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1. Introduction 
 

1.1.  Background 
 

Individual talents win games, but teamwork and combined intelligence win 

championships. Working in teams is increasingly important in a dynamic organizational 

environment, which is rapidly changing in this era. Individual perspectives, skills and 

knowledge, are crucial in teams in order to solve problems or to reach goals set by the 

organization. In other words, by using horizontal interaction, sharing the leadership within a 

team, the team’s knowledge contributes to the organizational performance (Edmondson, 2012). 

However, are those individual perspectives and skills fully appreciated if there is no room to 

feel safe in a team? The belief that a team member will not be punished or humiliated for 

speaking up is a vital condition for a team to function. After conducting research for two years, 

Google researchers confirmed this claim by publishing a list of five key dynamics of what 

makes a perfect and efficient team. The first and foremost dynamic is, without a doubt for the 

researchers, psychological safety (Duhigg, 2016).  

There is a need for sharing responsibilities in the Dutch public sector. According to the 

Dutch Senior Civil Service, “The public leader puts shared leadership into practice, is focused 

on the broader context and not exclusively his/her "own" domain, actively seeks collaboration 

and co-creation and is able to understand various perspectives” (Bureau for the Senior Civil 

Service, 2017, p. 2). To understand perspectives of other teammates, there must be a safe 

climate for teammates to share their perspectives. 

A team is psychologically safe when the team in question is safe for interpersonal risk-

taking. Edmondson argues that a team is not directly psychologically safe, when psychological 

safety is explicitly being discussed within the team (Edmondson, 1999, p. 354). Moreover, 

teams with a high level of psychological safety tend to feel respected and are more likely to 

respect other members of the team. Because of this, all members of the team feel safe to take 

risks and even make errors. In teams where the degree of psychological safety is low, team 

members are worried to take risks, as they are afraid to be humiliated or punished should they 

make an error (Edmondson, 1999). Thus, psychological safety is more than merely feeling safe 

for interpersonal risk-taking: it is also about team members respecting each other in order for a 

team to function optimally.  
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Hand in hand with psychological safety goes shared leadership. Shared leadership is defined by 

Pearce as the distribution of leadership practices on all levels instead of only at the “heroes” on 

top (Pearce & Conger, 2003, p. 22). In other words, those heroes on top are being supported by 

team members on all levels, distributing the leadership practices among the team. Apart from 

the distribution of leadership, Pearce also names social interaction as a key concept within 

shared leadership, as shared leadership occurs in and through relationships between team 

members.  

Furthermore, Pearce claims that shared leadership is needed for learning (Pearce & 

Conger, 2003, p. 23). Here is where the connection between shared leadership and 

psychological safety becomes clear. Pearce argues that conditions need to be created for 

collective learning to happen, one of those conditions being a safe space for members (Pearce 

& Conger, 2003, p. 24). By creating this safe space, individuals within a team feel safe to learn 

from their mistakes and make their shared leadership stronger.   

By enforcing psychological safety and shared leadership separately, many authors wrote 

about the outcome of team performance. Team performance is defined as a product of team 

members working together to reach goals, by using their pool of individual and team skills 

(Salas & et al., 2008, p. 541). Team performance can be measured through assessing team 

effectiveness. For example, Kim et al. wrote about how psychological safety affects team 

performance through efficacy and learning behaviour (Kim, Lee, & Connorton, 2020), and Han 

wrote about the effects of shared leadership on team performance (Han & et al., 2021). 

However, little is written about the dynamic between psychological safety, shared leadership 

and team performance.  

The lack of literature about the dynamic between those three variables poses an 

opportunity. Therefore, this thesis builds on the existing literature of shared leadership and team 

performance. How does shared leadership affect team performance? What exactly is their 

relationship, and is it a positive one? Does psychological safety have a role as mediator in the 

relationship between those variables? And if yes, how does psychological safety exactly 

mediate the relationship? 

 

1.2. Research question  
 

In order to answer those questions and to enrich existing literature, the research question 

is as follows: 
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‘How does psychological safety mediate the potentially positive relationship between shared 

leadership and team performance in Dutch welfare teams?’ 

 

In this thesis, the focus of shared leadership lies on the supporting-relations behaviour as 

described by Yukl in his 2002 hierarchical taxonomy (Yukl, 2002). The rationale behind this 

choice is that shared leadership and psychological safety connect closely to this leadership 

behaviour, as the leadership behaviour described in this thesis is conducted by the team 

members as a shared task, for which a psychological safe environment is needed. The aim of 

this study is to further extend the knowledge of the relationship between shared leadership and 

team performance.  

In order to answer the research question, two datasets will be utilized. First, a dataset 

made out of a survey with several hundred workers in about 90 welfare teams will be analysed. 

In this survey, it is tested how these workers perceive, among other matters, the shared 

leadership of their team as well as psychological safety. Second, another dataset is created on 

the basis of a survey conducted among the supervisors of those teams. Moreover, from the 

second survey, information is gained about how supervisors perceive team performance in their 

teams.  

 

1.3.  Scientific relevance  
 

It seems that few researchers have addressed the question of psychological safety’s role 

as a mediator to this relationship. The correlational results arising from researching those 

variables will complement existing literature, filling a part of the literature-gap discussed in the 

conclusions of many articles. Kim et al. discuss how psychological safety affects team 

performance; however, in that research the relationship is the other way around and use efficacy 

and team learning are used as mediators (Kim, Lee, & Connorton, 2020). Moreover, Parker et 

al. studied how psychological safety can be increased and how it empowers team performance, 

therefore using psychological safety as an independent variable, and not as a mediator (Parker 

& du Plooy, 2021).  

All in all, the scientific relevance of this thesis can be found in the gap in literature. 

There is limited literature about shared psychological safety affecting shared leadership. In 

general, most literature on this topic includes shared leadership and team performance solely. 

By including psychological safety as a variable, new theories can be drafted.  
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Moreover, as this thesis will analyse the relationship between shared leadership, team 

performance and psychological safety in the setting of Dutch welfare teams, a new door is 

opened in the field of welfare workers. The dynamic between those three variables in that 

specific setting can lead to crucial, new insights in the field, making this thesis a building block 

for further research. 

 

1.4.  Societal relevance  
 

Theses should not only be scientifically relevant: supervisors of welfare teams wishing 

to develop and improve their leadership skills and to understand their team better will be 

advantaged by understanding this explanatory research. It is important to note that 

psychological safety is crucial for contemporary organisations in the public sector. The 

government of West-Australia, for example, acknowledges psychological safety as essential 

factor in their working teams. They argue that trust is critical for building psychological safety, 

which in turn can lead to increased capability and performance of the team (The Government 

of Western Australia, n.d.). Moreover, by finding out the possible mediating effect of 

psychological safety on the relationship between shared leadership and team performance, team 

managers can adapt their level and knowledge of psychological safety to, in the end, achieve a 

high degree of team performance. Also, the results will benefit team members themselves, as 

they can test the effects of psychological safety in their team as well. 

