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Abstract 
 

Organisations typically face issues concerning information technology especially in understanding 

how organisational behaviour factors interact with technology in the workplace. Whilst there is a 

growing stream of research in the last 30 years that have looked at the role of technologies in 

transforming organisations and work, the question of how leaders and members’ skillsets 

(particularly socio–emotional competencies) contribute to efficacious IT implementation and 

consequent IT experience remains a fundamental issue for scholars within I/O and information 

science. 

Underpinning this investigation is the central question: What are the roles of socio–emotional 

competencies on IT implementation, IT experience, and team performance? In order to address 

this gap, this dissertation offers a threefold approach: (1) conduct a systematic overview of 

perspective–taking and leader–member exchange (2) construct a novel theoretical framework that 

incorporates Hobfoll’s (1989) Conservation of Resources Theory (COR), Bandura’s (1985) Social 

Cognitive Theory, and Venkatesh et al.’s (2016) UTAUT Model, and (3) validate the novel 

theoretical framework by utilizing PLSc (Consistent PLS–SEM) as an exploratory statistical and 

analytical tool.  

In regard to the first approach, a systematic literature review of perspective–taking and leader–

member exchange was undertaken. Perspective–taking was discussed in terms of its 

conceptualization, philosophical issues, fundamental assumptions, dimensions, as well as 

similarities and differences between perspective–taking and empathy. Three research themes have 

been identified within the broader perspective–taking body of knowledge: (a) emotional 

reconfiguration, (b) cognitive reconstitution, and (c) social and organisational familiarization. The 

systematic review also explored LMX theoretical foundations and LMX’s emerging role in 

understanding E–Leadership. Moreover, LMX’s relationship to socio–emotional competencies, 

ICT implementation and IT experience was investigated more closely in the LMX literature 

review.  

The novel theoretical model was tested on New Zealand nurse team leaders and nurse team 

members. Given the exploratory nature of the theoretical model, PLSc was employed over the 

traditional CB–SEM (Covariance–based Structural Equation Modelling). PLSc improves on the 

traditional PLS–SEM by utilizing iterative PLSc algorithm in obtaining construct scores, providing 

a correction factor, and lastly allowing for the analysis of non–recursive models. Results from the 

analysis of survey data from 105 nurse team leaders and 334 nurse team members show that leader 

socio–emotional competency of perspective–taking and information interpretation as well as members’ feedback self–

efficacy play important roles towards team performance. In contrast, leader optimism was not found to have any 
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significant effects on members’ perception of relationship quality and feedback self–efficacy. Six important 

mediating effects of feedback self–efficacy was also found. Furthermore, findings in the study 

suggest significant linkages between the socio–emotional competencies of perspective–taking, feedback self–

efficacy, and information interpretation towards ICT implementation and consequent IT experience. This 

dissertation contributes to literatures examining the nexus between organisational behaviour and 

information technology. Answering the research question, this study suggests that the 

implementation and experience of IT from both the leaders and members’ perspectives are subtle 

and require a reconceptualization of organisational practices that blends IT strategy with socio–

emotional competency development.   
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                  CHAPTER ONE:   INTRODUCTION 
 

“Perspective…what you see depends not only on what you look at, but also, on 

where you look from.” 

Photographer James Deacon 

 

“True leadership touches a heart before they ask for a hand.” 

Dr. John C. Maxwell  

 

1.1   PURPOSE OF THE THESIS  

The implementation of information technology (IT) investments in major industries are well 

documented in management and business literature (Boudreau & Robey, 2005; Hsu et al., 2019; 

Langer, 2018; Seese, Weinhardt, & Schlottmann, 2016; Steinmueller, 2007; Wu, 2016). Within the New 

Zealand healthcare industry, private and public organisations have heavily invested in information 

technology projects in order to improve health practitioner engagement and patient well–being 

outcomes. For example, New Zealand government has roughly spent $280 million on information 

technology/information systems (IS/IT) with a growth percentage of 2.3% (McBeth, 2018). New 

Zealand healthcare organisations have made substantial investments into leading edge technology 

solutions in order to alleviate rising costs associated with personnel, procedural and organisational 

risks. As these organisations typically implement IT services on increasingly quicker times, it 

consequently also produces greater knowledge–intensive work for health practitioners to quickly learn 

new technologies and processes in addition to existing clinical work. The uncompromising pace of 

change within healthcare organisations combined with the proliferation of specialized and distinct 

information technological advancements has become a critical issue particularly in discovering novel 

approaches that effectively bridge the gap between people leadership and modern technology. 

In light of this context, the objective of this study is to investigate the role of socio–emotional 

competencies and its connection to information technology (IT implementation and IT experience) 

and consequent team performance. More specifically, this study investigates the constructs of 

perspective–taking (being to put oneself in other’s shoes), optimism, information interpretation, 

feedback self–efficacy and leader–member exchange (quality of relationship between leaders and 
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followers) as having important implications for information technology experience and team 

performance within the New Zealand healthcare sector.  

This study also proposes a novel framework by emphasizing the mediating roles of member 

feedback self–efficacy (i.e. how well an individual receives feedback from others) and leader–member 

exchange. These effects can further explain how perspective–taking acts as a vehicle in creating high 

quality leader–member exchanges which indirectly affects performance (see Anand, Liden, & 

Vidyarthi, 2011; Day & Miscenko, 2015; Nahrgang & Seo, 2015). The incorporation of modern 

technology with people leadership in healthcare management will continue to change the way 

leadership perceives patient and employee well–being. The study of socio-emotional competencies 

has much to say in regard to this integration especially in exploring health practitioners’ interpretive 

experiences of technology acceptance as embedded in recognizing others’ perspectives while 

acknowledging one’s own. 

 

1.2   CONTEXT OF THE STUDY: PERSPECTIVES, SOCIO-EMOTIONAL 

COMPETENCES, AND LEADERSHIP 

The terms “perspective” and “leadership” at first may seem like two different concepts and 

resemble two different and unrelated ideas. In the first quote, photographer James Deacon explains 

the importance of perspective from the lens of an artist and visionary specifically describing that where 

one is at (position) plays a significant role on how we see and perceive objects. In the second quote, 

Dr. John Maxwell defines what constitutes true leadership––connecting first with the heart (emotions) 

and then with the hand (actions). Despite their differences, leadership and perspective may be 

conceptually closer than previously thought. Consider the speeches, for instance, by American civil 

right leader Dr. Martin Luther King and Nelson Mandela who both argued that prejudice and racism 

can only end if individuals make a deliberate effort in placing ourselves in others’ lived experiences 

and to understand our shared humanity. In short, great leaders are able to demonstrate to their listeners 

and followers that there are different ways of understanding problems and that how we perceive these 

problems contributes to how we are able to solve them.   

In essence, leadership is related to perspective because we assume that leaders are better able 

to assume others’ perspectives better than others. That is, there is a strong assumption that leaders are 

better able to communicate their ideas, perspectives, and others’ perspectives in order to effectively 

persuade and influence their members. By being able to shift their own internal perspectives, leaders 

engender not just a change in their own behaviour but in others as well. Thus, the relevance of being 

able to “place oneself in others’ shoes” (perspective–taking) and being able to feel what others are 

feeling (empathy) extends past the public domain and has important implications for management and 
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leadership (Bauer & Erdogan, 2015b; Rumsey, 2012). Business schools have responded around the 

globe in becoming more cognizant of the value of “soft skills” particularly in providing graduates a 

“more complete skill set—the rigorous quantitative/analytic skills that are the hallmark of an MBA 

education along with the interpersonal skills necessary to engage and lead teams.” (Bedwell, Fiore, & 

Salas, 2014, p. 182). The economic value of soft skills such as empathy and perspective–taking for 

global MNEs (multinational enterprises) and SMEs (small–to–medium enterprises) can be estimated 

to be more than £90 billion (OECD, 2017).  

