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i OE: 2FAMFHEXIARRITGRARETHERL, ATRAZEFAH T
PG R P AIA, KXkt f2, HRIRFFT AT ZANA BEMH
BT —ANS3FFNER, FEZ AL T AZBER (MASEM), kB 398 7 %
EAF S SIL AR L ROE & (29 29607 ASHRAEA ) #AT T B A 47, AFA LR
R AR, AR ERARNFE ITAHELEFARTE ARGHAN EGX R T
R FNAER; A TARZCF B RASHE, BRFIFTHEPANEFRRF
S5HAMRGAGERNREATREF/HA, FARERBTT X F AT T HRAG RN
BN, b EHRF LR ARG TRT #85%, FARRARIEAT @,

KW EFAHT; ARG $EFPARAE,; Aoty R

P BATE 2 JE B A A B AR B AR, ST 2 T P BA S E80R ok Sl 02 AR B
LERABT R LG ST NN R A ST ZN R Z — (Hackman &

* ARSURBIEZ A RR g T AL P RAE SRR 2T 55 25 M AL R BE R LA B K1 1
A" (72001056) . BRIEVTA A ARBLAEE S WU MR A LA T A9 XEURIR P B R 5 R
(LH2021G008) \ FRIEITA 24tk 2 Bl 22 25 4 B 44T B V48 3 b %% B0 7 2 A2 15 BOSR AR R AT 5
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Walton, 1986) . B £ T 51— 1k Uy AT BA 33
SR AT IA TR 2T A g AT BA R g ) o —
RIFHIL BT JIWTTE, BOR B 1~ 2 fhil 1]
TR T A A BT SR B TEAE, AT RABK
RUR R T BRSS9 £ 607 R RE 32 SOULA
(Morgeson et al. , 2010), $&HIFHF5T “JLzzm
45" (Carson et al. , 2007; Conger & Pearce,
2004; EAALAE, 2019; @Y oR, 2020)
RIS HR A 2 S IR M BT i
PRI B 5L ) iz IS ) — R g A G i
SEGE HE HAOTA AM [, SL e R4
A SO RO Y AT BT — 1 D i1 - (Nicolaides
etal., 2014), JfARETE A BN P AR A 7 EE B 2
L1550 2% ( Conger & Pearce, 2004), [ i
A BT e 3E A B G ) 42 TF - ((Carson et al.
2007; Hoch & Kozlowski, 2014; #hk% 2015,
I, 2019), BB HAT, AT S I
LRI O 2R E7E AR 2 B SEUERT ST A5 LU
ko I 4h, Nicolaides %5 (2014) Fil Wang %5
(2014) HTCo T iFoE 2 B L 2 U Q1 5 A fifp R 1A
BAGARL b HA AR T3 B RO A S AR
BRI ARG 5 H ST R R E
1330 AT, EAT A — e ) R R R,
55, 2SN T A AU A Al e A A 2 A
ZH—WINA, Zhu 55 (2018) Xf 35 R4
SRR R, RG0S BA SR AR
PR BRI RS (AN BRI RE) |« 1k
e (CAIHEIBNIE BT ) AT yad 8 (Al BA
MROSE ) SESCBL. AR SEHT RIS IE R
SRR it AR, TG I kT 5 R 45 5 ) AT BA
G A R AR A T RS . AR Guenter
& (2017) MUBEFEIRIIN % 08 T ik =4 i Aok
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B R LT R X A BA ST R R, SR I RE AR
/N BCHRE X G0 R BRVE - (BP  FRad AE i
142 A2E AR P B ) 46 ) i R R 3 m 1 K538 1)
EIRTE . XTI, AT Al AR R B BF 58 72 B R Y
FEA Y B o H B 98 45 98 F AT OB A A
(Guenter et al. , 2017; 32), T\ IA B IC5
Wit 5% (Nicolaides et al. , 2014; Wang et al. ,
2014; D’ Innocenzo et al. , 2016; Wu et al.
2018) , HAREANTREREARER AR NI KAEA SR
R AR M A58, A% Bt i LR St T 4y A
(bivariate meta—analysis) J7 %1% b #Y 5 FR1E R
il T e TR A RO R . Hk, kT
SETURT TR 1A ST A B ) AL 5
()R 2 S T T vt b TR A o A o P B
R TEZE R, BIR Guenter 55 (2017)
MFTE A R, HIBNEME (—FP Tt #E) A
BTHBMEE (—MiRad ) Fidt oy
(—FPAHIEFE) SRS s IS X T % U
NG E 520, (H FiRE5 g RIeE 252 510
WRFEREA SR BRI 2 . ok, FRATTTE E &AM
TSR LIRS S & PS8, 25 BT, ER
FEAT X S S R4 52 P BA SR ) Z R e A ik
TR IR B HEA T B AR L0 T 58 e e 2 R 43 3 3
FeAg S A AT B 5