Hence, after reading the results of this thesis, team managers can decide whether their 

team requires a higher or lower degree of psychological safety.  

 

1.5. Roadmap 
 

The content of this thesis is divided into five chapters, starting after this introduction 

with the second chapter on theory, which consists of a review of existing literature on the 

variables, a theoretical framework and the proposed hypotheses. After the theory, the concepts 

will be operationalized, and the research design used will be explained in the third chapter. In 

the fourth chapter, the results will be portrayed, after which it is time for the analysis. Lastly, a 

reflective discussion and conclusion will be given in chapter five, in which the thesis will be 

summarized, the research question will be answered and limitations as well as suggestions for 

future research will be given.   
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2. Theory 

 

This chapter presents the theory from which the hypotheses will be derived. It entails the 

scientific foundation required to provide understanding into theoretical theories that help 

answering the research question How does psychological safety mediate the potentially positive 

relationship between shared leadership and team performance in Dutch welfare teams? First, 

the concept of team performance will be discussed. Additionally, in the same section, the Input, 

Process, Output framework will be introduced. Then, the concept of shared leadership will be 

reviewed. Furthermore, the notion of psychological safety will be elaborated on.  

 

2.1. Team performance 
 

Firstly, it is useful to define the concept of a team. In 1984, Dyer was among one of the 

first to conceptualize what a team is. According to Dyer, teams are social units composed of 

members with high task interdependency and collective, respected goals (Dyer, 1984).  

Only few studies have been published on the actual definition of team performance. 

Fortunately, Kozlowski and Klein offer a definition of team performance, that will be used as 

conceptualization for this thesis. They conceptualize team performance as a complicated 

function of specific individual and dyadic-networked-contributions, emerging from the 

behaviours of individual team members (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). 

Moreover, Van der Hoek, Groeneveld, and Kuipers refer to performance as to “what is 

actually accomplished” (van der Hoek, Groeneveld, & Kuipers, 2018, p. 474).  

Furthermore, Savelsbergh and colleagues argue that team performance can be measured 

by focusing on team characteristics or behaviours within the team (Savelsbergh, Van der 

Heijden, & Poell, 2009, p. 579). 

However, Kozlowski and Klein argue that the dimension of interest for team 

performance, the nature of the team's work-flow interdependence, and the organizational 

context in which the team operates, among other things, are influencing factors of team 

performance (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000, p. 12). Thus, the conceptualization used for this thesis 

is that team performance can be explained as a function of individual and dyadic inputs, which 

can be measured by testing changing team characteristics and processes as well as behaviours 

within a team.  
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A useful framework for understanding team performance, called the input-process-

output (I-P-O) framework, was drafted by Hackman in 1987.  Figure 1 visualizes the framework 

(Hackman, 1987). 

 

Figure 1: The I-P-O framework for analysing group behaviour and performance (Hackman, 

1987, p. 316). 

 
 

Both input and output variables are divided into three categories by the framework: those that 

portray individual team members, those that portray the group as a whole, and those that portray 

the group's operating environment. One of the framework's main assumptions is that input states 

influence group outputs through member interaction (Hackman, 1987, p. 317).  

However, Ilgen and co-authors argue that the framework poses limitations to analysing 

team behaviour and performance in two ways. First, many theories offered by academics 

attempting to invoke the I-P-O model as process are actually emergent cognitive or affective 

conditions rather than a process. Second, they argue that recent research has moved past the 

simple notion of a single, direct path with steps from inputs to outcomes (Ilgen, Hollenbeck, 

Johnson, & Jundt, 2005, p. 520).  

Nevertheless, Salas, Cooke, and Rosen explain why the I-P-O framework is relevant in 

order to understand team performance. They build on Kozlowski and Klein’s conceptualization 

of team performance by adding that team performance is part of the I-P-O framework when 
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explaining the dynamic nature of teams (Salas, Cooke, & Rosen, 2008, p. 541). Despite the 

criticism, they draw our attention to the model by saying that team performance is actually a 

process and not a product, as teamwork is nested within team performance through a set of 

interconnected cognitions, attitudes, and behaviours that contribute to the dynamic processes 

that performance is (Salas, Cooke, & Rosen, 2008, p. 541). Besides explaining their view of 

the I-P-O model in light of team performance, Salas and colleagues explain the relationship 

between team performance and team effectiveness. According to them, team effectiveness is an 

assessment of the results of team performance processes in terms of a set of criteria (Salas, 

Cooke, & Rosen, 2008, p. 541). In other words, team effectiveness differs from team 

performance, as team effectiveness is concerned with the outcomes of team performance. An 

important takeaway is that in the public sector, team performance concerns a lot of different 

values, such as effectiveness. Team performance can be measured by using many types of 

instruments.   

For this study, we consider team performance to be an output in this framework, as 

leadership is positioned as input and psychological safety as process in this thesis.  

 

2.2. Shared leadership  
 

Traditionally, leadership is seen as an individual focus based on vertical approaches to 

organizing work tasks within an organization or team. In order to develop a clear 

conceptualization of shared leadership, Yukl’s (1989) definition of leadership is utilized as:  

"influence processes involving determination of the group's or organization's objectives, 

motivating task behaviour in pursuit of these objectives, and influencing group maintenance 

and culture (Yukl, 1989, p. 5)". Recently, more intensive research has been conducted on a 

shared approach of leadership, practicing leadership on a group level. 

Some preliminary work on shared leadership was conducted by Gibb (1954), who was 

the first to suggest two kinds of team leadership: distributed leadership and focused 

leadership. Focused leadership occurs when leadership is resided within one individual, 

whereas distributed leadership resides within two or more individuals. Those multiple 

individuals then share roles, responsibilities and tasks which leadership brings (Gibb, 1954).  

Additionally, Pearce and Conger’s definition of shared leadership somewhat overlaps 

with Gibb’s description. According to them, shared leadership entails the development of 

numerous leaders at the same time, with the purpose of enabling essential talent to emerge in 

accordance with the job requirements at hand, hence facilitating the achievement of broad 

common goals (Pearce & Conger, 2003). 



 13 

Moreover, when looking back at the I-P-O framework, it can be concluded that shared 

leadership is an input in this model. Also, for this thesis, Pearce’s conceptualization of shared 

leadership will be used.  

In 2007, Carson and co-workers defined shared leadership slightly different than both 

Gibb and Pearce, as they refer to shared leadership as “a team property whereby leadership is 

distributed among team members rather than focused on a single destinated leader” (Carson, 

Tesluk, & Marrone, 2007, p. 1217). Thus, it contradicts the notion of a vertical leadership, 

where emphasis lays on the role of a manager which is hierarchically above a team. Moreover, 

Carson et al. provide useful information on the distinction between shared leadership and 

closely related concepts. For example, shared leadership is not to be confused with emergent 

leadership, as emergent leadership refers to group members exercising influence over other 

members of their group although no formal authority has been assigned to them (Scheiner & 

Goktepe, 1983). Furthermore, shared leadership is not to be confused with team processes such 

as cooperation and/or helping team members, as these do not involve the active influence that 

shared leadership entails (Carson, Tesluk, & Marrone, 2007, p. 1221).  