Within New Zealand, the economic value of soft skills also demonstrates the importance of 

cultivating human capital. Simply put, productive wealth is inherently “embodied in people” and there 

are significant overlaps between physical, financial, human and social capital that New Zealand 

organisations cannot afford to overlook (Morrissey, 2018, p. 2). Within the healthcare sector, 

numerous hospitals and clinical settings rely on soft skills particularly as “soft skills” provides the 

vehicle to which health information is transmitted. While rapid advances in IT (information 

technology) and HIS (health information systems) have proliferated in the past twenty years, its 

integration with people leadership have considerably lagged due. This was due to complexities 

surrounding human–AI interfaces, obsolete health reform policies, aging workforce, decreasing 

healthcare intermediaries and macro–level epidemiological issues such as the opioid crisis and global 

pandemics such as the COVID–19 Coronavirus, SARS, and MERS to name a few. In this regard, one 

fundamental construct (perspective–taking) may be of interest towards this integration. Defined as the 

act of perceiving a situation from alternative points of view, perspective–taking poses a unique 

contribution to both the fields of people leadership and information management particularly as 

perspective–taking explicates the important role of information and how information is processed by 

individuals, teams, organisations and institutions. In the next section, I outline the value of 

perspective–taking (a core socio-emotional competency) from an organisational behaviour approach.  

 

1.2.1   THE VALUE OF PERSPECTIVE–TAKING AND SOCIO-EMOTIONAL 

COMPETENCIES  

Difficulties also exist in understanding the relationship between socio–emotional 

competencies and various organizational outcomes due to lack of theoretical consensus in explicitly 

delineating how socio–emotional competencies may influence leader–follower communication 

(Payne, 2005), influence shared perceptions and most importantly affect alignment between both 

leader and follower goal congruence (Kuvaas & Buch, 2017; Zhang, Wang, & Shi, 2012). One socio–

emotional competency of particular interest to leadership scholars is perspective–taking. Current 

scholarship in management and leadership studies have also examined the role of perspective–taking 

within the context of the leader and member relationship as well as in the context of the larger 
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organisation (Bauer & Erdogan, 2015a, 2015b). However, the exact mechanisms of how this 

relationship evolves over time and under what boundary conditions has been underexplored. For 

example in Moates et al.’s (2007) study, while the authors have found a positive linear relationship 

between leadership empathy and the quality of relationships executives had with their employees, the 

study has primarily focused on the construct level and has given limited contribution as to what 

dimensions of perspective–taking are actually associated with the dimensions of LMX. Theoretical 

and empirical evidence suggests that both leader and members’ personal attributes (Nahrgang & Seo, 

2015; Phillips & Bedeian, 1994), prior positive (or negative) affective experiences (Cropanzano et al., 

2017; Newcombe & Ashkanasy, 2002) as well as cognitive biases can shape leader and member 

reactions that contribute towards either a high or low quality leader–member exchange. In Phillips 

and Bedeian’s (1994) study, the authors examined how perceived similarity, locus of control and 

growth need strength (i.e. attribute concerning “a person’s desire to grow and develop as an individual) 

were related to LMX quality. Perceived similarity (i.e. in communication style, dress styles, 

background, etc.) indicates familiarity, congruency and association which may make it cognitively 

easier to predict others’ behaviour and corresponding beliefs (Sherman, Nave, & Funder, 2010). It is 

worth noting that the relationship between perspective–taking and LMX is still underexplored in 

literature. 

While it is understood that both leaders and members inevitably employ perspective–taking 

to make sense of the complexity inherent within organisations (Boland & Tenkasi, 1995; Ku et al., 

2015; Longmire & Harrison, 2018), the underlying mechanism of why perspective–taking makes or 

breaks the quality of leader–member interactions remains a relative enigma. Perspective–taking, 

defined as the general ability of individuals to shift one’s emotional and cognitive perspective towards 

others’ perspectives, is an important aspect of the leader–member relationship as suggested by leader–

member exchange (LMX) scholars (Erdogan & Bauer, 2015; Schriesheim, Castro, & Cogliser, 1999; 

Tse, Troth, & Ashkanasy, 2015). Moreover, the capability of leaders and members to take on others’ 

perspectives also necessitates a mastery of socio–emotional competencies (such as intrapersonal and 

interpersonal awareness) and metacognitive principles such as learning about his/her own learning 

styles, biases, and dominant heuristics (Bauer & Erdogan, 2015b; Ku, Wang, & Galinsky, 2015; 

Litchfield & Gentry, 2010). However, there is a propensity to generalize perspective–taking as innate 

and thus relatively stable within individuals (Davis, 1983; Leith & Baumeister, 1998). Consequently, 

this generalization may predispose leadership to decontextualize perspective–taking without due 

consideration to the interpersonal dynamics that vary within leaders and members (Ku, Wang, & 

Galinsky, 2010, 2015). Yet, perspective–taking can mitigate interpersonal conflicts thereby reducing 

tangible and intangible costs for organisations. In this regard, there is a need to develop a coherent 

approach to understanding leaders and members’ perspective–taking.  
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Thus, the enduring theme of this debate is how perspective–taking impacts the quality of 

leader–member relationships within organisations. On the one hand, outcomes concerning 

perspective–taking have been positive within the literature. For instance, prior studies have linked 

perspective–taking to improved negotiation outcomes (Trötschel et al., 2011), enhanced employee 

contextual performance (Parker & Axtell, 2001), greater team creativity (Grant & Berry, 2011), and 

the reduction of polarizing beliefs between groups (Galinsky & Moskowitz, 2000). On the other hand, 

scholars have also argued that perspective–taking may tend to elicit competitive behaviours at the 

individual level (Ku et al., 2015) and can consequently increase the likelihood of unpleasant interactions 

between leaders and members (Lucas, Galinksy, & Murnighan, 2016). For instance, perceiving others’ 

egoistic tendencies through perspective–taking also initiated competitive and selfish behaviours 

(Epley, Caruso, & Bazerman, 2006). Unrestrained perspective–taking led the perspective–taker to 

unconsciously absorb the other’s competitive anxiety further dislocating connection and trust (Epley 

et al., 2006). Hence, perspective–taking that occurs between leaders and members may contain both 

negative and positive outcomes due to the dual cooperative and competitive aspects of organisational 

life.  

Applying the importance of leader–member relationships towards healthcare, the capacity and 

capability of healthcare professionals in sharing information requires the transmission of information 

and embedded cultural values between leaders and members. For instance, nurse managers may tend 

to be more pragmatic when it comes to dealing with e–health initiatives such as increasing the quality 

of information between healthcare practitioners, patients, intermediaries and other involved 

stakeholders. This pragmatic approach spills over to team members and employees such that 

technology acceptance is valued to the extent of the leader’s buy–in and actual engagement with the 

organisation’s e–health policies. By increasing trust between leaders and members, organisations may 

foster positive mindsets towards IT acceptance in particular increasing the perception of value and 

usefulness of IT towards clinical decision–making and patient well–being practices.  

 

1.2.2   INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AND SOCIAL EXCHANGES 

The value of socio-emotional competencies cannot be properly elucidated without discussing 

technology acceptance and how it relates to social exchange. Proposed by Davis (1989) and Venkatesh 

and colleagues (2003), technology acceptance refers to the extent individuals positively accept an 

innovation or technology in order to achieve organisational goals. Two models are worth considering 

in this regard: (a) the TAM (Technology Acceptance Model) framework which espouses that perceived 

ease of use and perceived usefulness reliably predict IT acceptance and (b) the UTAUT (Unified 

Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology) which implicate both individual–level and socio–

environmental factors as crucial antecedents to technology acceptance. Whereas technology 
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acceptance refers to the behavioural aspect of technological adoption, social exchange, on the other 

hand, refers to the socio–psychological process of negotiated exchanges between two or more agents 

(Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 1997).  

