexivity. Such a theoretical conceptualisation built upon leadership not only broad-
ens the boundary of team reflexivity beyond the literature that considers team reflexivity as
an antecedent for team outcomes (e.g. Schippers et al., 2015) but also shows the practical
status quo of leadership in a team. Understanding these two leadership styles contributes to
leadership theories (e.g. Amanchukwu et al., 2015) regarding how to go a long way towards
fine-tuning team reflexivity. The literature has argued that there exists no single type of lea-
dership that can completely influence employees’ performance and creativity (Rosing et al.,
2011), and thus a combination of two complementary leadership styles in this study helps
explain a major proportion of variance in team performance (Zacher et al., 2016). The
finding of this study regarding considerate leadership corroborates the leadership theory
of consideration in which consideration is linked to follower motivation and group perform-
ance (Judge et al., 2004). Specifically, this study provides additional evidence for theory on
considerate leadership that facilitates the development of followers’ competencies by
inspiring their discretion to learn and introspect (Schweitzer, 2014).

Second, this research incorporated the self-efficacy aspect of social cognitive theory into
the framework of team performance in team reflexivity theory. Specifically, this study
theorised and validated leadership self-efficacy as amoderator between autocratic leadership
and team reflexivity and between considerate leadership and team reflexivity. Analogous
with the theoretical framework of Kauppila et al. (2018), our findings support nomological
justifications that leadership self-efficacy can interact with other factors to facilitate positive
workplace outcomes in the organisations. Besides, our rationales regarding themoderation of
leadership self-efficacy are compatible with prior theoretical discussion about leadership
self-efficacy as a moderator to stereotype activation in the literature (Hoyt, 2005). In con-
clusion, this study offers valuable insights into how leadership self-efficacy exerts positive
moderation in the formation of team reflexivity. The finding of this study regarding leader-
ship self-efficacy corroborates the cascading or diffusion mechanism of leadership self-effi-
cacy in social networks (Balkundi &Kilduff, 2006). That is, a highly efficacious team leader
is likely to create similarly higher levels of efficacy among their team followers through cas-
cading effects across social network linkages (Hannah et al., 2008).

Total Quality Management & Business Excellence 11



Managerial implications

This work introduces useful managerial implications for teaming practices. Its finding
regarding the positive influence of considerate leadership on team reflexivity indicates
that management trainees (i.e. candidates of team leaders) should learn to express
concern and respect for team members, watch out for their welfare, and show support
and appreciation (i.e. strong considerate leadership) so as to inspire team reflexivity. There-
fore, the leadership learning interventions of behaviour modelling in clinical psychology
should be implemented to produce positive change of considerate leadership. After all,
many leadership skills can be taught, and thus to some extent the perspectives of consider-
ate leadership can be appropriately developed and strengthened through effective training
and education (e.g. Doh, 2003).

Team leaders should learn that team performance is directly motivated by team reflex-
ivity. Without periodically measuring the degree of team reflexivity, team leaders may act
blindly to pursue trendy management strategies while ignoring the decline of team reflex-
ivity. In a case of weak team reflexivity, team leaders are unlikely to make good use of their
resources in teaming contexts for improving team performance. For that reason, team
reflexivity can serve as a check point of ongoing teamwork and should be regularly pro-
moted as a prioritized issue in a team. Team leaders should act as active considerate
leaders to inspire team members’ reflexivity in their coordinated competencies, conse-
quently increasing team performance.

This study highlights the role of politics as a contextual variable moderating the
relationship between autocratic leadership and team performance. As politics cannot help
provide team members with a clear sense of how they deal with each other and may distract
their attention in teamwork, autocratic leadership can come to a rescue for positively motiv-
ating the team members to stay focused on achieving team goals. Therefore, when politics
strongly prevails in a team, team leaders may appropriately use autocratic leadership to
clearly guide team members who may be confused by politics. By demonstrating autocratic
leadership, team leaders are likely to help team members conserve cognitive resources and
mental effort to accomplish teamwork without having to invest much psychological effort
on within-team political judgment.