Moreover, Carson and colleagues propose a theory that shared leadership is facilitated 

by an environment that consists of three dimensions: shared purpose, social support, and voice 

(Carson, Tesluk, & Marrone, 2007, p. 1222). The first dimension, shared purpose, exists when 

all team members agree on the ultimate collective goal and how they are going to work towards 

it. When a team unanimously agrees on objectives, it is easier to establish a collective goal and 

undertake action that support other team members’ activities in order to reach those objectives. 

The second dimension, social support, entails a team environment in which team members 

provide emotional and psychological strength to each other, thereby creating an environment 

in which team members feel valued, appreciated, and supported. The last dimension, voice, is 

described by Carson as connoting participation and output. As a result, the presence of a higher 

degree of voice in a team should foster shared leadership by inspiring members to be committed 

to and actively participate in helping the team achieve its goals and objectives, as well as 

constructively challenging one another in pursuit of collective goals (Carson, Tesluk, & 

Marrone, 2007, p. 1222). Thus, Carson mentions shared leadership being important to help a 

team achieve its goals and objectives. Therefore, that notion of Carson is utilized in this 

conceptualization of shared leadership. 

 

Furthermore, Käufer and Fletcher present another model, consisting of three shifts as a 

result of shared leadership's underlying paradigm change from traditional to distributed 
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leadership. The three shifts are presented in Table 1 below (Fletcher & Käufer, 2003, pp. 22-

24). 

 

Table 1: Three shifts of Fletcher  

SHIFT EXPLANATION 

I – Distributed and 

Interdependent 

Figureheads are needed hierarchically above a team. 

However, those figureheads are supported by the 

distribution of leadership practices throughout the 

organization. Moreover, leadership is interdependent in 

nature, focusing on collective achievement and shared 

responsibilities.  

II – Embedded in Social 

Interaction 

Shared leadership is a social process, described as a 

“dynamic, multidirectional, collective activity”, since 

leadership occurs in and through relationships.  

III – Leadership as Learning Shared leadership fosters collective learning. Mutual 

learning, greater shared understanding and positive action 

are outcomes of shared leadership.  

 

These shifts are needed to move from a traditional leadership to a distributed/shared 

leadership. The first shift illustrates that an actual figurehead is needed, apart from the existing 

shared leadership in a team. The second shift shows that social interaction is an antecedent to 

establish shared leadership. The third and last shift demonstrates that shared leadership fosters 

collective learning as an outcome of shared leadership. These shifts somehow connect with 

Pearce and Conger’s conceptualization of shared leadership. Apart from the fact that Fletcher 

does argue for one specific figurehead while Pearce specifies multiple leaders, she agrees with 

Pearce by saying that shifts in behaviour are needed in order to realize shared leadership.  

Moreover, Yukl’s (2002) taxonomy of leadership behaviour consists of four categories. 

One of them will be used for the conceptualization of shared leadership in this thesis, namely 

the relations behaviour. According to Yukl, “the primary objectives of relations behaviour 

include strong commitment to the unit and its mission, and a high level of mutual trust and 

cooperation among members”. In other words, the relations behaviour is all about commitment 

to the mutual goal, while fostering trust and cooperation within a team. The relations behaviour 

consists of five different kinds of behaviour, namely supporting, developing, recognizing, 

consulting, and empowering (Yukl, 2002, p. 19). For this study, supporting relations behaviours 
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are analysed. As explained by Yukl, “Supporting is defined as showing consideration, 

acceptance, and concern for the needs and feelings of other people (…) Supportive leadership 

helps to build and maintain effective interpersonal relationships” (Yukl, 2002, p. 20). 

Supporting behaviours are chosen to be analysed in this study, as shared leadership requires 

essential talent to emerge, for which a supportive environment is beneficial.  

 

After reviewing the literature and following the I-P-O framework, it becomes clear that there is 

a relationship between shared leadership and team performance. The reason that shared 

leadership, and in particular the supporting behaviours, will contribute to team performance 

according to this conceptualization, is because shared leadership helps a team to achieve mutual 

goals and/or objectives.  

Thus, it can be concluded that shared leadership and team performance are positively 

related through the relations/supporting behaviour, which fosters effective relationships while 

being in the pursuit of achieving common goals. Therefore, we can hypothesize the following:  

 

H1: There is a positive relationship between shared leadership and team performance in 

Dutch welfare teams.   

 

2.3. Psychological safety 
 

Lastly, linking psychological safety to the I-P-O framework, psychological safety can 

be identified as a process, which completes the framework for this study. The literature review 

on psychological safety below will explain why it is conceptualized as a process.  

There is a vast amount of literature on psychological safety. However, reviewing 

psychological safety literature always starts with noting Amy Edmondson. As stated in the 

introduction, Edmondson names a team psychologically safe, when the team in question is safe 

for interpersonal risk-taking. In her ground-breaking article Psychological Safety and Learning 

Behavior in Work Teams, Edmondson (1999, p. 354) states that psychological safety is usually 

taken for granted within a team, even though sometimes psychological safety is being explicitly 

discussed. The essence of psychological safety is not within making it explicit, it is about 

mutual respect amongst team members, ensuring a sense of confidence that a team will not 

embarrass, punish or reject a member for speaking up (Edmondson, 1999, p. 354). Thus, 

psychological safety is not solely about the level of cohesiveness within a team; it requires 

additional measures than cohesiveness and making the concept explicit to all team members. 

What also becomes clear from Edmondson’s study, is that psychological safety functions as a 
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cushion for failure in teams, promoting positive risk-taking and in turn creating creative 

performance. Hence, Edmondson’s conceptualization of psychological safety will be utilized 

in this thesis. Also, it became clear from Edmondson’s conceptualization that psychological 

safety is a group interaction, and can therefore be identified as a process in the I-P-O model 

Amy Edmondson and Per Hugander presented a model on the Harvard Business Review 

website, which contains four steps to enhance psychological safety at the workplace 

(Edmondson & Hugander, 2021): 

1. Focus on performance – encourage the team to share stories about how candor and 

vulnerability actually assisted effective outcomes.  

2. Train individuals and teams – individual skills and team practice combined makes a 

winning team. Individuals must learn how to look from different perspectives and team 

practices hold those perspectives together.  

3. Incorporate visualization – “by envisioning and writing down specific, tangible 

descriptions, people are better able to internalize new skills and practices” 

4. Normalize work vulnerability – practicing minor acts of vulnerability decreases anxiety. 

 

These four steps are important to understand for the conceptualization of psychological 

safety in this research, as the level of psychological safety can be tested through these steps.  