Moreover, social exchange theory argues that relationships are evaluated and established 

through the application of cost–benefit analysis as well as comparison of alternatives. The advent of 

technological devices and innovation have led a steady increase in research that study the interaction 

of human behaviour with technology (Boland & Tenkasi, 1995; Langer, 2018). This has consequently 

led to the importance of examining social exchanges in illuminating the adoption and utilization of 

new technologies which remains a considerable topic in both IS and I/O psychology. Social exchange, 

in part, may belong to the general umbrella of social influence which emphasizes attitudinal and 

behavioural changes in response to socio–environmental demands (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). 

Given the hierarchical nature of organisations, social exchanges typically comprise of leader–member 

exchanges (exchanges between a supervisor and member) and member–member exchanges 

(exchanges between similar ranking members). Leader–member exchange processes can also be 

understood as intra–organisational relationships. Numerous scholars have involved intra–

organisational relationships as important determinants of technological acceptance (see Markus & 

Robey, 1988; Wu, Chuang, & Hsu, 2014) particularly in identifying institutional–level (Yang & 

Maxwell, 2011), organisational–level (Schepers, Wetzels, & de Ruyter, 2005) and individual–level 

factors (Magni & Pennarola, 2008).  

Intra–organisational relationships are important for technology acceptance for a variety of 

reasons. Firstly, intra–organisational relationships generally set the baseline for organisational 

evaluation of one’s work performance. For instance, leaders set quotas and different performance 

measures which compel employees and members to engage in behaviours that are aligned towards 

goal achievement. In order for quotes to be achieved, members must have a way to make tasks more 

efficient which technology, at its core, is expected to do. Secondly, intra–organisational relationships, 

aside from setting objective standards, also set social evaluation standards (shared judgment of 

individuals). These standards further determine the socio–normative behaviours regarding material 

artefacts, towards “insiders” (individuals within organisations), and towards “outsiders” (individuals 

outside organisations). For example, when individuals perceive that technological use is voluntary 

rather than necessary, individuals may perceive technology as an added burden to work tasks which 

may consequently affect actual technological use.  

Intra–organisational relationships set the table for technology acceptance due to reciprocity 

particularly in how leaders and members may choose to present both tangible and intangible benefits 

over time (Avolio et al., 2000, 2014; Raveendhran & Fast, 2019). While leaders may be assumed to be 

in a greater position to provide benefits, members may also provide benefits for leaders particularly in 
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giving support during times of organisational change such as the implementation of new policies, 

technologies and processes. Particularly, reciprocity motives between leaders and members in relation 

to technological acceptance emphasize the significance of collaboration and teamwork to achieve 

common goals. In the case of healthcare management, nurse leaders and nurse team members, for 

instance, must facilitate knowledge sharing through traditional and digital channels. For nurse leaders, 

reciprocity assists in building a centralized healthcare management network which nurse team 

members can access in order to gain real–time information for better managing patientcare–based 

activities. Furthermore, this recursive reciprocity allows nurse team members to acquire competencies, 

access information more easily, and deliver patientcare rapidly and efficiently. In the next section, I 

delineate a facet of leadership (E–Leadership) and discuss its importance and connection to the 

dissertation.  

 

1.2.3   E–LEADERSHIP  

The field of leadership has a rich and varied narrative, progressing from quantifying behaviours 

by managers and employees, to studying exemplar heroes and heroines, and moving towards 

understanding more complex leadership constructs such as leader–member exchange, 

transformational leadership, and complex adaptive leadership (Bauer & Erdogan, 2015b; Gregory, 

Moates, & Gregory, 2011; Mhatre & Riggio, 2014). E–Leadership follows this narrative by paying 

greater attention to the concurrent and disruptive technological changes which interacts with 

leadership traits, values, and personality characteristics (Avolio et al., 2014; Zaccaro & Bader, 2003). 

E–leadership, simply put, refers to the socio–emotional, socio–cognitive and socio–cultural processes 

that are mediated by information technology in order to generate beneficial changes related to 

emotions, mindsets, thinking, and organisational performance (Avolio, Kahai, & Dodge, 2000). 

Avolio, Kahai, and Dodge (2000, p. 625, 644) posited 4 propositions related to E–leadership: 

Proposition 1: Leadership systems and appropriation of AIT (Advanced Information Technology) 

need to co– evolve over time to optimize a group’s development and performance. 

Proposition 2: Leadership behaviours within a Group Support System context influence Group 

Support System’s appropriation. 

Proposition 3: Leadership behaviours within a Group Support System context interact with Group 

Support System’s features to influence Group Support System’s appropriation. 

Proposition 4: Group Support System appropriations influence group process and outcomes. 

These propositions continue to be an integral part of understanding how E–Leadership operates at 

multiple levels of analysis. Nevertheless, the growth of E–leadership can be also be partially attached 

to the evolution of leadership development particularly in building expertise via simulation, 

gamification, and quantifying skillset development (Avolio et al., 2000, 2014). For instance, 
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organisations who want to quantify their organisation’s overall productivity may introduce software 

that actually measures time spent on tasks versus time spent on peripheral work tasks such as sending 

email as well as non–work related behaviours such texting and browsing social media. What is 

surprising is that these “peripheral work tasks” were brought about using the same fundamental 

mechanism which has allowed organisations to flourish: AIT (Advanced Information Technology). 

Avolio et al. (2014) assert the importance of AIT within organisations as AIT interacts strongly with 

leadership which, in turn, influences AIT over temporal, geographical and cultural spaces. In this 

study, perspective–taking relates to E–leadership because information technology and its subsequent 

application within organisations is fundamentally based on the identification, creation, and 

maintenance of social roles that may share similar (or dissimilar) perspectives.  

Since E–leadership examines how and why AIT shapes both leadership and followership 

dynamics within organisations, the study of socio-emotional competencies offers some unique insights 

as to how leaders enact role–making behaviours related to information technology which could either 

improve or constrain organisational performance. For example, leaders who struggle with identity and 

role conflict with their members may be more likely to derail organisational–level changes related to 

AIT due to either intentional or unintentional disregard for the existence of multiple organisational 

identities (Lawrence & Kacmar, 2012; Othman, Ee, & Shi, 2010). Conversely, members may also 

respond to these organisational–level changes with positive acceptance, apathy and at its worst, 

hostility and cynicism (Selander & Henfridsson, 2012). Socio-emotional competencies are 

fundamentally concerned with how contradictory cognitions, roles and perspectives may lead 

individuals to either consider others’ perspectives (or disregard them). E–leadership within 

organisations is particularly complex and multifaceted. As such, it creates threats which may affect 

one’s sense of self and one’s sense of organisational belonging. Perspective–taking and other related 

socio–emotional competencies may mitigate these types of threats. This dissertation keeps this idea in 

mind as it aims to provide a comprehensive overview of two constructs which are well–established in 

leadership and social psychology: perspective–taking and leader–member exchange.  

 

1.3   THEORETICAL SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY 

This research aims to create three distinct contributions to the leadership literature. First, 

investigating how perspective–taking is associated with LMX broadens leadership scholarship by 

addressing how socio–emotional competencies contribute to the development of high–quality 

relational exchanges (Erdogan & Bauer, 2015) and subsequent team performance (Ancona & Caldwell, 

1992; Boies, Fiset, & Gill, 2015; Gajendran & Joshi, 2012; Gonzalez–Mulé et al., 2016). This study 

argues that feedback self–efficacy mediates the relationship between perspective–taking and team 
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performance by attenuating cognitive biases that decrease team performance (Ku et al., 2015). This is 

accomplished by increasing information sharing behaviours, feedback seeking behaviours and 

adjusting one’s perspective to new information accumulated from perspective–taking. Additionally, 

leader–member exchange is also posited to mediate the relationship between the optimism and team 

performance. Optimism results in greater capabilities in managing interpersonal incompatibilities, 

disparate viewpoints, and subjective evaluations of organisational goals (Li et al., 2019; Carver, & 

Scheier, 2001; Luthans, Lebsack, & Lebsack, 2008). Furthermore, optimism may strengthen both 

leader and member metacognitive capabilities 1  (i.e. awareness and monitoring of one’s cognitive 

development) necessary for collaborative behaviours.  