The finding of this study regarding the significant moderation of leadership self-efficacy
suggests that leadership self-efficacy is a vital accelerator that can positively leverage the
weights of both autocratic leadership and considerate leadership for the improvement of
team reflexivity. A team leader with weak leadership self-efficacy is just like a ship
without a rudder, drifting aimlessly. Such a leader is unlikely to guide team members
(Van Swol & Sniezek, 2005; Zarnoth & Sniezek, 1997) and be viewed as reliable and com-
petent (Sah et al., 2013). As a result, the effect of autocratic leadership and considerate lea-
dership on team reflexivity cannot be enhanced by such a leader. To strengthen leadership
self-efficacy, leadership development programmes designed for a leader should be
implemented by identifying barriers the leader encounters and providing proper support
to help overcome the barriers successfully. After having more experiences of tackling dif-
ficulties and being successful, the leader’s self-efficacy is strengthened.

In summary, this study shows how leadership is critical for team performance. We have
demonstrated a major issue concerning two emerging leadership styles that deserve the
close attention of practitioners and scholars interested in group dynamics and team manage-
ment. Note that team performance cannot be arbitrarily enhanced by an immediate decree of
management strategy, but rather it is likely achieved after proper leadership is demonstrated
at the right time by taking into account politics and leadership self-efficacy. By learning
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these two different kinds of leadership styles simultaneously, team leaders are able to tailor
a variety of teamwork rules or tactics to promote team reflexivity so as to increase team
performance.

Limitations and future research

This study has two noticeable limitations. The first limitation is its generalizability, due to
the highly delimited nature of the sample firm from banking industry in Taiwan. The theor-
etical inferences drawn from such a sample and their empirical results may not be fully gen-
eralisable to team workers from high-tech industry or manufacturing industry fromWestern
countries. Second, due to its theoretical foundation based on team reflexivity theory and
social cognitive theory, this study did not address economic or cultural variables (e.g.
moral hazard, uncertainty avoidance, masculinity, and so on) for justifying team perform-
ance. To sum up, future researchers can investigate a variety of work teams across different
industries and countries, add to current knowledge by bridging multiple theories (e.g. coo-
petition theory, social exchange theory, social identification theory) and observing team
workers and leaders longitudinally so that the genuine effects of leadership on team reflex-
ivity and team performance can be accurately estimated.

Conclusion

This study aims to examine how and through what mediating and moderating mechanisms
both autocratic leadership and considerate leadership influence the development of team
performance. The empirical team-level analyses in this study reveal that team reflexivity
mediates the positive association between considerate leadership and team performance.
Politics positively moderates the association between autocratic leadership and team reflex-
ivity. Leadership self-efficacy positively moderates the associations between autocratic lea-
dership and team reflexivity and between considerate leadership and team reflexivity. By
learning and understanding the findings and implications of this study, scholars and prac-
titioners will be able to effectively leverage leadership styles, politics, and leadership self-
efficacy to achieve team performance goals.

Acknowledgment
This study was supported by Ministry of Science and Technology, Taiwan.

Disclosure statement
No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Funding
This study was supported by Ministry of Science and Technology, Taiwan.

References

Agrawal, K. (2013). Emotional intelligence and organizational politics-an overview. International
Journal of Business Management & Research, 3(3), 101–110.

Ahmad, S., & Saidalavi, K. (2018). Sales leadership styles and sales performance. Journal of
Marketing Vistas, 8(1), 90–101.