Even though Edmondson is a pioneer in the field of psychological safety, more authors 

have made a contribution to psychological safety literature. Some preliminary work was carried 

out in the early 1990s by Kahn, who described and illustrated three kinds of psychological 

conditions: meaningfulness, safety and, availability (Kahn, 1990, p. 694). His definition of 

psychological safety overlaps with Edmondson’s, as Kahn states that is a “sense of being able 

to show and employ self without fear of negative consequences to self-image, status, or career” 

(Kahn, 1990, p. 705). Kahn mentions that a psychological safe climate is needed for workers to 

feel connected to their work role. He also portrays a theory, in which he argues that there are 

four aspects that can influence psychological safety, namely interpersonal relationships, group 

and intergroup dynamics, management style, and process, and organizational norms (Kahn, 

1990, p. 705). These points of influence strengthen Edmondson’s argument that cohesiveness 

and explicitness do not carry enough influence to ensure a psychological safe climate within a 

team; there are many influences on psychological safety, therefore a psychological safe climate 

does not stem from one simple measure.  
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The association between shared leadership and psychological safety has been researched 

in numerous studies. Edmondson, for example, argues that the absence of psychological safety 

in a team might have negative consequences for team performance (Edmondson, 1999). Based 

on the literature, it can be concluded that psychological safety is likely to control the 

relationship between shared leadership and team performance. It is expected that the 

relationship between those variables takes place through psychological safety, since the level 

of team performance is predicted to be decreased when psychological safety is absent. 

Therefore, we can hypothesize the following: 

 

H2: Psychological safety mediates the relationship between shared leadership and team 

performance in Dutch welfare teams.   
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3. Methodology 
 

This research sought to answer the question how psychological safety mediates the 

relationship between shared leadership and team performance in Dutch welfare teams. In this 

chapter, the methods for collecting and analysing data are explained and justified. First, the 

research design is given, in which the case selection background and the experiment are 

explained, and the empirical setting is discussed. Second, the methods of data collection will 

be explained. Third, the operationalization of variables is given: it is explained how the 

variables are measured. Fourth, the analysis strategy will be elaborated on, and the control 

variables will be introduced. Lastly, the validity and reliability of the research will be argued.  

 

3.1. Research design  
 

The case studied in this research are Dutch social welfare teams. The choice to study 

Dutch welfare teams as a case in this thesis has multiple reasons. The first and foremost 

justification is that there was a shift in this governmental body, namely decentralization in 2015. 

Municipalities have been in charge of youth care, job and income, and long-term sick and 

elderly care since that year (Rijksoverheid, n.d.). This shift from government to municipal tasks 

has led to many municipalities forming social welfare teams (called “wijkteams” in Dutch), in 

which professionals with different expertise work together to support residents (Engbersen, 

Verweij, Buizer, de Vries, & van Arum, 2021). Because of this shift, there were changes in 

performance and functioning of those teams, which are interesting factors to observe from an 

academic perspective. Another reason to study Dutch welfare teams, is because it was expected 

that shared leadership and psychological safety are topics that are widely used and/or discussed 

in such welfare teams. Thus, testing these variables in such an environment seems logical, also 

since team performance can be measured in those teams as well.  

The respondents were chosen through non-random sampling. As for the study itself, 87 

teams participated in a survey. Those teams stem from five different organizations. The survey 

itself was based on the Likert-scale, giving the respondents the opportunity to specify the extent 

to which they strongly disagree (1) or strongly agree (5), and everything in between. Statements 

were formulated on the basis of five themes, namely teamwork, team learning, leadership, 

bureaucracy and individual experience.  

Moreover, a survey has been filled in by supervisors of the teams. This survey is used 

to measure the level of team performance in a team. Both surveys are aggregated to teams, and 

consequently merged together.  
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3.2. Methods   
 

The data is collected through a survey-method between October and December 2020. 

As stated before, the survey was modelled according to the Likert-scale, which very commonly 

used. According to Nemoto and Beglar, the use of a Likert-scale results in fairly large amounts 

of data, with low effort (Nemoto & Beglar, 2014, p. 1). Moreover, the same authors argue that 

“they can provide highly reliable person ability estimates” (Nemoto & Beglar, 2014, p. 2). As 

such, this method of surveying is highly effective. However, the survey does start with some 

general questions about the respondent himself/herself.  

Also, the response rates of officials willing to participate through the survey are an 

important aspect of the summary statistics. Therefore, teams with at least 30% of the 

professionals participating in the survey are included in the analysis to guarantee that the 

responses collected provide a representative view of the team. This resulted in a total of 761 

respondents included in the study. Both the survey conducted with supervisors and with team 

members are used in this thesis, in order to gain insights from various levels in the field. Since 

both the supervisor dataset and the team member dataset are used in this study, the data of the 

team members had to be aggregated and the datasets had to be merged. In order to do so, the 

respondents in the team member dataset were clustered by team name. This resulted in a total 

of 70 teams, after which the dataset is merged with the supervisor dataset. In this newly 

combined dataset, twelve teams were removed as they did not indicate answers to items 

concerning team performance, resulting in 58 teams to be included in this study. Thus, teams 

are the unit of analysis, not solely team members. Also, of the total number of respondents, 

12% identified themselves as male and 88% as female, with a mean age of 42 years old.  

The data is collected by posing statements, to which the participants can respond by 

indicating a number between 1 and 5. The statements were written and categorized in various 

themes and for each theme other sources are used for justification. The themes used for this 

study were performance and innovation, teamwork and leadership. First, the only theme 

stemming from the supervisor survey, the theme performance and innovation is used to 

measure the variable of team performance. Items in this theme were drafted based on Hood’s 

(1991) article on public management. Second, the theme teamwork is used to measure 

psychological safety. The statements included in this theme are based on research done by Amy 

Edmondson (1999). Third, the theme leadership consists of the items concerning measurement 

of shared leadership, more specifically, the supporting-relations behaviour. The items are based 

on research done by Gary Yukl (2012).  
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3.3. Operationalization  
 

The variables that will be operationalized are the dependent variable of team 

performance, the independent variable of shared leadership and the mediating variable of 

psychological safety. The data source for all the concepts are the same, namely the survey. 

Table 2 below demonstrates how these variables are operationalized. The definition is given, 

as retrieved from the previous chapter. Moreover, the indicators are specified, in order to 

explain how the variable is measured. Lastly, the reliability of the score is reported, which is 

calculated with the aggregated data.  

 

Table 2: Operationalization of concepts 

CONCEPT DEFINITION INDICATORS CRONBACH’S 

ALPHA (α) 

Team 

performance  

 

Van der Hoek and colleagues refer to 

performance as Van der Hoek, 

Groeneveld and Kuipers refer to 

performance as to “what is actually 

accomplished” (van der Hoek, 

Groeneveld, & Kuipers, 2018, p. 474). 

“Team performance is a complex 

function of specific individual and 

dyadic-networked-contributions (…) 

Team performance emerges from the 

behaviours of individual team 

members” (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000, 

pp. 11-12).  