Second, this research extends Ku, Wang, and Galinsky’s (2015) mixed motive model of 

perspective–taking through the incorporation of member feedback self–efficacy and leader member–

exchange as potential mediators that can influence affective and cognitive mechanisms that underlie 

the self–other (i.e. leader–member) overlap. According to Ku and colleagues’ (2015, p. 95) mixed 

motive model, “perspective–taking helps individuals effectively navigate a world filled with mixed–

motive social interactions.” As a result of facing situations filled with mixed–motives, effective social 

navigation involves cooperation that helps create and preserve social bonds, as well as protection from 

being exploited by the competitive intentions of others. 

Since leader–member relationships are hierarchical and transactional, the relationship between 

affective perspective–taking and LMX is posited to be mediated by feedback self–efficacy. 

Contemporary research on affective perspective–taking reveals that individuals have varying levels of 

ability in identifying and understanding how others are feeling (e.g. Harwood & Farrar, 2006; Lui, 

Barry, & Sacco, 2016). In this regard, the degree to which members perceive their leader as a 

competent affective perspective–taker depends on whether members perceive feedback seeking 

behavioural cues (e.g. affective information seeking behaviour and appropriate affective response) as 

congruent with the member’s understanding of their leader’s values. Empathic behavioural cues by 

leaders typically elicit strong signals to members that their leaders can be trusted to deal with 

information derived from affective information sharing (Ibrahim & Allen, 2012). Other studies have 

indicated that empathic behavioural cues (i.e. active listening, establishing trust, etc.) from leaders may 

also strongly activate members’ affective perspective–taking schemas which can then induce greater 

positively valenced affect towards the leader (Harvey et al., 2007; Newcombe & Ashkanasy, 2002). 

Leaders’ affective information seeking behaviour is a critical behavioural indicator for affective 

perspective–taking as members generally presume that a leader’s ability to share authentic affective 

information sets the foundation for future high-quality cooperative interactions (Dulebohn, Wu, & 

                                                 
1

 Metacognition is defined as the “awareness and monitoring of one’s cognitive development. Simply put, it is knowing what one knows and 

what one doesn’t know.. 
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Liao, 2017). Consequently, affective information sharing behaviour within the leader–member 

exchange encompasses role taking (initiation), role making (entrainment), and role routinization 

(stability of role recognition) phases (Cropanzano, Dasbourough, & Weiss, 2017).  

 Lastly, this research also contributes to prior theorization regarding information technology 

management within healthcare, particularly in delineating the importance of information technology 

experience, IT implementation and IT perceptions (Chin, Johnson, & Schwarz, 2008; Goh, Gao, & 

Agarwal, 2011; Martin & DiMatteo, 2013). Challenges within healthcare management do not just 

comprise of clinical elements but also organisational and technological complexities that press the 

necessity for resilient leadership at different levels within a healthcare organisation. The influence of 

leaders encompasses not just the lives of their healthcare practitioners but also to the well–being of 

patients. The complexity of differing beliefs, attitudes and behaviours regarding information 

technology and its application in healthcare poses a unique test to how healthcare delivery is 

implemented (Goh, Gao, & Agarwal, 2011). In contrast to other sectors such as banking and 

manufacturing, healthcare leadership typically centres on considering patient needs in accordance to 

the dual roles of healthcare practitioners as health information “gatekeepers” and health information 

“providers”. Fundamentally, IT within the healthcare setting is complex as it involves social, technical, 

institutional and legal characteristics that are interconnected and thus difficult to isolate. Nevertheless, 

this dissertation specifically focuses in exploring nurse managers and nurse team members’ attitudes 

towards IT implementations and how these attitudes are affected by perspective–taking and LMX. 

Moreover, I look at how these attitudes influence team performance. While prior literature has studied 

the impact of communication in management (e.g. Gajendran & Joshi, 2012), there is a dearth of 

studies which have looked at how IT experience and IT implementation are associated with leader–

member exchanges and perspective–taking. By studying these relationships, this dissertation 

establishes the importance of not isolating leadership development practices from the organisation’s 

commitment to technological innovation. Within New Zealand, significant investments in IT projects 

within the healthcare sector has enabled practitioners to document, analyse and even share patient 

data. Nevertheless, theorization as to how current technological advances (such as AI) and how these 

are linked to leadership practices are underexplored in both management and leadership literature 

(Landers, 2019; Langer, 2018).   

 

1.4   RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

Rationale for Methodology 

The overall epistemological position of this proposal is primarily post–positivist. This study employs 

a quantitative approach in order to ascertain relationships among the different constructs and variables 
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(i.e. affective perspective–taking, member feedback self–efficacy, member LMX, etc.). The rationale 

for this research strategy is due to post–positivism’s emphasis on validity and objectivity given that 

the main constructs are already well established in the literature.  

 

Sampling 

The sampling frame comprises of nurse managers and nurse team members from the New Zealand 

Nurses Organisation (NZNO) database. Consistent with Cook’s (2001, p. 39) definition, this study 

defines a nurse as being  “…directly involved in providing clinical care that continuously improves 

care through influencing others.” Additionally, nurse managers should have at least 3 or more nurses 

team members under their direct supervision. Nurse team members were defined in this study as nurses 

who are members of a nursing team and are not directly responsible for the supervision of other team members. In 

relation to the sampling method, a non–probability sampling method was chosen for the study. In 

non–probability sampling, the probability of any potential respondent being selected for sample 

cannot be known.  

 

Instruments 

There are a total of 7 established measures used in this study: (1) Davis’ (1983) Interpersonal Reactivity 

Index, (2) Kostopoulous and colleagues’ (2013) Team Learning Scale for Information Interpretation Dimension 

and Team Performance Dimension, (3) Linderbaum and Levy’s (2010) Feedback Orientation Scale (Feedback 

Self–efficacy Dimension), (4) Scheier, Carver, and Bridges’ (1994) Revised Life Orientation Test Scale (Optimism 

Dimension), (5) Liden, Wayne and Stilwell’s (1993) LMX–7 Scale, (6) Menor and Roth’s (2007) 

Information Technology Experience scale and (7) Oliveira and Roth’s (2012) Information and Communication 

Technologies Implementation scale. 

 

Statistical Analysis 

The main statistical technique used to analyse data will be structural equation modelling (SEM). SEM 

is a “statistical methodology that takes a hypothesis–testing approach to the multivariate analysis that 

combines aspects of factor analysis and multiple regression, which enables the researchers to 

simultaneously examine a series of interrelated dependence relationships among the observed variables 

and latent constructs as well as between several latent constructs” (Byrne, 1998, p. 3). Since the 

structural model of the thesis is complex and the secondary goal is to predict key target constructs, 

Hair and colleagues (2014) advise the usage of PLS–SEM (partial least squares structural equation 

modelling).   
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1.5   OVERVIEW OF THE THESIS  

This thesis comprises 6 chapters which include appendices and models. Chapter 2 offers an 

overview of the Leader–Member Exchange and Perspective–taking literature. Chapter 2 further details 

the interdisciplinary relationship between these two constructs drawing from social psychology, IT 

management, leadership, organisational psychology and organisational behaviour. I outline the current 

research state of each construct as well as future directions for research. This chapter concludes by 

summarizing key highlights from LMX and perspective–taking studies and how this thesis seeks to 

address some of the problems inherent within both theories.  

In chapter 3, I present a literature overview of feedback self–efficacy, ICT implementation, IT 

experience, optimism, and team performance. I also discuss theoretical and empirical studies that have 

contributed to the development of each constructs. This is followed by a detailed elaboration of how 

these constructs are related to each other. Additionally, I also explain the potential moderating aspect 

of LMX on the relationship between IT experience and team performance as well as the potential 

moderating aspect of feedback self–efficacy on the relationship between ICT implementation and IT 

experience.  

Chapter 4 presents the background, rationale and purpose of the research design and 

methodology. There is a total of 7 established measured which will be used in this study. These 

measurement scales will be examined as well as the justification in choosing the respondent population 

(sampling frame), data collection procedures, ethical considerations, and pilot studies undertaken prior 

to the main study. This chapter concludes with an overview of the data statistical techniques used in 

this study.   