Total Quality Management & Business Excellence 13



Amanchukwu, R. N., Stanley, G. J., & Ololube, N. P. (2015). A review of leadership theories, prin-
ciples and styles and their relevance to educational management. Management, 5(1), 6–14.
https://doi.org/10.5923/j.mm.20150501.02

Anderson, D. W., Krajewski, H. T., Goffin, R. D., & Jackson, D. N. (2008). A leadership self-efficacy
taxonomy and its relation to effective leadership. The Leadership Quarterly, 19(5), 595–608.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2008.07.003

Antonakis, J., Schriesheim, C. A., Donovan, J. A., Gopalakrishna-Pillai, K., Pellegrini, E. K., &
Rossomme, J. L. (2004). Methods for studying leadership. In J. Antonakis, A. R. Cianciolo,
& R. J. Sternberg (Eds.), The nature of leadership (pp. 48–70). Sage.

Awamleh, R., Evans, J., & Mahate, A. (2005). A test of transformational and transactional leadership
styles on employees’ satisfaction and performance in the UAE banking sector. Journal of
Comparative International Management, 8(1), 3–19.

Baig, S. A., Iqbal, S., Abrar, M., Baig, I. A., Amjad, F., Zia-ur-Rehman, M., & Awan, M. U. (2019).
Impact of leadership styles on employees’ performance with moderating role of positive
psychological capital. Total Quality Management & Business Excellence, https://doi.org/10.
1080/14783363.2019.1665011

Balkundi, P., & Kilduff, M. (2006). The ties that lead: A social network approach to leadership. The
Leadership Quarterly, 17(4), 419–439. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2006.01.001

Bandura, A. (1977). Social learning theory. Prentice-Hall.
Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. Freeman.
Baruch, Y., & Lin, C. P. (2012). All for one, one for all: Coopetition and virtual team performance.

Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 79(6), 1155–1168. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
techfore.2012.01.008

Belias, D., & Koustelios, A. (2015). Leadership style, job satisfaction and organizational culture in the
Greek banking organization. Journal of Management Research, 15(2), 101–110.

Bhattacherjee, A., & Lin, C. P. (2015). A unified model of IT continuance: Three complementary per-
spectives and crossover effects. European Journal of Information Systems, 24(4), 364–373.
https://doi.org/10.1057/ejis.2013.36

Bhatti, N., Maitlo, G. M., Shaikh, N., Hashmi, M. A., & Shaikh, F. M. (2012). The impact of auto-
cratic and democratic leadership style on job satisfaction. International Business Research, 5
(2), 192–201. https://doi.org/10.5539/ibr.v5n2p192

Brown, T., Williams, B., & Jolliffe, L. (2014). Leadership style preference of undergraduate occu-
pational therapy students in Australia. Hong Kong Journal of Occupational Therapy, 24(1),
35–42. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hkjot.2014.04.002

Chiniara, M., & Bentein, K. (2018). The servant leadership advantage: When perceiving low differ-
entiation in leader-member relationship quality influences team cohesion, team task perform-
ance and service OCB. The Leadership Quarterly, 29(2), 333–345. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
leaqua.2017.05.002

Chiu, C. K., Joe, S. W., Lin, C. P., Wu, T. Y., & Yen, P. H. (2018). Being an excellent team:
Understanding how politics influence team performance. Total Quality Management &
Business Excellence, 29(3/4), 365–386. https://doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2016.1189823

Cole, S. T., & Chancellor, H. C. (2009). Examining the festival attributes that impact visitor experi-
ence, satisfaction and re-visit intention. Journal of Vacation Marketing, 15(4), 323–333.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1356766709335831

Day, G. S., & Wensley, R. (1988). Assessing advantage: A framework for diagnosing competitive
superiority. Journal of Marketing, 52(2), 1–20. https://doi.org/10.1177/002224298805200201

De Cremer, D. (2007). Emotional effects of distributive justice as a function of autocratic leader be-
havior. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 37(6), 1385–1404. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.
1559-1816.2007.00217.x

De Cremer, D., van Dijke, M., & Bos, A. (2004). Distributive justice moderating the effects of self-
sacrificial leadership. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 25(5), 466–475.
https://doi.org/10.1108/01437730410544773