Measured 

through the 

supervisor 

survey, see 

Appendix I 

α = .834 

Shared 

leadership  

 

Shared leadership entails the 

development of numerous leaders at the 

same time, with the purpose of enabling 

essential talent to emerge in accordance 

with the job requirements at hand, hence 

facilitating the achievement of broad 

common goals (Pearce & Conger, 

2003). Here, shared leadership is 

measured by looking at the supporting 

Measured 

through the 

team member 

survey, see 

Appendix I 

α = .817 
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behaviours specifically. “Supporting is 

defined as showing consideration, 

acceptance, and concern for the needs 

and feelings of other people (…) 

Supportive leadership helps to build and 

maintain effective interpersonal 

relationships” (Yukl, 2002, p. 20). 

Psychological 

safety 

(measured 

through the 

team member 

survey) 

“Team psychological safety is defined 

as a shared belief that the team is safe 

for interpersonal risk taking. For the 

most part, this belief tends to be tacit-

taken for granted and not given direct 

attention either by individuals or by the 

team as a whole” (Edmondson, 1999, p. 

354). 

Measured 

through the 

team member 

survey, see 

Appendix 1 

α = .823 

 

As the degree of team performance is rather difficult to assess, the dependent variable 

was measured through statements on team characteristics from the supervisor survey. For 

example, the following statement is used in order to measure team performance: “the team acts 

the same in similar cases”. Appendix I can be consulted for more example statements; the 

measuring instrument consists of nine items. The reliability of the scale is α = .834.  

Furthermore, the independent variable of shared leadership was measured through three 

statements in the team member survey, by following the relations behaviour. More specifically, 

the supporting behaviour is taken into account, by measuring, for example, the following 

statement: “the members of my team jointly plan the tasks of the team”. Further examples can 

be found in Appendix I; the measuring instrument consists of three items. The reliability of the 

scale is α = .817. 

Moreover, the mediating variable of psychological safety was also measured through 

employee perceptions in the team member survey. An example statement includes: “in my 

team, you can bring up problems or difficult issues”. More examples of statements can be found 

in Appendix I; the measuring instrument consists of four items. The reliability of the scale is α 

= .823.  
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3.3.1. Control variables  
 

In order to avoid possible confounders, two control variables are added to the models to 

ensure validity, namely team age and team experience. Team age is chosen as control variable, 

as Hoch, Pearce, and Welzel argue that age diversity moderates the relationship between shared 

leadership and team performance, thus having a certain effect on the relationship which should 

be controlled for (Hoch, Pearce, & Welzel, 2010). Moreover, team experience is chosen as 

control variable, since experience in the field might influence the relationships between 

variables as well and should be controlled for.  

Team age is measured by asking the respondent’s age in the beginning of the survey. 

Furthermore, team experience is measured by asking the respondent how many years they have 

been working as professional in the field. The mean age and experience of every aggregated 

team is used to run analyses including the control variables.  

 

3.4. Analysis strategy 
 

It should also be justified how the data derived from the dataset will be utilized and how 

the hypotheses will be tested. In order to test the hypotheses, the aggregated team scores will 

be analysed through SPSS. By doing so, it can be tested whether the relationship between shared 

leadership and team performance is positive, and it can be tested whether psychological safety 

plays a mediating role between those variables.  

Before going into depth about the results, it is important to explain the steps taken to 

produce a correlation matrix. First, team responses to all nine items concerning team 

performance were added up and divided by the total number of variables, resulting in the mean 

instrument of that series. The same has been done for supporting behaviours of shared 

leadership and psychological safety. After that, the three instruments were analysed in a 

bivariate correlation, which resulted in a correlation matrix with a standard Pearson coefficient. 

Good states that “the standard Pearson Correlation test provides exact significance levels 

regardless of the distributions from which the data are drawn” (Good, 2009, p. 1). Moreover, 

Pearson's correlation coefficient fits this study better than, for example, Spearman, as Pearson 

is used when all variables that are being studied are normally distributed. 

Furthermore, to test our first hypothesis, the relation between the independent variable 

“shared leadership” and the dependent variable “team performance” is tested through a multiple 

regression analysis. 
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Then, in order to test our second hypothesis, another model is used.  For this thesis, 

Baron and Kenny’s method for mediation is used. This method suited the mediating relationship 

that is tested in this research. Baron and Kenny’s four-step method for testing mediation is 

tested through three regressions, namely the independent variable predicting the dependent 

variable, the independent variable predicting the mediator, and the independent variable and 

mediator collectively predicting the dependent variable. Lastly, the effect of the independent 

variable on the dependent variable controlling for the mediator should be zero for full mediation 

(Kenny, 2021). Their strategy is a popular one, as the steps are simple to follow. Moreover, by 

using this method, both partial and full mediation can be recognized. Figure 2 visualizes the 

steps in the Kenny and Baron method.  

 

Figure 2: Baron and Kenny’s mediation method (Newsom, 2020, p. 1) 

 

C stands for the total effect between X and Y. C’ stands for the path between X and Y 

(the direct effect), A is the path between X and M, and lastly, B is the path between M and Y. 

Complete mediation occurs when path C=0. Partial mediation occurs when path C>C’. 

However, the relationship between path C and C’ should be significant in order to be able to 

conclude that there is a partial mediation.  

 

3.5. Validity and reliability 
 

As argued by Leung, validity and reliability are both important criteria for quantitative 

and qualitative research (Leung, 2015). In this part, the reliability and validity will be discussed, 

and potential problems will be addressed. First, a general definition of validity will be given, 
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after which both internal and external validity will be discussed. Second, the concept of 

reliability will be explained.  

 

Validity is, as stated by Heale and Twycross, “defined as the extent to which a concept 

is accurately measured in a quantitative study” (Heale & Twycross, 2015, p. 1). In other words, 

validity signifies the accuracy of a measure. As stated by Neuman, “when we say that an 

indicator is valid, it is valid for a particular purpose and definition” (Neuman, 2014, p. 215). In 

this case, we discuss two types of validity: internal and external validity. According to Patino 

and Carvalho Ferreira, internal validity refers to the degree to which the observed results are 

really in the population researched and are not due to methodological errors (Patino & Carvalho 

Ferreira, 2018). Thus, one could test internal validity by asking how well the study is conducted. 

The level of internal validity is enhanced in this research by avoiding possible confounding 

variables and using the same measurement instrument for all respondents. However, this study 

does not have a random selection and randomization. Additionally, the control variables are 

quite limited in scope; age and experience are rather general variables to control for. Therefore, 

the internal validity of this thesis might be threatened. Moreover, according to the same authors, 

external validity refers to whether the results will be the same with similar respondents in a 

different setting (Patino & Carvalho Ferreira, 2018). So, to ensure external validity, one could 

ask how applicable the results are to the real world, with for example different respondents, at 

a different time, in a different place. In order to ensure external validity in this study, sampling 

bias is avoided by choosing a sample that is representative to the population. The population to 

which the results of this study are generalized are municipal organizations. Moreover, the 

results can be generalized, since the sample size is quite large in this field. 761 respondents are 

included, aggregated in 58 teams, stemming from various public organisations in The 

Netherlands. Thus, the external validity of this study is, to some extent, ensured.  