Chapter 5 reports on the results of the data analysis from the members and their corresponding 

leaders. These chapters focus on the primary and secondary stages of the data analysis process 

particularly concentrating on the data preparation and data description. Additionally, these chapters 

include (a) a short description of the demographic characteristics of both the members and leaders, 

(b) description of the procedures for data screening and cleaning, (c) specification of the structural 

model, (d) specification of the measurement model, (e) hypotheses testing of the data, (f) assessment 

of the PLS–SEM results of the measurement model, (g) assessment of the PLS–SEM results of the 

structural model, and (h) interpretation of the results. Advanced PLS–SEM statistical analyses will also 

be undertaken. This chapter ends with a summary of the results of the hypotheses testing.  

In chapter 6, I progress towards an integration of the thesis with a focus on centralizing on 

answering the overall research question. I reiterate the findings of the study and locate the findings in 

the broader body of knowledge within management and IS literature. I also identify the research 

strengths of the study, its limitations, and what directions could be undertaken for future research.     
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CHAPTER TWO:   LITERATURE REVIEW 
  

“The knowledge work of perspective–making and perspective–taking requires 

individual cognition and group communication.” 

(Boland & Tenkasi, 1995, p. 352) 

 

“Perspective–taking is a complex and multifaceted socio–cognitive process that 

enables us to recognize and appreciate another person’s point of view, whether it be 

the same or different from our own.” 

(Healey & Grossman, 2018, p. 2) 

 

 

This literature review aims to provide an extensive look at perspective–taking and leader–

member exchange theory in relation to the study’s goal of examining the role of socio–emotional 

competencies and its linkage to information technology implementation, IT experience, and team 

performance. First, perspective–taking is discussed in regard to its conceptualization and 

measurement. This is followed by an overview of three core research themes within perspective–

taking literature: (a) emotional reconfiguration, (b) cognitive reconstitution, and (c) social and 

organisational familiarization. These research themes are then linked with theoretical arguments from 

information science to advance a framework how perspective–taking may affect social exchange 

relationships and consequent team performance. Second, leader–member exchange is also discussed 

in relation to its conceptualization and measurement. The topic of measurement in LMX research 

addresses the fundamental assumptions regarding LMX measurement that make it effective and 

efficient as well as the issues relating to different levels of analyses. The second section continues by 

linking LMX and socio–emotional competencies. Socio–emotional competencies were differentiated 

from cognitive abilities by discussing its association to regulation of emotion, cognitive, and 

interpersonal behaviours. Last, the topic of E–leadership is discussed in the last section and how E–

leadership relates to socio–emotional competencies and LMX. In the next section, the justification for 

the choice of perspective and LMX theories are explained.    
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2.1   PERSPECTIVE–TAKING AND LMX AS KEY SOCIO–EMOTIONAL 

COMPETENCY THEORIES  

 

In this dissertation, perspective–taking and LMX theory were chosen as important bodies of 

knowledge critical in examining the relationship between socio–emotional competencies, IT 

implementation, IT experience and team performance. This was undertaken for three reasons. First, 

this dissertation builds on Boland and Tenkasi’s (1995) seminal paper that investigates how 

perspective–taking and perspective–making contribute to information science particularly in the 

design of e–communication systems. In their paper, the authors argue for the importance and 

awareness of one’s communication models and narrative modes. Following this line of reasoning, 

perspective–taking can then be understood as an archetypal theory of socio–emotional competency 

with prior conceptual and established theoretical connections to information science and IT (Azad & 

Faraj, 2011; Bhattacherjee & Hikmet, 2007; Boland & Tenkasi, 1995). By demonstrating perspective–

taking as an archetypal theory of socio–emotional competency particularly in understanding how and 

why some individuals respond differently to information technology dimensions, this dissertation’s 

novel theoretical model improves on Boland and Tenkasi’s (1995) assertion regarding the interpretive, 

narrative, and knowledge–based nature of perspective–taking. Azad and Faraj (2011) echo this 

sentiment in their article by explaining, for example, the importance of social power on IT 

implementation. In addition to the objective and technical dimensions of information technology, the 

authors posit that IT implementation decisions are intrinsically social. It is social because IT 

implementation decisions are essentially built on social structures that evaluates and prioritizes criteria 

in terms of gaining competitive advantages for the organisation (Azad & Faraj, 2011). For instance, 

middle managers and C–level executives have more control over resource allocation decisions in 

comparison to front–line employees. Prior research regarding social power suggests that individuals 

with high levels of social power may actually be less likely to take others’ perspectives (Blader, Shirako, 

& Chen, 2016; Galinsky et al., 2006). Whilst the possible benefits derived from perspective–taking for 

IT remain important elements for consideration (Lee, Lee, & Keil, 2018; Litchfield & Gentry, 2010), 

it is concurrently essential to recognize how perspective–taking functions as an archetypal theory of 

socio–emotional competency particularly in how perspective–taking affects how leaders recognize and 

evaluate members’ perspectives on how IT is implemented, accepted, and evaluated.  

 Second and by drawing from arguments within LMX theory to explicate how socio–emotional 

competencies imbues leaders’ IT decision–making, this dissertation heeds the call to shed more light 

on the role of socio–emotional competencies in IT implementation processes and IT–related 

outcomes (Agarwal, 2019; Gajendran & Joshi, 2012; Goh & Wasko, 2012; Hsu et al., 2019). Since 

LMX theory focuses on the relational dynamics between leaders and members, this theoretical and 
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dyadic orientation complements perspective–taking research as LMX provides a more bottom–up 

approach in the role of socio–emotional competencies for information science and IT (Bock et al., 

2005). Resonating with this call and using a dyadic approach, Hong and Gajendran (2018) examined 

how organisations utilized dyadic expertise between members to lower search costs. Their findings 

suggest that members were willing to utilize team members’ expertise provided that focal member had 

sufficient opportunity to leverage expertise, appropriate motivation, and strong ties with the team 

(Hong & Gajendran, 2018). By reviewing LMX theory and asserting its importance to socio–emotional 

competency, I argue for the importance of relational dynamics as integral components of one’s 

intrapersonal resources. Furthermore, the LMX dimensions of trust (firm belief in the others’ 

reliability, honesty, and ability), loyalty (feelings of emotional and psychological support), contribution 

(perception of quality and amount of work put forth towards the goal), and professional respect 

(perception of others’ work reputation) are likely to be interwoven with one’s competency in 

understanding others’ emotions, perspectives, and heuristics. To this end, LMX provides a suitable 

theoretical scaffold for understanding socio–emotional competencies as LMX engages how leaders 

and members may create role expectations regarding shared decision–making protocols, task 

negotiation, and resource allocation issues (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Cropanzano et al., 2017).  

 Third, this systematic review on perspective–taking and LMX also sheds light on the specific 

processes that explicate how socio–emotional competencies develop and how this development 

concurrently affects the likelihood, understanding, scale, and typologies of IT implementation and IT 

experience in response to organisational, team–level, and individual–level needs. Although there are 

dissimilarities in outcomes associated with various socio–emotional competencies, both management 

and information science literature thus far has predominantly focused on examining general categories 

of human resource management areas related to IT and emergent technologies (see Cascio & 

Montealegre, 2016). Consequently, socio–emotional competencies (or lack thereof) may have been 

needlessly evaluated as having just positive (or negative) outcomes, which may constrain our 

understanding of their complex interactions and effects (Bock et al., 2005). Additionally, different 

socio–emotional competencies may have dissimilar appraisal tendencies particularly between leaders 

and members. By examining perspective–taking and LMX theory together, we advance our 

understanding of socio–emotional competencies beyond a general conceptualization based on an 

individual theory alone.  