De Hoogh, A. H., Greer, L. L., & Den Hartog, D. N. (2015). Diabolical dictators or capable comman-
ders? An investigation of the differential effects of autocratic leadership on team performance.
The Leadership Quarterly, 26(5), 687–701. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2015.01.001

De Jong, B. A., & Elfring, T. (2010). How does trust affect the performance of ongoing teams? The
mediating role of reflexivity, monitoring, and effort. Academy of Management Journal, 53(3),
535–549. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.51468649

14 C.-P. Lin et al.

https://doi.org/10.5923/j.mm.20150501.02
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2008.07.003
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2019.1665011
https://doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2019.1665011
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2006.01.001
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2012.01.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2012.01.008
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1057/ejis.2013.36
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.5539/ibr.v5n2p192
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hkjot.2014.04.002
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2017.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2017.05.002
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2016.1189823
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1177/1356766709335831
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224298805200201
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2007.00217.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2007.00217.x
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1108/01437730410544773
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2015.01.001
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.51468649


Doh, J. P. (2003). Can leadership be taught? Perspectives from management educators. Academy of
Management Learning & Education, 2(1), 54–67. https://doi.org/10.5465/amle.2003.9324025

Dorfman, P., Javidan, M., Hanges, P., Dastmalchian, A., & House, R. (2012). GLOBE: A twenty year
journey into the intriguing world of culture and leadership. Journal of World Business, 47(4),
504–518. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2012.01.004

Dulcic, Z., & Raguz, I. V. (2006, June). The leadership styles in hospitality industry in Dubrovnik-
neretvian county. In An enterprise odyssey. international conference proceedings (pp. 1162–
1174). University of Zagreb, Faculty of Economics and Business.

Ferris, G. R., & Kacmar, K. M. (1992). Perceptions of organizational politics. Journal of
Management, 18(1), 93–116. https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639201800107

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable vari-
ables and measurement error. Journal of Marketing Research, 18(1), 39–50. https://doi.org/10.
1177/002224378101800104

Glasø, L., Skogstad, A., Notelaers, G., & Einarsen, S. (2018). Leadership, affect and outcomes:
Symmetrical and asymmetrical relationships. Leadership & Organization Development
Journal, 39(1), 51–65. https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-08-2016-0194

Hannah, S. T., Avolio, B. J., Luthans, F., & Harms, P. D. (2008). Leadership efficacy: Review and
future directions. The Leadership Quarterly, 19(6), 669–692. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
leaqua.2008.09.007

Harris, L. C., & Ogbonna, E. (2001). Leadership style and market orientation: An empirical study.
European Journal of Marketing, 35(5/6), 744–764. https://doi.org/10.1108/03090560110
388196

He, H., Baruch, Y., & Lin, C. P. (2014). Modeling team knowledge sharing and team flexibility: The
role of within-team competition. Human Relations, 67(8), 947–978. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0018726713508797

Hirst, G., Mann, L., Bain, P., Pirola-Merlo, A., & Richver, A. (2004). Learning to lead: The devel-
opment and testing of a model of leadership learning. The Leadership Quarterly, 15(3),
311–327. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2004.02.011

Homan, A. C., & Greer, L. L. (2013). Considering diversity: The positive effects of considerate lea-
dership in diverse teams. Group Processes and Intergroup Relations, 16(1), 105–125. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1368430212437798

Hoozée, S., & Bruggeman, W. (2010). Identifying operational improvements during the design
process of a time-driven ABC system: The role of collective worker participation and leader-
ship style. Management Accounting Research, 21(3), 185–198. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mar.
2010.01.003

Hoyt, C. L. (2005). The role of leadership efficacy and stereotype activation in women’s identification
with leadership. Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 11(4), 2–14. https://doi.org/
10.1177/107179190501100401

Humphrey, A. (2012). Transformational leadership and organizational citizenship behaviors: The role
of organizational identification. The Psychologist-Manager Journal, 15(4), 247–268. https://
doi.org/10.1080/10887156.2012.731831