Xfi, ASCH T AR SR GG S A A B AL
M rp A A, 38 ] OC 40 A 45 4 Jr AR AR A
( Meta—Analytic Structural Equation Modeling) X}
RV R SSUEAT T SEAT U . AL BRAN 234, A
Wi A R A B AR I o M, NIy Sk A4
SEAer e A A GiR” ax —[n) SR AR A . 7E
VEHERt b, AR SCHEAT T 5% 4 B A 8500 23 B LA

e A ST 5 B BASTROE R il 3 51
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MBI At BHORUL, ASCRIBIR S5
J TR BAE, I R T S S AR
THEBISCERAR L T — 2 22 R /R

., HERMESHRREK

(—) LR S 5 RS

BEERTFITRA , He BT T A1 A G AL
M IE R 2N C 2798 T 8 ik, A6 Zhu 55
(2018) AYMFSE, FLEERUSHS LA, 1
SRR T A SRR I A A SR Hoh, I
$B 7R T SR U A o3 ok v 1T BA DA R R AL
R R R, RS (Gu et al., 2020)
HIBAC B2 4 (Liu et al., 2014) . HIBABESR T
(Mathieu et al. , 2015) %5, 3f1fij 42 FF 141 BA 4
B IR R A4S R I BAF AT (Drescher et
al. | 2014) . FIPAIE 3L A (Hmieleski et al. |
2012) S A BAT I G R 28 A5 Bk 45 I 2 700 45
55 PR BAG K14 1 11 5% 2 b BT RS A A AR T AT
Dt FAE R T Y G e S ok £ T P A A
3 (Liu et al. , 2014; #EP%E, 2015) , wpseis
H (Mihalache et al. , 2014) %[ AT 7 M 1
T BAGTK

T AN [ h A o R AR LR, AR 3¢
B A R = K A g AR R A 3 1 TR A HIL
SNt 7 At SR ARG X F A A G 1 e . AE
AL B R, A GG H g ORA
W% (Hedges & Pigott, 2001); @ik
AR AR E A AR T AR TR
Xt 3 2 A A 5 A 5 R0O6 FR A il R AR
BRI &, WATE AT Zha % (2018) Al

Guenter 55 (2017) HYBFFELIRAIICENE AL

o TEMCHERY b, HEAT 7000 09 SCHERAS R LLA
SE WIRLE A 5 8 A 21 1T BIF Y S Ak 5 A2 IR AR 2 3
Fro oo, HETIA SR UL & 3% T A AL
(R S EAT DRA , DURRAR BT 1 22 14 A BL
HARBWMBEIE., 585 ERRERY
Befli b, AR SR 2R R E S L BAE O BTBA
(EaREINE R T

B4k, S HI IMOIL ( Inputs — Mediators — Out-
puts—Tnputs ) HEZE LI A SCHZ 0728 1 ] ) PR
RiZhg (Ilgen et al., 2005), HikmE, =
G G ASE A Ao 7 A BA A AR ) 1 S S A
FEATE X 50 T % gt 3 A A, R T T
M RRI G AT AT A o AR 4l IMOT HEZE, 3 Fifr 41 BA
iy ST R e A BAR PR A GO 8%
ol AT B R i 2V T 11 BA i iy (B A BA &5
R o ASCHEBIBAGE O I BAE AR R0 A2 2 17
R4 AR PR BA A AR A . AT BAAR SRR 25 41
BT RRAA IR, DARE 30 I = 35 7.4 P A B A 5%
Ak AT A A i 3 A v B R B A R AR . AR SC
MFEHESR AN 1 BFR