 

2.2   LITERATURE REVIEW APPROACH  

This review strategy adopts a meta–narrative approach. This incorporates not just the 

development of precise study aims/objectives but also in connecting the narrative storylines behind 

the fragile development of perspective–taking within the broad branch of psychology and its modern 
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continuation among organisational and management scholars. This addition of a meta–narrative 

extends the traditional systematic review process which normally entails a linear approach: 

identification of the core systematic review research question(s), identification of relevant studies, 

assessment of these studies, synthesizing the results of these journals and finally interpreting the 

review’s findings as a coherent whole (Khan et al., 2003). The meta–narrative approach adds depth as 

it considers five key principles: (1) pragmatism, (2) pluralism, (3) historicity, (4) contestation and lastly 

the (5) principle of peer review.  

Essentially, the question of “Why study perspective–taking and LMX together?” drives the 

intent of the systematic review specifically focusing on key elements from a range of disciplines that 

have a fundamental connection with perspective–taking and LMX. However, having a range of 

disciplines to draw upon can also produce competing methodologies which can propose contradicting 

assumptions regarding the nature of perspective–taking within management studies (i.e. actual 

commensurability of perspective–taking). In order to sidestep this dilemma, this review 

dimensionalizes its scope by tackling the relevant issues which reflect the dominant needs of both 

academics and management practitioners in their attempt to measure perspective–taking. It is also 

important to choose journal articles that have high reproducibility and replicability criteria.  

Epistemological differences may also bias how journal articles are selected. For example, a 

sociological view perspective–taking orients towards social constructivism and as such produces data 

that is replete with “thick description” (emphasis on contextual details during observation and 

interpretation of data) (cf. Gair, 2012). For instance, Weber and Carter (1998) in their paper on trust 

and its relationship with perspective–taking notes that in one of their in–depth interviews, a 

respondent when asked about how perspective–taking contributed to knowledge stated that it was 

impossible to “figure out a person if they were unable to self–disclose their selves” to others. In 

cases/papers like these, the quality criteria of theoretical saturation (rather than data robustness) 

becomes the dominant point in assessing its overall contribution to perspective–taking theory 

building. With this in mind, a systematic review of perspective–taking and LMX must also be 

concerned with building its theoretical foundations and unafraid of asking questions that might cross 

disciplinary boundaries:  

 If perspective–taking can be measured, how can it (perspective–taking) also be managed? 

 Is it possible to prime stakeholders’ attention to others’ perspectives in order to effectuate 

LMX outcomes? 

 How would business processes change if stakeholder attention is oriented towards 

developing high competencies in perspective–taking and intra–organisational 

relationship development? 
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 Who assumes responsibility for perspective–taking (leader or members) and to what 

extent is it applicable in influencing the organisation’s bottom–line? 

These questions and considerations are some key topics that may have been overlooked as current 

scholarship has only previously focused on employee perspective–taking (Parker & Axtell, 2001), on 

collective empathy within organisations (Muller, Pfarrer & Little, 2014) and on general perspective–

taking (Galinsky et al., 2005; Galinsky et al., 2006; Galinsky et al., 2008). While these existing empirical 

studies contribute substantial data to this systematic review, they only partially traverse the complex 

map of perspective–taking and as such requires a broader framework to promote progress in 

understanding the interplay between the quality of journal findings, the journal’s context and how 

these findings facilitate change within individuals and organisations. Table 1 presents a summary of 

perspective–taking studies according to different levels of analysis while table 2 enumerates the 

different variables which have been employed in perspective–taking studies. In the next section, I first 

define perspective–taking prior to discussing LMX.  

 

2.2.1   DEFINING PERSPECTIVE–TAKING 

Leadership and organisational behaviour scholars typically conceptualize perspective–taking into three 

constructs (affective, cognitive, and perceptual perspective–taking) (see Ku et al., 2015; Litchfield & 

Gentry, 2010). Since early research on perspective–taking borrows heavily from developmental and 

social psychology (see Falk & Johnson, 1977; Piaget & Inhelder, 1972; Underwood & Moore, 1982), 

scholars have understood the fundamental complexity and subsequent operationalization issues that 

perspective–taking offers (Grant & Berry, 2011; Parker & Axtell, 2001). For example, Selman (1980, 

2007) coming from an educational psychology paradigm, conceptualized perspective–taking as an 

individual’s ability to make cognitive and affective distinctions while simultaneously organizing 

differing social perspectives (e.g. oneself, others). Selman’s stage model theory of perspective–taking 

emphasizes the importance of role taking within the larger societal and cultural context and why role 

taking contributes to the maturation process in understanding how one’s actions influence others and 

vice versa (Selman, 1980, 2007). 

From an individual–level approach, Kurdek and Rodgon (1975) demarcated three constructs 

(perceptual, affective, and cognitive perspective–taking) of perspective–taking within sixth–grade 

children. The authors define perceptual perspective–taking as “the ability to assume another person’s 

perceptual viewpoint”, affective perspective–taking as “the ability to assess another person’s 

emotional state”, and cognitive perspective–taking as “the ability to assess another person’s 

knowledge” (Kurdek & Rodgon, 1975, p. 643). Oswald (1996), building on these definitions, 

specifically paid closer attention to affective and cognitive perspective–taking. She defines affective 

perspective–taking as “the ability to identify and understand how another person is feeling” and 
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cognitive perspective–taking as “the ability to recognize and understand the thoughts of others” 

(Oswald, 1996, p. 614).   

Emerging from an organisational level perspective, Litchfield and Gentry (2010) also 

endeavoured to differentiate between the three dimensions. Perceptual perspective–taking was 

delineated as a deliberate attempt of an individual within an organisation to “take the perceptual 

vantage point of others” while cognitive perspective–taking simply refers to the imaginative 

consideration of “other perspectives” that are relevant to work outcomes (Litchfield & Gentry, 2010, 

p.193). The authors also define affective perspective–taking as “established patterns of action where 

members view other perspectives as legitimate and worthy of respect.” (Litchfield & Gentry, 2010, 

p.193). The complexity of perspective–taking as demonstrated by its operational variabilities should 

compel future research to investigate it from a dimension level and varied disciplines. Consequently, 

the majority of recommendations and practical implications that stem from these dissimilar theoretical 

frameworks obscure how perspective–taking should be examined, measured and applied. What 

remains to be understood from these seminal studies is whether a generalized view of perspective–

taking is sufficient in explaining perspective–taking’s relationship to other crucial constructs in 

management, leadership and organisational psychology. For instance, Parker and Axtell clearly state 

this limitation in their study as a need for a methodological extension to evaluate “the accuracy of 

perceptions of emotions and attributions” stemming from the employees (Parker & Axtell, 2001, p. 

1086–1087). 

 

2.2.2   MEASURING PERSPECTIVE–TAKING 

A substantial amount of scholarship has been collected on the topic of perspective–taking 

(pT) and numerous authors within social psychology and organisational behaviour have asserted its 

significance in influencing intergroup processes which is widely understood as a critical foundation of 

competitive organisations (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Galinsky, Wang & Ku 2005; Galinsky et al., 

2008). Extant literature within social psychology incorporates empirical support that perspective–

taking is a universal trait that can be developed with experience through identification of cognitive 

barriers (Epley & Caruso, 2008). Davis et al. (1996) also asserted that perspective–taking initializes the 

construction of cognitive representations of others and overlaps this with one’s own self–

representations and that individuals assume others’ perspectives through incremental and serial 

adjustments from their baseline perspectives (Epley et al., 2004). While the literature assumes the 

effectiveness of pT as contingent on the individual’s management of their cognitive processes, other 

scholars focus on the emotional factors of PT that relate to the effective management and adjustment 

of one’s behaviour processes (Schröder‐Abé & Schütz, 2011; Schutte et al., 2001). Schröder‐Abé and 

Schütz (2011) illustrate the importance of PT as a mediator between relationship quality and emotional 
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intelligence which consequently gave impetus and insight in this project as to how PT may also mediate 

other factors related to organisational behaviour and organisational performance. Given the 

multidisciplinary complexity of pT, the problem of quantifying and assessing perspective–taking is an 

emerging problem for modern firms especially as it may be related to how organisations facilitate 

knowledge integration (Litchfield & Gentry, 2010). 