James, L. R. (1982). Aggregation bias in estimates of perceptual agreement. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 67(2), 219–229. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.67.2.219

James, L. R., Demaree, R. G., & Wolf, G. (1984). Estimating within-group interrater reliability with
and without response bias. Journal of Applied Psychology, 69(1), 85–98. https://doi.org/10.
1037/0021-9010.69.1.85

Jamil, A., & Naseer, S. (2011). Percieved organizational politics as a moderator in leadership-
outcome relationship. Proceedings of the 55th Annual Meeting of the ISSS, September
2011, Hull, UK (Vol. 55, No. 1, pp. 1–15), July 17–22.

Janssen, O., & Van Yperen, N. W. (2004). Employees’ goal orientations, the quality of leader-
member exchange, and the outcomes of job performance and job satisfaction. Academy of
Management Journal, 47(3), 368–384. https://doi.org/10.5465/20159587

Jaramillo, F., Mulki, J. P., & Solomon, P. (2006). The role of ethical climate on salesperson’s role
stress, job attitudes, turnover intention, and job performance. Journal of Personal Selling &
Sales Management, 26(3), 271–282. https://doi.org/10.2753/PSS0885-3134260302

Judge, T. A., Piccolo, R. F., & Ilies, R. (2004). The forgotten ones? The validity of consideration and
initiating structure in leadership research. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89(1), 36–51. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.1.36

Total Quality Management & Business Excellence 15

https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.5465/amle.2003.9324025
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2012.01.004
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639201800107
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800104
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800104
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-08-2016-0194
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2008.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2008.09.007
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1108/03090560110388196
https://doi.org/10.1108/03090560110388196
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726713508797
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726713508797
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2004.02.011
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430212437798
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mar.2010.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mar.2010.01.003
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1177/107179190501100401
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1080/10887156.2012.731831
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.67.2.219
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.69.1.85
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.69.1.85
https://doi.org/10.5465/20159587
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.2753/PSS0885-3134260302
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.1.36


Kacmar, K. M., Bachrach, D. G., Harris, K. J., & Zivnuska, S. (2011). Fostering good citizenship
through ethical leadership: Exploring the moderating role of gender and organizational politics.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 96(3), 633–642. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021872

Kakar, A. K. (2016). Enhancing reflexivity in software development teams: Should we focus on
autonomy or interdependence? Journal of Information Technology Theory and Application,
17(3), 5–23.

Kane, T. D., Zaccaro, S. J., Tremble Jr., T. T., & Masuda, A. D. (2002). An examination of the
leader’s regulation of groups. Small Group Research, 33(1), 65–120. https://doi.org/10.
1177/104649640203300103

Kauppila, O. P., Ehrnrooth, M., Makela, K., Smale, A., Sumelius, J., & Vuorenmaa, H. (2018, July).
Serving to help and helping to serve: Employee reactions to HR manager servant leadership.
Academy of management proceedings, Briarcliff Manor, NY, Academy of Management, (Vol.
2018, No. 1, p. 14885), August 10–14.

Kenis, I. (1977). A cross-cultural study of personality and leadership. Group & Organization Studies,
2(1), 49–60. https://doi.org/10.1177/105960117700200107

Keshavarz, A., Rezei-Dizgah, M., & Chirani, I. (2013). Investigating the relationship between trans-
formational leadership and team effectiveness in the bank branches of Guilan province-Iran.
Journal of American Science, 9(2), 12–22.