() HIBME e

HIBAF ORI 2 BT BARE 5% T H BT 7E 141
BASE BERE € K7 H AR 83 58 (Kozlowski &
Illgen, 2006), Nicolaides 5¢ (2014) ¥ A K
AR % HE  (collective efficacy ) Fi1 [ BA 1 fig
(team potency) HJEFR. BFFEFEM, HBEO
FELEERIG 5 5 P B G i) 1E 1] 6 R Pl 3] T
HAER. B, HOUTERRE A ST AE BB A
TR, A1 BB 5% T AT BA A R 2E T 1) AT
SRRy, X T AR i e 36
PR SR A BRAR AN S, R T T H T 1A
P& BBy HfE0> (Nicolaides et al. , 2014) , H
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A ABAME
H1 H1
JERHIG H2 HBAf T H2 % IS
H3 H3
e
1 ATERiESR

W, U HRRE AN TTAT 1Y) 92 3L 2 08 AT A8 53 %
TR B s AL KA B EA — A0
AT, T 3 A5 B SR AN ATA BT T BA
S b DM B O3 S H B £ B PR (Zhua et

al. , 2018), T 2 TH AT BA B B3 % T He e 1 4]
AT 1 T B ) B L & (Lester et al.

2002) . BeAh, TLEE SRR A A A K 0L RE %
FEoTHLEIL A A RE, W R HDE A& Y
TAEBEAR, 5 HAb R 5 AT R A8 i Ak =
ALV AT A At 18 53 5 IRAR AE )55 (Nico-
laides et al. , 2014), R AP A B T 1%
A AT BA B 0% T 7 [T BARE A 5500 I 77 B A
KRS 2 (Mathieu et al. , 2015),

P AL 0 B4R T T 2 E— 25 52 e 1A BA B30
R4l Wu 48 (2010) 90F5E, HAESFON
VAT BB A g 2 0 RRR 1 AT BT 6 ) e I 0 8
BN HAw . & A R B B SR s ke £ 5
PR A BAAT: 55, AN 4 H B A Gk, H i,
ZilINERRYES T HHBAGIEOE R
MAEH CFEAR 2 SLIERF 5 Th 1% LAIESS (He et
al., 2019; Gu et al., 2020) . pt4h, Nicolaides
& (2014) ICor BT Eaad AR T 1 BAE L 1Y
TR A28 T LA E o T IMOT 8RS, A3
F KK B BN AR — R 25 I = A 45 5 (]

AN T

pi

~

k= R A

2 S = =

BB, R R BN Gisk (FIBAE S, R
[[l) AIETBAAEIRZ (team cognitive state) o Xf
I, AR :