Reliability is defined by Heale and Twycross as “the accuracy of an instrument” (Heale & 

Twycross, 2015, p. 1). Moreover, Neuman adds to this definition by adding the word 

“consistency” to the measure (Neuman, 2014, p. 212). Thus, to put it differently, reliability is 

the degree to which a particular instrument consistently produces the same results when 

employed in the same situation over and over again. Neuman explains that there are three types 

of reliability: stability reliability, representative reliability and equivalence reliability (Neuman, 

2014, p. 212). First, in order to assess stability reliability, one could ask whether the measure 

delivers the same answers when applied in different time periods. Since these surveys are only 

conducted in one time period, stability cannot be ensured. Second, representative reliability can 
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be assessed by asking whether the indicator delivers the same answer when applied to different 

groups, which can be tested with a subpopulation analysis (Neuman, 2014, p. 212). This type 

of reliability cannot be ensured in this research, since a subpopulation analysis has not been 

conducted. Third, equivalence reliability can be assessed by asking whether the measure 

produces consistent results across various indicators (Neuman, 2014, p. 213). In this research, 

multiple indicators are used to measure a specific construct. For example, four statements are 

used to measure psychological safety, instead of only one. This ensures equivalence reliability 

in this research. Moreover, by having a Cronbach’s Alpha of more than .8 on every variable, 

the level of reliability of this study is heightened.  

 

Thus, when considering the validity and reliability of this research, some strengths and 

weaknesses can be identified. The internal validity is a serious weakness of this study. Threats 

to internal validity are tried to be reverted by adding two control variables. However, the scope 

of those control variables remains limited. Additionally, the absence of random selection and 

randomization could pose a threat to the internal validity of this study. The external validity of 

this study is ensured by avoiding sampling bias during distribution of both surveys and can be 

considered a strength of this study.  

 Moreover, equivalence reliability is a strength of this research design, since for most 

variables, more than one statement has been specified in the surveys. Unfortunately, 

representative reliability cannot be ensured and is a possible weakness of this design. Lastly, 

the high level of Cronbach’s Alpha does ensure a greater degree of reliability. 

 

As stated before, this thesis’ results are based on analyses from both the supervisor and 

the team member dataset. The use of more than one dataset has some methodological 

implications. An advantage of including more than one dataset is that perceptions from both 

sides can be included, namely from the team member level and the supervisor level. This also 

means that the sample size is increased, which helps enhancing the level of generalizability of 

the study. This could strengthen the conclusions made from this study. However, a negative 

side-effect of using two datasets, is that it costs a lot of time, and a mistake is made more easily 

when merging the datasets.   



 26 

4. Results 
 

This chapter of the thesis will focus on testing the actual results. It will be structured as 

following. First, the summary statistics, or descriptive statistics, will be given. This subchapter 

focusses on descriptive statistics such as age and years of experience, as well as on the variables 

of interest. Second, in order to show the correlation coefficients between the variables, a 

correlation matrix will be presented. Third, the hypotheses are tested. Lastly, a small summary 

of the results is given.  

 

4.1. Descriptive statistics  
 

The first table (Table 3) visualizes the descriptive statistics of team age and team 

experience. Most teams had a mean age of between 41 and 45 years old when the survey was 

conducted, accounting for about 31% of all teams. Since the distribution is quite even, no 

particularities stand out, apart from the fact that no team has a mean age of lower than 31 years. 

Besides, it is relevant to consider how long the respondents have worked as a professional in 

the field of welfare teams. Therefore, Table 3 also illustrates how many years the respondents 

have worked in the field. The mean of most of the teams have worked in the field for eleven to 

sixteen years at the time the survey was conducted, accounting for 41% of the total teams. It is 

also interesting to notice that 17% of the teams have worked in the field for six to ten years. 

This explains why the mean age of the teams is not lower than 31-35 years, as most teams have 

11-15 years of experience already. Lastly, having well-distributed answers to these items 

benefits this research in terms of its generalizability.  

 

Table 3: Team age & years of experience 

Team age   N % 

 
31-35 6 10.3 

 
36-40 14 24.1 

 
41-45 18 31.0 

 
46-50 9 15.5 

 
Total 47 81.0 

Missing System 11 19.0 

Total 
 

58 100.0 
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Team years of experience        

 
5 or less 1 1.7 

 
6-10 10 17.2 

 
11-15 24 41.4 

 
16-20 10 17.2 

 
20 or more 3 5.2 

 
Total 48 82.8 

Missing System 10 17.2 

 

Moreover, Table 4 below visualizes the descriptive statistics for our variables of interest, 

including the control variables. The mean scores for all main variables exceeded the theoretical 

average of 3.0 on a 5-point scale. This indicates that teams mostly find that their team has high 

levels of psychological safety and shared leadership, and that supervisors consider their level 

of team performance relatively high. What also stands out, is that no teams scale these main 

variables lower than three out of five, and that some teams even perceive their level of shared 

leadership and psychological safety as high as possible (five out of five).  

Moreover, the mean age in the teams is 41 years old and the mean team experience is 

13.5 years.  

 

Table 4: Descriptive statistics 

  N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Team 

performance 
58 3.00 4.89 4.14 .47 

Shared 

leadership 
58 3.44 5.00 4.44 .30 

Psychological 

safety 
58 3.73 5.00 4.31 .26 

Team age 58 30.6 50.3 41.00 4.49 

Team 

experience 
58 1.5 22.1 13.5 4 

 



 28 

 To conclude the section on descriptive statistics, team age and team experience provides 

us insights in the demographics of our sample set, which includes the rather diverse 

characteristics of the respondents. Regarding the main variables, a key takeaway is that teams 

perceive the level of team performance, shared leadership and psychological safety rather high. 

These statistics give us a general idea about the perception of the measured variables before 

going into depth about their possible relationships. 

 

4.2. Correlation matrix 

 

Now, since the variable statistics are given, it is useful to see how those variables 

actually relate to each other. In order to show the correlation coefficients between our three 

main variables of team performance, shared leadership and psychological safety, and our two 

control variables of team age and team experience, a correlation matrix is needed. In such a 

matrix, it becomes visible how two variables are correlated. Thus, it offers a small summary of 

relationships. Below, Table 5 presents a correlation matrix.  

 

Table 5: Correlation table main- and control variables (N=58) 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 

1. Team performance 1 
    

2. Shared leadership .093 1 
   

3. Psychological safety .179 .667** 1 
  

4. Team age -.211 -.176 -.227 1 
 

5. Team experience .041 -.017 -.052 .744** 1 

** Correlation is significant from the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 

 

The correlation between shared leadership and psychological safety is rather high 

(.667). However, the relationship between psychological safety and team performance, and 

shared leadership and team performance, does not seem significant. The relationship between 

psychological safety and team performance is lower than expected, with a relatively low 

positive correlation (.179).  

Regarding the control variables, it is visible that almost all main and control variables 

are negatively correlated, except for team performance and team experience (.041). No 

statistical significance has been identified, apart from the correlation between team age and 

team experience (.744). Noteworthy are the negative correlations between team age and all of 
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the main variables. Thus, as the team ages, the rank for team performance, shared leadership 

and psychological safety becomes lower. On the contrary, the positive correlation between team 

performance and team experience illustrates that the longer the teams work in the field, the 

higher they would rank team performance.   