Khuong, M. N., & Hoang, D. T. (2015). The effects of leadership styles on employee motivation in
auditing companies in Ho Chi Minh City, Vietnam. International Journal of Trade, Economics
and Finance, 6(4), 210–217. https://doi.org/10.7763/IJTEF.2015.V6.471

Kingshott, B. F. (2006). The role of management and leadership within the context of police service
delivery. Criminal Justice Studies, 19(2), 121–137. https://doi.org/10.1080/14786010600
764500

Kohlmeyer, J. M., III, Mahenthiran, S., Parker, R. J., & Sincich, T. (2014). Leadership, budget par-
ticipation, budgetary fairness, and organizational commitment. In Advances in accounting be-
havioral research (Vol. 17, pp. 95–118). Emerald Group Publishing Limited. https://doi.org/
10.1108/S1475-148820140000017003

Larsson, J. (2017). Healthy and effective leadership behaviour through a leadership development pro-
gramme. Total Quality Management & Business Excellence, 28(13/14), 1617–1631. https://
doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2016.1216310

Laureani, A., & Antony, J. (2019). Leadership and lean six sigma: A systematic literature review.
Total Quality Management & Business Excellence, 30(1-2), 53–81. https://doi.org/10.1080/
14783363.2017.1288565

Lemoine, G. J., & Blum, T. C. (2019). Servant leadership, leader gender, and team gender role:
Testing a female advantage in a cascading model of performance. Personnel Psychology,
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12379

Lin, C.-P. (2017). Exploring career commitment and turnover intention of high-tech personnel: A
socio-cognitive perspective. International Journal of Human Resource Management, https://
doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2017.1380061

Lin, C. P., Baruch, Y., & Shih, W. C. (2012). Corporate social responsibility and team performance:
The mediating role of team efficacy and team self-esteem. Journal of Business Ethics, 108(2),
167–180. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-1068-6

Lin, C.-P., Liu, C.-M., Liu, N.-T., & Huang, H.-T. (2018). Being excellent teams: Managing innova-
tive climate, politics, and team performance. Total Quality Management & Business
Excellence, https://doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2018.1427503

Lin, C.-P., Wang, C.-C., Chen, S.-C., & Chen, J.-Y. (2019). Modeling leadership and team perform-
ance: The mediation of collective efficacy and the moderation of team justice. Personnel
Review, 48(2), 471–491. https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-10-2017-0313

Lindell, M. K., & Whitney, D. J. (2001). Accounting for common method variance in cross-sectional
research designs. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(1), 114–121. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0021-9010.86.1.114

Lyubovnikova, J., Legood, A., Turner, N., & Mamakouka, A. (2017). How authentic leadership influ-
ences team performance: The mediating role of team reflexivity. Journal of Business Ethics,
141(1), 59–70. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2692-3

Mekpor, B., & Dartey-Baah, K. (2017). Leadership styles and employees’ voluntary work behaviors
in the Ghanaian banking sector. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 38(1), 74–
88. https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-09-2015-0207

16 C.-P. Lin et al.

https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021872
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1177/104649640203300103
https://doi.org/10.1177/104649640203300103
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1177/105960117700200107
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.7763/IJTEF.2015.V6.471
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1080/14786010600764500
https://doi.org/10.1080/14786010600764500
https://doi.org/10.1108/S1475-148820140000017003
https://doi.org/10.1108/S1475-148820140000017003
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2016.1216310
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2017.1288565
https://doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2017.1288565
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12379
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2017.1380061
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-1068-6
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2018.1427503
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-10-2017-0313
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.1.114
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.1.114
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2692-3
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-09-2015-0207


Mulki, J. P., Jaramillo, J. F., & Locander, W. B. (2009). Critical role of leadership on ethical climate
and salesperson behaviors. Journal of Business Ethics, 86(2), 125–141. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s10551-008-9839-4

Ng, K. Y., Ang, S., & Chan, K. Y. (2008). Personality and leader effectiveness: A moderated
mediation model of leadership self-efficacy, job demands, and job autonomy. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 93(4), 733–743. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.4.733

Njue, N. K., Waiganjo, E. W., & Kihoro, J. M. (2017). Delegation practice as a factor influencing
performance of microfinance institutions in KENYA. International Journal of Economics,
Commerce and Management, 5(6), 288–297.