Hl: BRSO EEZRAS 5 F SR
ERXRFRERANTIER,

(=) HBMEIERh I

PRI AIGUR ST, o — b2 B BA
(I Jat R A e S G e 5 AT BA SR8 1 i) 56 R
T 1 H A VE A (Hmieleski et al. |, 2012;
Hoch & Dulebohn, 2013; ##%5, 2015), fH
BRI RIS AE . MR X, fE1E R4
I BRSO — AT R R R I R
PR TR I — 5 f R B H H Z AR e 173
MR, AN T8 R 5 A R 0 e I s A %
—J5” (Mayer et al. , 1995 712), H\NE{E48
(e AT A R %ot AT A 4305 i [) = 5 A 1) —
BT (De Jong & Elfring, 2010) . 553
B, LRSS BB AT SOt AR T BAE AT B
P, YT ERRR A T AR AE A ) iz S
HIBANFB 2 77 A A2 140 F—— F 8 6k &
(Carson et al. , 2007), XA 1 BA A bt 22 (] i A
LA T EZ MU (Aime et al.,
2014) 5 HE AR B2 AN W U B
Z A AFHRRZS (Drescher et al. , 2014), Jf2
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IR ERIR A O AT BE B R T okt N i 5 AT 4
IR & ST N B 0N e ) N N 7
The Hik, Ao, ZE B ALAT — 44 0
BRI X HE A AT B 4 i Sy, B AT
Pk /K HI I (Druskat & Pescosolido, 2006)
SR I 2SI 4 7 6 =2 700 450 3 B X M DA & 28
ST AT AV g 45 AT BB 5% BT |z A
B (Aime et al., 2014; 3 B A1 < 4,
2017) o BRitbz b, M AL Sk B8 A i A DA
sl g 36 1 A1 BA H AR A 2 (Wang et al.
2014) , 3 [F] 7K 4H 4503 19 5T AT (Boies et al.
2010) LAKHIETE REY, % (Gard-
ner et al. , 2005), bifT R#HA M FiE—2 Il
I 141 BA A A

> A BN Jre B S 1R AT 1 T B AT B, B
AJRESE LA = Y BT BA SR, — T, KT
P AR AT 23 TR R AR 1T BA PR 748 114 26 38 AN 7 1
Ik — 20 A g 4 2 55 435 3 (Colquitt et al.
2012, skHI4E, 2012, 2514, 2019), MINA
By RTS8 53— D7, HAR{E AR 1A
A5 LI 2 2 687 141 BA S 3 Jre B B 22 (R 2H 21
F474 (Colquitt et al. , 2007; XIvkZe, 2011)
e EFHICIE Sy v Al 14T BN DRI JT A+ S ) S A 5% g
(McEvily et al. , 2003; &5 J7f1%3E, 2019),
eI A AR, Rk, T IMOT A1, 4%
SCE KR T BAE AT AE Ay — Fh Ik &5 = A0 45
I BAGTU A U IS RS (team affective state) .
Xf, AT :

H2: FIBMEEEXZEASEAMGHN
EmEXRFEPMER,

(1) KB 2347 i A

Br LR Al rp sl R bh, s d Ay

SRy AR A 7S M 55 T GG %) T 1] BA S K1 B
o, AR R B BT BN A= AT AR Al
FESC, BIBNE AT e ds AR py RS A
Tt fe, Qs R, SRR, 45
R ORGSR PR iR - BRI T 3h
75" (Edmondson, 1999. 353), T 4t<&o¢
~JBE (Bandura, 1977), “##E AN IR
G A R 27 2] B R ] e 2 e R Al T 1
e, A AT FT BN 217 R (Lyndon et
al., 2020) . EATTE, 24 AT BA S5 B8k
P BAAE TE 4R B, 35k 2% TF 1] 33 Ak e 25 i A7
o, HALITREE N A O B L5 vh 2 > B3
FATHITR ARG R s B, 25 AT B 51
b S 53T 45 B, 3 Sy P BA G AR S T RS A
HHAERS 7 I M N 4 2205, AT BA A )
FrNEIRTE, Mk, RIS GE A )
TATH A RE 22, sk 141 B 03 22 1] 1Y) P9 3 Bk
% (Liu et al. , 2014; #3348, 2015) LIS 4k
HEATBA A FB R A5 R FR L RE A i 4R
(Morgeson & Hofmann, 1999), M i ik % [ B\
215K

[F)RE 3, > 1T BN B 2 7K T 1 11 BA A7 )
1Rt HCEE AT AR S BRA R 1 T BA SR (B
VLA /N 2=, 20095 5k H#) 4%, 20125 B4 A
G5, 2020) . EOG, mKCOT B BN AT R AE
P A 03 B2 78 43151 Ve A0 5000 A A P il 37 3%l
Mgy, ISR kG 2 R By 4 FAb RO %
AT PR B 14T A 3 ) 4 T A1) 52 76 ( Gino et al.
2010) o HWk, HAEGE 247 09 1 AT B A]
FB 2 I3 A B 0 T BA B JBAT Ay, a3 AT ALK | B
F . B SRERHLIE 5 Pk A & T WA
L MR T S A S B O R (K S