What can be interpretated from this matrix, is that it is interesting for these variables to 

examine the strength and direction of the relationships instead of solely the statistical 

significance, as most correlations are not statistically significant. Also because of this study’s 

limited N (58) it is wise to pay extra attention to the strength and direction of relationships. 

Noteworthy is the fact that almost all main variables have a negative direction towards the 

control variables. The only positive, strong relationships can be identified between shared 

leadership and psychological safety, and between team age and team experience.  

Moreover, team performance is the only variable that is measured from the supervisor 

dataset. Not one variable has a strong relationship with team performance. The only strong 

relationships are relationships that are drawn from the team member dataset. Thus, in this case, 

the source of data can determine the strength of the correlations.  

 

In conclusion, the key takeaways from the correlation matrix are the strong positive 

relationship between shared leadership and psychological safety and between team age and 

team experience. Noteworthy is also the unexpected weak positive relationship between 

psychological safety and team performance, as well as the weak relationships between the main 

variables and control variables, in a mostly negative direction. 

 

4.3. Hypothesis testing 
 

In this section, our two hypotheses are tested. The hypotheses were formulated as follows: 

H1: “There is a positive relationship between shared leadership and team performance in 

Dutch welfare teams” and H2: “Psychological safety mediates the relationship between shared 

leadership and team performance in Dutch welfare teams”. 

The four models that are being tested for the hypotheses are the following: Model 1 contains 

the control variables as independent variables and team performance as dependent variable. 

Model 2 contains the independent variable of shared leadership, as well as the control variables 

and the dependent variable of team performance. In Model 3, the dependent variable is replaced 

by psychological safety. Lastly, Model 4 shows the effects of shared leadership and 

psychological safety together with the control variables as independent variables on team 
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performance as dependent variable. Models 1 and 2 are used to test the first hypothesis, and 

models 2, 3 and 4 are used to test the second hypothesis. Table 6 visualises all models, reporting 

unstandardised and standardised coefficients.  

 

Table 6: Regression Analyses (N = 58) 

    B (95% confidence intervals) SE β t p 

Model 1       

    Constant  5.76 .62  9.26 <.001 

    Team age  -.06 .02 -.54 -2.87 .006* 

    Team experience .05 .02 .44 2.35 .022* 

Dependent variable: Team performance, R² Adjusted = .100   

Model 2 
      

    Constant 
 

5.71 1.24 
 

4.62 <.001 

    Shared leadership .01 .21 .01 .05 .962 

    Team age  -.06 .02 -.54 -2.75 .008* 

    Team experience .05 .02 .44 2.29 .026* 

Dependent variable: Team performance, R² Adjusted = .084 
  

Model 3 
      

    Constant 
 

2.20 .54 
 

4.06 <.001 

    Shared leadership .56 .09 .64 6.18 <.001 

    Team age  -.01 .01 -.19 -1.22 .228 

    Team experience .01 .01 .10 .65 .519 

Dependent variable: Psychological safety, R² Adjusted = .432 
  

Model 4 
      

    Constant 
 

5.15 1.42 
 

3.63 <.001 

    Shared leadership -.13 .27 -.08 -.49 .626 

    Psychological safety .26 .31 .14 .82 .417 

    Team age  -.05 .02 -.51 -2.57 .013* 

    Team experience .05 .02 .43 2.20 .032* 

Dependent variable: Team performance, R² Adjusted = .078 
  

Note: Asterisks are statistically significant when P < .05. 

 

As can be derived from Table 6, team age and team experience are statistically significant 

(p = .006 and p = .022 respectively). Team age has a slightly negative impact on team 
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performance (B = -.06). The explained variance of this model is relatively low, namely 10% 

(R²adjusted = .100). 

Model 2 offers a new insight, as it becomes clear that shared leadership is not statistically 

significant with team performance as dependent variable (p = .962). Team age and team 

experience remain significant (p = .008 and p = .026 respectively). This indicates that shared 

leadership does not impact team performance. Moreover, by adding shared leadership to the 

model, the adjusted R² value even decreases to 8.4% (R²adjusted = .084). Thus, the hypothesised 

relationship cannot be supported with this data and is therefore rejected.  

 

Moving on, the Baron and Kenny Method will be utilized to test the second hypothesis, 

for which Model 2, 3 and 4 are needed. Baron and Kenny’s four-step method for testing 

mediation is tested through three regressions. To repeat, Model 2 explains X1 (shared 

leadership), X2 (team age) and X3 (team experience) predicting Y (team performance). Model 

3 explains X1, X2 and X3 predicting M (psychological safety). Lastly, Model 4 explains X1, X2, 

X3 + M predicting Y. Thus, Model 2, 3 and 4 together represent the first three steps of Baron 

and Kenny’s method. Lastly, the fourth step: the effect of X on Y controlling for M (direct 

effect = C’) should be zero for full mediation. If the first three steps are met, and the fourth is 

not zero, then partial mediation could nevertheless be present in the relationship. Table 7 sets 

B apart from the other coefficients, to provide a clear picture of the coefficient used in the 

method. 

 

Table 7: Unstandardized Coefficient B per main variable 

Model  
 

Unstandardized Coefficient B 

2 Shared leadership .01 

 Team age -.06 

 Team experience .05 

 
Dependent Variable: Team performance 

3 Shared leadership .56 

 Team age -.01 

 Team experience .01 

 
Dependent Variable: Psychological safety 

4 Shared leadership -.13 

 
Psychological safety .26 
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 Team age -.05 

 Team experience .05 

 
Dependent Variable: Team performance 

 

As visualized in Table 7, Model 2 shows that shared leadership barely influences team 

performance as B = .01. Furthermore, Model 3 demonstrates that shared leadership does 

moderately effect psychological safety when psychological safety is positioned as dependent 

variable, as B = .56. Then, Model 4 shows that shared leadership and psychological safety 

together as independent variables have a minimal effect on team performance. When 

controlling psychological safety, shared leadership has a negligible negative effect on team 

performance, as B = -.13. Psychological safety has a minimal positive effect on team 

performance, since B = .26. After completing the first three steps, the paths can be visualized, 

as can be seen in Figure 3. It is important to note that the variables of team age and team 

experience were controlled while implementing this method.  

 

Figure 3: Baron and Kenny Method with psychological safety controlled 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

According to Baron and Kenny, when psychological safety completely mediates the 

relationship between shared leadership and team performance, path C’ should be zero (Kenny 

& Baron, 2021). Figure 3 illustrates that path C’ is not zero, thus psychological safety does not 

fully mediate the relationship between shared leadership and team performance. We find that 

the independent variable still has effect on the dependent variable when the mediating variable 

is controlled, therefore, complete mediation is ruled out. Nonetheless, since the first three steps 

were met, partial mediation could be indicated, as shared leadership has reduced effect on team 

performance when psychological safety is controlled for. However, since path C (B = .01) is 

statistically insignificant, the relationship is barely present.   