From a practical viewpoint, measuring perspective–taking (pT) in the organisational context 

is an essential question that leaders and managers should adequately address as facilitating knowledge 

integration encompasses how well the organisation treats a broad range of diverse viewpoints, 

information and values to the extent that they contribute to organisational performance. Moreover, 

measuring pT is pivotal in academic research as current theoretical research gaps established by 

Litchfield and Gentry (2010) explicate the inherent difficulties in reconciling a primarily individual–

level phenomena to meso and macro–level processes. In this regard, ascertaining constructs associated 

with pT should be treated comprehensively since most methodologies in measuring PT within social 

psychology can produce dissimilar operationalizations when examined under an organisational 

behaviour lens. As a result, these studies can often generate divergent findings unless the main 

theoretical frameworks outlining organisational PT are evidence–based, consistent and cogent. 

Litchfield and Gentry (2010) have observed that there is a current lack of quantitative and qualitative 

measures relating to perspective–taking occurring within organisations. Various scholarship’s 

treatment of perspective–taking are disjointed with studies focusing on identifying pT in terms of 

relational resource management (Williams et al., 2007) and other studies focusing on its effect on 

negotiation processes within organisations (Galinsky et al., 2008). In this aspect, a comprehensive 

framework of perspective–taking with consideration in the organisational level would present a 

constructive foundation for both leaders and managers in gauging their human resource management 

strategies and processes particularly diagnosing how pT influences the quality of relationships within 

the organisation. In essence, this chapter aims to broaden perspective–taking’s theoretical framework 

extending past scholarship’s attention on relational resource management performance. Furthermore, 

the following sections integrates recommendations found in literature with the goal of contributing to 

the improvement of current measures in human resource management and leadership development 

regarding perspective–taking. 
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                                                         Table 1   Variables Employed in Perspective-taking Research 

Factors Antecedents Moderators and Mediators Outcomes 
Individual-level  
Factors 

Affective Attributes 
   Anxiety (-) 
   Emotional Intelligence (+) 
   Emotional Regulation (+) 
   Guilt (+) (-) 
   Personal Distress (-) 
   Ruminative Coping (-) 
Beliefs 
   Role Flexibility (+) 
Cognitive Attributes 
   Cognitive Complexity (+) 
   Cognitive Load (-) 
   Executive Control (+) 
   Nonjudgmental Mindfulness (+) 
   Self-Efficacy (+) 
   Self-Evaluation (+) 
   Self-Awareness and Metacognition (+) 
   Working Memory (+) 
Experiential Aspects 
   Service-learning Participation (+) 
Motivational Attributes 
   Prosocial Motivation (+) 
   Moral Motivation (+) 
Personality Attributes 
   Conscientiousness (+) 
   Egocentrism (-) 
   Secure Attachment Style (+) 
   Sociopathy (-) 

Prejudice (-) 
Self-esteem (+) 
 
Target 
   Behavioral coordination 
   Perception of Malevolent Intentions (-) 
   Perception of Malevolent Intentions (+) 
   Stereotype Ambiguity  
   Stereotype Valence 
   Target Attributions 
   Type of Mimicry 

Aggression (-) 
Cognitive Complexity (+) 
Confirmation Bias (-) 
Constraint Recognition (+) 
Liking (+) 
Generosity (+) 
Trust (+)  

 Physiological 
   Frontal lobe association (+) 
   Spatial relationship (+) 
   Spatial reasoning (+) 
Social Attributes 
   Impersonal Communication (-) 
   Pride (+) (-) 
   Presumptuous communication (-) 
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   Quality of communication (+) 
   Self-disclosure (+) 
   Self-referential communication (+) 
   Self-effacing behaviors (+) 
   Interdependent self-construal (+) 
   Interpersonal sensitivity (+) 
  

Dyadic-level 
Factors 

Acceptance (+) 
Competitive Interaction (-) 
Cooperative Interaction (+) 
Contact (+) 
Interpersonal attraction (+) 
Power distance (+) (-) 
Psychological intimacy (+) 
Familiarity (+) (-) 

 Cooperation in a prisoner’s dilemma (+) 
Cognitive closeness (+) 
Distributive negotiation (+) 
Integrative negotiation (+) 
Impasses and arbitration (-) 
Positive negotiational outcomes (+) 
Psychological intimacy (+) 
Subsequent positive partner interactions (+) 
 

Team-level Interteam competitiveness (-) 
Level of team trust (+) 
Team accountability (+) 
Team heterogeneity (+) (-) 
Perceived dissimilarity (-) 

Team information elaboration (+) Team creativity (+) 
Team cooperation (+) 
Team situation model construction (+) 
Team tacit coordination (+) 

Organizational-
level 

Transformational leadership (+) 
Managerial pressure (+) 
Meaning in work (+) 
Customer incivility (-) 
Employee well-being (+) 
Social network size (+) 
Entrepreneurial orientation (+) 
 

In-group identification (+) Contextual performance 
Group cooperation (+) 
In-group favoritism (-) 
Stereotype accessibility (-) 
Stereotype expression (-) 
Organizational effectiveness (+) 
Prejudice behavior (-) 

Environmental and 
Situational Factors 

Cool temperature (+) 
Cooperative environment (+) 
Competitive environment (+) 
Cultural homogeneity (+) 
Task difficulty (-) 
Time pressure (-) 
Frequency of positive interactions (+) 
Power distance (+) (-) 

 Global perspective-taking 
East Asian perspective-taking 

Note: (+) indicates a positive association while (-) indicates a negative association 
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                                                         Table 2   Historical Overview of Perspective-taking Literature 

Research 
Streams 

Definitional 
Development of 

Perspective-taking 

Configuration of Perspective-
taking 

Experimental Perspective-
taking Research 

Applied Perspective-
taking Research 

Perspective-taking Future 
Directions 

Examples of 
main topics 
address 

*Bio-psychological 
aspects of perspective-
taking 
*Epistemological origin 
*Taxonomies of 
perspective-taking 
*Exploration of 
perspective-taking’s 
association with relational 
competences 
*Perspective-taking as a 
child’s cognitive 
restructuring of the social 
world through role-taking 
*Development of 
empathy and perspective-
taking scales 
 

*Socio-contextual dimensions of 
perspective-taking 
*Exploration of perspective-
taking’s association with types of 
attachment, self-efficacy, and 
conflict management 
*Self-disclosure as a precondition 
to perspective-taking 
*Differentiation between 
perspective-taking and empathy 
*Acknowledgement of mistakes as 
an indicator of perspective-taking 
*Regulation of social anxiety and 
negative beliefs through 
perspective shifting from internal 
to external field awareness 

Aggression (-) 
Cognitive Complexity (+) 
Confirmation Bias (-) 
Constraint Recognition (+) 
Liking (+) 
Generosity (+) 
Trust (+)  

*Potential of perspective-
taking in eliciting egocentric 
behaviour as well as eliciting 
cooperative behaviors 
*Ability to understand 
others’ beliefs and emotions 
as prerequisites to 
perspective-taking 
*Perception of surface-level 
and deep-level similarities 
within a team as relevant to 
perspective-taking 
capabilities 
*Perspective-taking as 
moderator between 
incivility and emotional 
labor 
*Individuals embody 
others’ perspectives 
through the usage of 
narrative devices 
*Relationship of ethics, 
conscientiousness, and 
perspective-taking in 
negotiations 

*Perspective-taking as a tool to 
avoid hurtful partial impasses 
and egoistic motivation in 
negotiations 
*Perspective-taking as a 
determinant of predictive 
reasoning 
*Perspective-taking as a 
relational amplifier in both 
cooperative and competitive 
contexts 
*Perspective-taking and its 
relationship to communication, 
syntax and mimicry 
*Perspective-taking as a 
navigational instrument in a 
mixed-motive social interaction 
*Conditions that cause 
perspective-taking to be 
associated with threat and 
hostility 
*Cultural dynamics as 
associated with perspective-
taking 
*Perspective-taking as 
associated with humility and 
creativity 
 

Selected 
Research 
Questions 

*What is perspective-
taking? 
*How do we measure 
perspective-taking?  