&), 2017), 1E41 Edmondson (422 {5 BF 5% T ide.,
“ R S P A A R
2002) o PR, H T AL AR S AR 2T Ok 1Y 1T BA
PR IR S R 30 A AT A BT A A
Z IR B B, DT £ T AT BA T R 5 4 52
JI KA BN Gs, Rtk, JE T IMOT #5748 3¢
TR A B2 2T A7 AR g — Fh I 45 2L R 4l
1A BA S5 R Y HTBA it B2 (team process) o Xif
e, AR :

H3: FANFEITAEERZRANSS5HEBS
MBERXRPEFNTIER,

( Edmondson,

=, ARFZE

ARSI a5 5 R (Meta—Ana-
Iytic Structural Equation Modeling, MASEM) fEf5:
BT, 2T IR S A 0o A AN Al 7 R A
TR HEAL bk TR Y, i 7
AZhAE, HIMAAEZ A (Viswesvaran &
Ones, 1995; Bergh et al. , 2016; J7 #jFlfL
-, 2021)  BUATE, M TR G0 R B =
JGHr#F ( bivariate meta —analysis) , MASEM {ii
FATRE BRI A i, I i o A B (R A T
P B0 % A 2R ROR B0 B R T | R J O P e
(Zhang & Liao, 2015; Mackey et al. , 2017),
MiAH He T A% 42 /9 25 4 J7 2 B B ( Structural
Equation Modeling, SEM) J7#:, MASEM (f F
T8 5 42 19400 6 BIF 5 TR T B A B g Y A1 B A
BEs BEAh, FCR MREAS R I i AT DO A%
Gegkh My 7 R L A Ik F 2T E D) 8L (Cheung &
Chan, 2005) . % MASEM R #£/E 2, T
SCREEF X SCRRBWSCHE |« 25 #5700 20 A i 2 R 0T HL

%% %7 0
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RIBA

(—) Cuke s

ASCHAT T VER MBS e R AN T R
DL S SCHR B HfE o 55—, fdf T 9% 30 % 4 1)
“shared leadership” “team confidence” * collective
efficacy” “team potency” “team trust” “team learn-
ing behavior” “team performance” 2571 H1 3¢ 17
CHLEAIGGT CHIBMELT CHERRRE” < T
WRe” “HIEAE" “RIB\EITTRh7 I ASE
RS BIAEBE SR % Web of Science, EB-
SCO (BSP 1 ASP) #il ProQuest [ % S ¥t g
HERI TR, B, X R
T (i, Academy of Management Journal ., The
Leadership Quarterly . Journal of Applied Psycho-
logy . Personnel Psychology. Journal of Organiza-
tional Behavior (& ¥t 7). (F JF % # ¥
) CEEAETD . (RHMEHD) . (BT
SAR)) H 1996 4R F 2020 4 & T TN
K& 9=, N7 S MU 2 (Rosenthal,
1979), WFZEHBABE R T 38 = 4F N 7 AOM Al
SIOP 23 F WSS ARG FERBF S PE &, Hfln]
FRE G IR UL 5T T M sl s 8dls . 2800, @it
ProQuest 4 P AR T AR OC £ AL Pl
W FH, XAHSEF B E LA (Zhu et
al. , 2018) A i K LEA (Nicolaides et al. |
2014) BEFEHIN S GRS R HAT T N TR,
Gt BB ), ERZARIE] 6749 AR, Hh
Blis e R 6482 2%, N L& 267 %, MEx
978 FE ALk G, it ST71 G SCERBE A AR
R ST BT B

() AN bl i i iy icd P

N T RN ABE 1A B, AR SCHE T

31—
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DATF 04 25 40 A bR i X SCHR #4700 26 i e« 56
—, BAHARIBETR R S A S AL
SO (ORFASRZ AR B E LR, 2 00
s U)o Flan, A SCHEER T BRE AR R
(2010) W9—Wifkse, BOMZBERCER “H
BA2:SIRES)” BRI —FEER, SAChEE
Rt ®Emy < BB AT R fEfE e L
220 BB, WA AR SR AL OC T A SO
TR e 28 /DA T W A A DG R BRI A B A
Bo Hitt, EEAMFRPITE. @I, 2