Podsakoff, P. M., & Organ, D. W. (1986). Self-reports in organizational research: Problems and pro-
spects. Journal of Management, 12(4), 531–544. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206386012
00408

Poon, J. M. L. (2003). Situational antecedents and outcomes of organizational politics perceptions.
Journal of Managerial Psychology, 18(2), 138–155. https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940310
465036

Rast IIID. E., Hogg, M. A., & Giessner, S. R. (2013). Self-uncertainty and support for autocratic lea-
dership. Self and Identity, 12(6), 635–649. https://doi.org/10.1080/15298868.2012.718864

Rosch, D. M., Collier, D. A., & Zehr, S. M. (2014). Self-vs.-teammate assessment of leadership com-
petence: The effects of gender, leadership self-efficacy, and motivation to lead. Journal of
Leadership Education, 13(2), 96–124. https://doi.org/10.12806/V13/I2/R5

Rosing, K., Frese, M., & Bausch, A. (2011). Explaining the heterogeneity of the leadership-inno-
vation relationship: Ambidextrous leadership. The Leadership Quarterly, 22(5), 956–974.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2011.07.014

Rowold, J. (2011). Relationship between leadership behaviors and performance: The moderating role
of a work team’s level of age, gender, and cultural heterogeneity. Leadership & Organization
Development Journal, 32(6), 628–647. https://doi.org/10.1108/01437731111161094

Sah, S., Moore, D. A., & MacCoun, R. J. (2013). Cheap talk and credibility: The consequences of
confidence and accuracy on advisor credibility and persuasiveness. Organizational Behavior
and Human Decision Processes, 121(2), 246–255. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2013.02.
001

Schippers, M. C., Den Hartog, D. N., & Koopman, P. L. (2001). Reflexivity in teams: The relation
with trust, group potency, team leadership, and performance in work teams. Academy of man-
agement proceedings, Washington, DC, August 8–10.

Schippers, M. C., Den Hartog, D. N., Koopman, P. L., & van Knippenberg, D. (2008). The role of
transformational leadership in enhancing team reflexivity. Human Relations, 61(11), 1593–
1616. https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726708096639

Schippers, M. C., West, M. A., & Dawson, J. F. (2015). Team reflexivity and innovation: The mod-
erating role of team context. Journal of Management, 41(3), 769–788. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0149206312441210

Schweitzer, J. (2014). Leadership and innovation capability development in strategic alliances.
Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 35(5), 442–469. https://doi.org/10.1108/
LODJ-01-12-0001

Stewart, G. L., &Manz, C. C. (1995). Leadership for self-managing work teams: A typology and inte-
grative model. Human Relations, 48(7), 747–770. https://doi.org/10.1177/001872679504800
702

Sun, W., Xu, A., & Shang, Y. (2014). Transformational leadership, team climate, and team perform-
ance within the NPD team: Evidence from China. Asia Pacific Journal of Management, 31(1),
127–147. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-012-9327-3

Teoman, S., & Ulengin, F. (2018). The impact of management leadership on quality performance
throughout a supply chain: An empirical study. Total Quality Management & Business
Excellence, 29(11-12), 1427–1451. https://doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2016.1266244

van Ginkel, W., Tindale, R. S., & van Knippenberg, D. (2009). Team reflexivity, development of
shared task representations, and the use of distributed information in group decision making.
Group Dynamics: Theory, Research, and Practice, 13(4), 265–280. https://doi.org/10.1037/
a0016045

Van Swol, L. M., & Sniezek, J. A. (2005). Factors affecting the acceptance of expert advice. British
Journal of Social Psychology, 44(3), 443–461. https://doi.org/10.1348/014466604X17092