Shared leadership 

Psychological safety 

Team performance 

A= .56 B= .26 

C= .01 

C’= -.13 



 33 

Thus, the second hypothesis is also rejected; the partial mediation that psychological 

safety offers to the relationship between shared leadership and team performance is 

insignificant.  

   

To conclude the results section, we can state that both hypotheses are rejected. The positive 

relationship between shared leadership and team performance is so minimal, that it should be 

disregarded and therefore rejected. Moreover, after following the Baron and Kenny Method for 

mediation, it became clear that psychological safety’s mediating role is so negligible, that it 

truly cannot be labelled a mediator.  

What does stand out are the overall significant statistics of the control variables team age 

and team experience, when combined with shared leadership as independent variables and team 

performance as dependent variable.  
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5. Discussion, conclusion and limitations 
 

This chapter will focus on analysing and discussing the results in order to conclude with an 

answer to the research question of this thesis, which reads as follows: “How does psychological 

safety mediate the potentially positive relationship between shared leadership and team 

performance in Dutch welfare teams?”. Moreover, limitations are specified and 

recommendations for future research are given.  

 

5.1. Discussion 
 

As became clear earlier, the correlations between our three main variables were positive. 

However, only one relationship was significant: the relationship between shared leadership and 

psychological safety. Moreover, no significant relationships were found between our main 

variables and our control variables team age and team experience. Research had found that age 

might have an effect on the relationship between shared leadership and team performance 

(Hoch, Pearce, & Welzel, 2010). However, no significant effect was found in this research for 

team age, as well as team experience. Noteworthy is that team experience and team performance 

did correlate positively, although minimal. Also, there is little research done about experience 

having an effect on the relationship between shared leadership and team performance, which 

makes explaining the relationship between those variables particularly difficult.  

The weak positive relationship between shared leadership and team performance led to a 

rejection of the first hypothesis. The control variables did not have a significant effect on either 

the independent or dependent variable. Therefore, the relationship cannot be explained through 

team age or team experience.  

Edmondson (1999) argued that the absence of psychological safety in a team might have 

negative consequences on team performance, which indicates that psychological safety might 

mediate the effect of a predicting variable on team performance. This study held shared 

leadership as predictor of team performance. More specifically, the supportive behaviour of 

shared leadership was analysed in this study. The results from the Baron and Kenny Method 

illustrates that the second hypothesis is also rejected, because of statistical insignificance. 

Multiple regressions were employed to generate that result through the Baron and Kenny 

Method.  
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However, in the chapter on methodology, we decided that statistical significance is not the 

only important factor when analysing the results. Non-existing relationships and insignificant 

results are important and interesting findings as well. When looking at the strength and direction 

of the three paths, it can be concluded that the relationships among themselves move towards a 

positive direction, despite the fact that they are not very strong. We find that shared leadership 

leans towards a positive direction when explaining team performance, albeit not strongly. 

Shared leadership and psychological safety are even strongly and positively correlated with 

each other, which raises new questions for future research. Thus, even though the results are 

not as expected, they can be implicated for analysing the strength and direction between the 

variables and are valid results as well.    

Moreover, during the multiple regression analyses, it became clear that team age and team 

experience are statistically significant when predicting team performance, which is a good 

implication for future research as well.  

Lastly, using two datasets, from the team member as well as the supervisor perspective, 

proved itself useful. By using the perceptions of both groups, a strong test between supervisor-

perceived team performance and team member-perceived shared leadership and psychological 

safety could be conducted.    

 

5.2. Conclusion 
 

This research aimed to test the relationship between shared leadership and team 

performance in Dutch welfare teams, and to examine the possible mediating role of 

psychological safety. In sum, by employing the answers to these hypotheses, the research 

question “How does psychological safety mediate the potentially positive relationship between 

shared leadership and team performance in Dutch welfare teams?” was answered through 

survey analysis. Team members as well as supervisors presented answers to different statements 

measuring their perceptions of their own team. This study indicates that the statistically weak 

and slightly negative relationship between supporting-oriented shared leadership (X) and team 

performance (Y) in Dutch welfare teams is not mediated by psychological safety (M). 

Moreover, as psychological safety does not play the role of a mediating protagonist, it cannot 

be explained how it mediates the relationship. Lastly, this study has modestly contributed to 

existing research of welfare teams. Its unexpected findings do provide implications for further 

research on leadership and performance in the public sector.  
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5.3. Limitations and future research 
 

Reflecting on this study, some limitations can be stated. First, the internal validity is a 

weakness of this research. Even though control variables have been added in this research, 

internal validity cannot be ensured, as the control variables were limited in scope. Future 

researchers are encouraged to test other kinds of control variables with a greater scope.  

Second, another limitation of this research is the fact that it is not longitudinal research; the 

survey is only conducted in one place during one time period. If this study was based on a 

longitudinal approach, the progress and changes over a certain time period could have been 

examined, which would have improved stability reliability as well. In sum, for future research, 

it is highly recommended to use a longitudinal approach in order to make stronger and more 

reliable assumptions.   

Third, even though it is very useful having two datasets from two different perspectives, 

having to aggregate and merge two datasets can lead to the removal of viable data. In this case, 

some aggregated teams had to be removed from the dataset as their supervisor did not present 

answers to the statements of team performance, which resulted in labelling that team as 

unusable. Future researchers could opt for analysing individuals instead of aggregated teams to 

avoid this limitation.  
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Appendix I 
 

 

Code  Operationalization in Dutch Concept 

PR_RECHT_

1 handelt bij vergelijkbare casussen hetzelfde. 

Team 

performance 

PR_RECHT_

2 gaat altijd rechtmatig te werk. 

Team 

performance 

PR_RECHT_

3 communiceert open en transparant. 

Team 

performance 

PR_EFF_1 levert waar voor haar geld. 

Team 

performance 

PR_EFF_2 opereert kostenbewust.  

Team 

performance 

PR_EFF_3 gaat efficiënt te werk.  

Team 

performance 

PR_RESP_1 speelt adequaat in op veranderde omstandigheden.  

Team 

performance 

PR_RESP_2 reageert serieus op suggesties voor verbetering.  

Team 

performance 

PR_RESP_3 blijft haar werk goed doen in moeilijke omstandigheden.   

Team 

performance 

GL_0_1_LG 
heeft aandacht voor de behoeftes van individuele teamleden. 

Shared 

leadership 

GL_0_2_LG 
is betrokken met de teamleden. 

Shared 

leadership 

GL_0_3_LG 
ondersteunt teamleden indien nodig bij een moeilijke taak . 

Shared 

leadership 

PV_1 
kan je problemen of lastige kwesties naar voren brengen.  

Psychologica

l safety  

PV_2 
is het gemakkelijk om anderen om hulp te vragen. 

Psychologica

l safety  

PV_3 
is een vergissing maken geoorloofd.  

Psychologica

l safety  
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PV_4 

worden ieders unieke vaardigheden en talenten 

gewaardeerd.  

Psychologica

l safety  

 