KRR EARAENA F=, BHTAX
R BNZH A AZ R, H AT AT 42
VT ZHZR T DA R B T UK WE 5T R A B O B
W, TR
SR AR, A SCHAARER LA SIS SCHY R
14 SCHR o

BT bR bR UE, X R RS B SCRR AT T
THEEOBLE T e, H P A ) 7 44 7 L 2 S
LA A SR R, PN — Bk B T
90.3% ., fEULELA I, B 5 A B 7 45 R AN
— BRI SCERAEAT T e, BRI 100% 11— 2L
Mo X —BrBemiBR 1 4935 fisCHk, 4 836
SCHRIEA 2 SCH AR B, SRG, B —1EE A
S5 AEE N B T AR R 9 100 G SCEk, X T
X 100 f SCHR, Zfd— B rEik 3 1 92.8% . [
R, WFFEIAT B BT A A — B0 S i 25 R 2R A T
TiHE, HESEH 100%8—5M: ., ZEhs
V5 B0ph 2 i T80 A% B 736 55 SCik, i 58 S

—AEF TR, TEVWIM R, 2R
MIWFFEAE ] T R R A REA BRI, FRAT] AR B

E

(Hunter & Schmidt, 2004), %5

T — IR 5D, DT B AR A YR T 43 A EE
S PE. Ak, ST R A A [ 2
JE 5 HA AR B B AR OC R A, FRATT {8 ] Hunter
il Schmidt (2004 ) #9240 H 4T RS A3,
T RIS 7 i 22 o AR UBIE 0 1 e 4 B 90 4
W TR B 382 R SRR ST ST1 APl 7 &L
(398 M N7 AF 5E, 29 29607 A~ 1A BA,
136288 MAMA) o X T SCHR A - M B 128 5 e 11
WREE, SR 2.2

(=) T B RV A 45 i P

TEiz 1] MASEM HEATR BER 30 Z A, 7%
ity S AL A R (] A RH SC AR M . XF e, WESE A
A A S 4 H ) A — o XA 6 R EAT T
SLICA T (Rosenbusch et al. , 2013) . 7EXf
T X RS S A O RBGHAT IR G i, i X
HCHEAT I 158 22 PN AR R 22 1B IE (Hunter &
Schmidt, 2004) . AT HE 568 o 5 47 ¢ R £ bR
PAPIANE 1 45 B R EOT S 5 1 s BUR B IE
M 22 o X TR M5 B R %, @i

FARBRSEH 25 H 0 A OG5 1015 R B0 I A

HHEAE MBS (Lipsey & Wilson, 2001; Jiang et

, 2012); MEAh, X TR AR R A (nE
WA AR, ARXZ% Dalton 55 (2003) Al
Jiang 5§ (2012) MAFSTLL 0.8 /E N HAEE R
B MEERZEBIESCER)E, o M RO R
T AR O 2R KRR s LR A B AT AR Y O =X
B IERAE R 22 9F R A 15 B B & H R0 & (Hun-
ter & Schmidt, 2004), KT FiRETE, 53|F
1 B Y RH A R o

O YAFBBEF T R REA SR, BT BT TR 8 R R TE R KT TR BT
@ WMTREPTRR, X “EER" M TCOATBE AR ACT EOGER A ET LU R AR R



x1 THMEXER
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Ak 1 2 3 4 5

1. R4

o, 0.477, 0.604 0.444, 0.516 0.525, 0.582 0.314, 0.360

E (N) (0.875) 11 (934) 9 (783) 10 (856) 70 (5663)

95% CI 0.398~0. 751 0.362~0. 643 0.404~0.717 0.283~0. 434

Q 165. 47" 55.34%"" 101. 29 *** 713.61°*
2. BIBMEO

ror, 0.480, 0.568 0.573, 0.673 0.373, 0.455

kE (N) (0. 860) 14 (1208) 18 (1582) 120 (8970)