Total Quality Management & Business Excellence 17

https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-008-9839-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-008-9839-4
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.4.733
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920638601200408
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920638601200408
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940310465036
https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940310465036
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1080/15298868.2012.718864
https://doi.org/10.12806/V13/I2/R5
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2011.07.014
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1108/01437731111161094
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2013.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2013.02.001
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726708096639
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206312441210
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206312441210
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-01-12-0001
https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-01-12-0001
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1177/001872679504800702
https://doi.org/10.1177/001872679504800702
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-012-9327-3
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2016.1266244
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016045
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016045
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466604X17092


Vlachos, P. A., Panagopoulos, N. G., & Rapp, A. A. (2013). Feeling good by doing good: Employee
CSR-induced attributions, job satisfaction, and the role of charismatic leadership. Journal of
Business Ethics, 118(3), 577–588. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1590-1

Weitz, B. A., & Bradford, K. D. (1999). Personal selling and sales management: A relationship mar-
keting perspective. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 27(2), 241–254. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0092070399272008

Williamson, C. L., Cope, J. G., Thompson, L. F., &Wuensch, K. L. (2002). Policy capturing as a tool
to enhance recruiting. Career Development International, 7(3), 159–166. https://doi.org/10.
1108/13620430210426132

Wong, A., Liu, Y., & Tjosvold, D. (2015). Service leadership for adaptive selling and effective cus-
tomer service teams. Industrial Marketing Management, 46, 122–131. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.indmarman.2015.01.012

Wu, W. Y., Rivas, A. A., & Chen, Y. C. (2019). The role of team reflexivity as a mediator between
project management skills, task familiarity, procedural justice, and product performance.
Journal of Management & Organization, 25(6), 876–895. https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2017.34

Zaccaro, S. J. (2007). Trait-based perspectives of leadership. American Psychologist, 62(1), 6–16.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.62.1.6

Zacher, H., Robinson, A. J., & Rosing, K. (2016). Ambidextrous leadership and employees’ self-
reported innovative performance: The role of exploration and exploitation behaviors. The
Journal of Creative Behavior, 50(1), 24–46. https://doi.org/10.1002/jocb.66

Zarb, K. B., De La Robertie, C. S., & Zouaoui, S. K. (2017). Ambidextrous leadership as a multidi-
mensional construct. In M. H. Bilgin (Ed.), Country experiences in economic development,
management and entrepreneurship (pp. 811–824). Springer.

Zarnoth, P., & Sniezek, J. A. (1997). The social influence of confidence in group decision making.
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 33(4), 345–366. https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.
1997.1326

Appendix A. Measurement items

Factors measured by team leaders
Team reflexivity (Source: Lyubovnikova et al., 2017)

1. Our team often reviews its objectives.
2. Our team often discussed about the methods used by our team to get the job done.
3. We regularly discuss whether the team is working effectively.
4. Our team often reviews its getting the job done.

Leadership self-efficacy (Source: Lin et al., 2012)

1. I am confident in my leadership ability.
2. I am confidence in leading my team to correct the mistakes in our work.
3. I am confidence in showing my good leadership
4. I am confidence in achieving leadership performance.
5. I am confidence in leading my team to operate effectively.

Factors measured by team members
Autocratic leadership (Source: De Cremer et al., 2004)

1. Our team leader takes decisions in an autocratic manner.
2. Our team leader often pushes his/her personal opinion.
3. Our team leader seldom accommodates new ideas.
4. Our team leader seldom explains his/her actions.
5. Our team leader’s decision-making is often arbitrary.
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Considerate leadership (Source: Homan & Greer, 2013)

1. Our team leader helps employees with their personal problems.
2. My team leader is friendly and easy to approach.
3. Our team leader is considerate of people.
4. Our team leader takes actions to support subordinates.
5. Our team leader can accommodate different thoughts of others.

Politics (Source: Janssen & Van Yperen, 2004)

1. There are few members in our team who always get things their way because no one wants to
challenge them.

2. Members in our team attempt to build themselves up by tearing others down
3. I have seen changes made in policies here that only serve the purposes of a few individuals,

not our team.
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