95% CI 0. 454~ 0. 664 0.602~0. 734 0.398~0. 508

Q 90.20 """ 92. 44 *** 1225.98 ***
3. HIBMEE

r, T, 0.461, 0.530 0.351, 0.422

kE (N) (0. 856) 24 (2202) 144 (10788)

95% CI 0.454~0. 598 0.374~0. 467

Q 114.60*** 1166.21 ***
4. HB\ZETTH

r, T, 0.431, 0.534

k (N) (0.858) 90 (6745)

95% CI 0. 467~0. 596

Q 1188.99 ***
5. BIBAGL (0.828)

TE: r AR A AT 2 5 A AR SC R B v S Gt ) ik i 22 A8 IE R FFEAT AP 275 2 RO AR OC R B k20 52 0F 5 A i
(Ti0) 5 NESRMREAGL (41) 5 95% CIJl ik fin 2542 1E 5 ISR 2 A AR OC R Bk 2 Y 95% BLAR IX )5 Q Je s Btk 28 XLk ()

S BTN A5 B AR R

P33 FIRAHCH R JS, FATXS HAE Mplus
8.3 ik 47 & 12 4 #r ( Muthén & Muthén,
2013) o T A TRAS ] XS 8 G AR [ AR AS F A —
oy ) B, F& A1 4% B8 Viswesvaran il Ones
(1995) (@i, A DBV 06 RAEA
HHRAFE (N=1678) MEAARIIIERY &
REEA R, BLAN, 2 Jiang 5 (2012) M HF
5%, AR XP/df. RMSEA . CFI #1 SRMR Y
MBS R PR R A I AL 5 B i S R
ST HIAE O I BAE AT S A B 2 A7 oy =3
ZIATER R ARG (IR 1), FRATHH
PR A 3, R T BE 3R = 1 A O,
AR SR 1000 YHE 2 A Monte Carlo J7 1R HK

AL 1 95% & {5 X ] ( Preacher & Selig,
2012) o Ak, ASCHGHE T AS[R] A RO Y 22
TG, S WL 2% S T 2RO R
WA [ Hh A L A B ) B2 A 22 53¢ (Preacher &
Hayes, 2008) ., JtF LI FAHE, 4 RIBIRETT
ZiRnR 2. R3IPR. \a, ASGHTT I
KD FEA AT LA 35 ) G F 5 e L R R 4 I 6
TR 28 5 PR B S XA SCEE IR 1 G R . LA
M5, AT R B M FEA LR 43 R A A
TREAE (AGG) Fnah 2 W 4 1k 7 Ff A 4
(SNA), Ff43 5 b3k WA FHEASE $E17 90 53
Préstly Jy R, A SE o A R RLIZ AT 45 R 2
TR 3,
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x2 RHOMERATEEBETER

INERR A1

ZilNE S ) 1 BA &35

B SE » B SE

B SE » B SE p

e LS | 0.604 | 0.016 |[0.000*** | 0.516 | 0.018

0.000*** | 0.582 | 0.016 |0.000***" _ — —

mREs | — | — — — | -

— — — 0.113 | 0.029 |0.000 """

1 A5 AT — — — — — — — — 0.160 | 0.025 |0.000"**
M= F70 | — — — — — — — — 0.373 | 0.027 |0.000"**
R? 0. 365 0. 266 0.339 0.318
W N=1678, =% x F/R7E 0. 001 /K [ B3
x3 HAMEALLE (V=1678)
Product of Coefficients 95% CI
Point Estimate
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Abstract :

Purpose: In the context of increasingly complex and changeable external environment and increasingly fierce competition, en-
terprises have put forward higher requirements for the performance improvement of internal teams. As a new type of leadership mo-
del that advocates the sharing of leadership functions and responsibilities among team members, shared leadership shows more ad-
vantages in improving team performance when compared with the traditional vertical leadership. Although the positive relationship
between shared leadership and team performance has been confirmed in numerous empirical studies and meta—analytic reviews, re-
search consensus has not yet reached regarding “how shared leadership affects team performance” and “which mediational mecha-
nism plays a primary role in this relationship” . Therefore, to fill these research gaps, the current study developed and examined
a multiple mediation model of shared leadership and team performance.

Methodology : Meta—analytic structural equation modeling (MASEM) , an advanced methodology that combining meta—ana-
lytic techniques and structural equation modeling, was used in this paper to test our hypothesized model and research questions.
First, we conducted extensive database and manual searches to obtain sufficient research samples ( primary—level studies) . Then,
we developed four inclusion criteria to screen the samples obtained. Our final sample consisted of 511 independent effect sizes ex-
tracted from 382 empirical papers (398 independent studies, N = 29607 groups) . On this basis, meta—analytic techniques were
used to encode, correct and aggregate the effect sizes to obtain a correlation matrix, which was then used for path analysis in the
Mplus 8. 3.

Findings: The empirical results of this study provide meta—analytic support for the positive mediating roles of team confi-
dence, team trust and team learning behavior on the relationship between shared leadership and team performance. In addition,
when compared with team confidence and team trust, team learning behavior accounts more for the positive relationship between
shared leadership and team performance.

Value: The current study makes several theoretical contributions to the shared leadership literature. First, this paper advances
the shared leadership theory by identifying multiple mediational processes linking shared leadership to positive team performance.
While previous studies simply focus on a single mediating process in interpreting the positive impact of shared leadership on team
performance, the current study suggests that future research should take cognitive processes, affective processes, and behavioral
processes into consideration simultaneously, as doing so provides us with a more comprehensive understanding of the internal mecha-
nisms through which shared leadership improves team performance. Second, the current study also extends the shared leadership

literature by identifying the primary mediating mechanism of the relationship between shared leadership and team performance.
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Notably, this finding is important for future research, as it suggests that behavioral processes may better explain why shared leader-
ship leads to positive team performance, which can provide theoretical guidance for future research to select appropriate mediating
mechanisms when investigating the impact of shared leadership on team performance. Third, this paper outperforms previous meta—
analytic reviews of shared leadership in the methodology adopted. Via MASEM, this study is able to examine a comprehensive me-
diating model, which allows us to provide meta—analytic explanations for the previous finding that “shared leadership tends to be
more strongly related to team attitudinal outcomes, behavioral processes and emergent team states, compared with team
performance”

Implications: This study also has several practical implications. First, as shared leadership can effectively promote team
confidence, team trust, team learning behavior and team performance, practicing managers should share leadership functions and
responsibilities widely among team members to better improve team effectiveness. Second, our work also sheds light on the ways in
which practicing managers can better improve team performance. As the findings indicate a primary mediating role of team learning
behavior in the relationship between shared leadership and team performance, we suggest that practicing managers pay more atten-
tion to providing positive feedback to the team’ s intensive learning behaviors, so as to better improve team performance.

Limitations and suggestions for future research: First, as a common default of meta—analytic studies, the quality of this
study will be influenced by the research design adopted by the primary—level studies. Therefore, we suggest future research adopt
longitudinal research design and multi—source data as much as possible to improve the reliability of findings of both primary—level
and subsequent meta—analytic studies. Second, while this study reveals the mediating roles of team confidence, team trust and
team learning behavior in linking shared leadership with positive team performance, there is still a lack of discussion on whether
there are further casual connections between these mediating mechanisms. In addition, this paper did not distinguish the national
cultural contexts in which the primary—level studies conducted, so it is not clear whether the current research conclusions are held
for different national cultural conditions. Thus, we encourage future research to explore these issues to further promote the develop-
ment of shared leadership theory and practice. Third, while this study only focuses on the impacts of shared leadership on team le-
vel outcomes, we found a growing interest in the cross—level impacts of shared leadership on individual level outcomes during our
systematic review of the literature. Therefore, we encourage future meta—analyses to investigate the cross—level impacts of shared
leadership.

Key Words: shared leadership; team performance; multiple mediation model; MASEM
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