*What regions in the brain 
correspond to perspective-taking? 
*What are the general antecedents 
of perspective-taking? 
*What is the relationship between 
secure attachment and 

*How does perspective-taking 
elicit cooperative behaviours? 
*What is the relationship 
between role flexibility and 
perspective-taking?  

*What are the conditions in 
which perspective-taking 
can elicit egocentric 
behaviors? Cooperative 
behaviors? 

*How can perspective-taking 
be employed to avoid hurtful 
negotiations? 
*What is the relationship 
between perspective-taking and 
logical reasoning? Causal 
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*How does perspective-
taking develop in early 
childhood? 
*What are the 
philosophical origins of 
empathy and perspective-
taking?  
*How do we differentiate 
between perspective-
taking and empathy?   

perspective-taking? Why is self-
disclosure important in 
perspective-taking?  
*What is the significance of guilt, 
shame, and other negative 
valenced emotions in shaping 
perspective-taking?  

*Why does exposure to cultural 
diversity increase perspective-
taking capabilities? 
*What dimensions of 
perspective-taking are associated 
with fostering social bonds and 
social coordination?  
*How does perspective-taking 
facilitate collaborations? When 
should one ask if others are 
willing to collaborate? When 
should one ask for help? How 
does one respond to assistance?  

*How does one develop the 
ability to understand others’ 
beliefs and how is this 
ability related to 
perspective-taking?  
*How does one develop the 
ability to read others’ 
emotions and how is this 
ability related to 
perspective-taking?  
*What is the relationship 
between ethics, 
conscientiousness, and 
perspective-taking in 
negotiations?  

reasoning? Relational 
reasoning?  
*How does perspective-taking 
amplify relational outcomes in 
both cooperative and 
competitive contexts? 
*How do perspective-takers 
employ linguistic approaches, 
grammar and syntax? 
*What is the association 
between cultural background 
and perspective-taking  

Main 
Theoretical 
Lenses used 

Comparative Psychology 
Development Psychology 
Evolutionary Theory 
Phenomenology 
Role Theory 
Theory of Cognitive 
Development 
Theory of Mind 

Biopsychosocial Model of 
Perspective-taking 
Conflict Theory 
Functionalism 
Theory of Mind 
Symbolic Interactionism 

Piaget’s Cognitive Development 
Theory 
Selman’s Developmental Theory 
of Social Cognitive Skills 
Social Identity Theory 
Theory of Mind 

Situation Model Framework 
Theory of Mind 
Neural Networks 

Communication Theory 
Decision Science 
Deep Learning 
Game Theory 
Hofstede’s Cultural 
Dimensions Theory 
Social Information Processing 
Theory 
Theory of Mind 
Theory of Motivation 
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Table 3 Summary of Perspective-taking Research 

Level of Analysis Number of Articles 

Individual level 
studies 

118 

Dyad-level studies 17 

Team-level studies 12 

Macro-level studies 5 

Conceptual articles 14 

Scale development 5 

White Papers 1 

Total Number of 
Articles 

172 

                                      

 

                     Figure 1   Core Themes in Perspective-taking 

     (developed by the author) 
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2.3   CORE RESEARCH THEMES IN PERSPECTIVE–TAKING 

Given the broadness of the 3 categorical research templates, this chapter is shaped around citations 

that were considered by the author to be a direct progression from previous ground-breaking studies 

regarding perspective–taking. To outline the development of this systematic review, it was necessary 

to find pioneering but distinct bodies of research. This includes the emotional reconfiguration theme 

developed from works such as Johnson (1975) and Leith and Baumeister (1998). For Johnson (1975), 

one’s ability to cooperate with others is significantly related to one’s capability in affective perspective 

taking. However, the limitations of this study indicate that there is no sufficient evidence to provide 

the general direction of the relationship between variables. In Leith and Baumeister’s (1998) work, the 

trait of guilt–proneness (a facet of conscientiousness and knowing when one has violated a rule or 

principle) was found to lead to greater perspective–taking. These previous studies have paved the way 

in understanding the multifarious causes underpinning perspective taking particularly shedding light 

on how perspective taking is strongly associated with empathy, prosocial behaviour and acts as a 

function that overlaps with other emotional modalities such as emotional regulation.  

Second, the cognitive reconstitution theme stems from Marsh, Serafica and Barenboim’s 

(1981) study and Davis et al.’s (1996) seminal work which suggests that perspective taking can also be 

understood from individual and meso–level theory approaches. Marsh et al. (1981) observe that social 

and affective dimensions of perspective taking were strongly correlated with how individuals solve 

abstract/conceptual problems, interpersonal issues and role–taking tasks. For Davis et al. (1996), 

perspective taking greatly allows us to relate to strangers (unfamiliar individuals) by acknowledging 

that one’s characteristics (self–descriptors) can also be applied in understanding unfamiliar individuals. 

Consequently, this brings about a greater overlap (familiarity) between how we cognitively represent 

ourselves as well as others. In summary, the cognitive reconstitution stream implies that perspective 

taking acts as heuristic and problem–solving reconfigurations. These reconfigurations can also be 

further understood by taking into consideration perspective taking’s association with sensemaking and 

meaning–making.  

Lastly, social and organisational familiarization was based on the pioneering work of Boland 

and Tenkasi (1995) who argued that language and communication within the sphere of complex social 

systems contribute as to how perspective taking and perspective making occurs in knowledge intensive 

firms. This approach is a consolidation of extant research on perspective taking which emphasizes its 

operationalization as an inherent social process and a socio–linguistic practice. Moreover, this research 

stream accounts for the diversity of theories within management science and social psychology. The 

three theories within this research stream contains Freeman’s (1999) Stakeholder Theory (emphasizing 

the importance of stakeholders and their perspectives on ethics, values, goals and needs), Tajfel and 

Turner’s (1986) Social Identity Theory (emphasizing how self–concept developed from social 
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membership shapes our perspectives which in turn influence intergroup behaviours) and lastly Cohen 

and Levinthal’s Model of Absorptive Capacity (emphasizing how firms learn from new information 

through assimilation, integration and application) (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990). Cohen and Levinthal’s 

model were utilized by Litchfield and Gentry (2010) who promoted the term ‘organisational perspective–

taking’ and defined it as a crucial aspect of absorptive capacity. Since Litchfield and Gentry’s work was 

a theoretical paper, the current project seeks to explore its commensurability among New Zealand 

organisations particularly paying close attention to how it is related to IT implementation, IT 

experience, and team performance.  

All in all, the three categorical research themes contribute to a unique grasp of perspective 

taking. In one hand, perspective taking can be viewed as being relatively consistent and stable that it 

may be directly tied to the individual’s ‘personality’ which encompasses values, work experiences, 

relational experiences, rituals, skillsets and memories. On the other hand, perspective–taking can also 

be viewed as dynamic and can be modified by the external environment, market reality, conflicting 

individual personalities within the firm and other various firm constraints. Although the studies 

illustrated above were far from exhaustive, it is sufficiently comprehensive in identifying important 

intersections that emphasize a common ground that runs across all three templates (that is how 

perspective taking processes shape cognition, emotion and interpersonal/social capabilities within 

firms). This systematic review aims to unlock new dialogues regarding the consideration of 

perspective–taking on an organisational level and how perspective taking may act as an antecedent of 

leader–member exchange. The following sections will further outline the three thematic templates in 

terms of definitions, key constructs, findings, methodological approaches as well as grasping their 

weaknesses and strengths. While the three thematic templates are consistent and represent 

independent fields of research, it is also quintessential to understand their key overlaps as well as 

opposing viewpoints in order to build a rigorous, integrative and original framework that will be 

theoretically sound.   

 

2.3.1   EMOTIONAL RECONFIGURATION 

The first theme, emotional reconfiguration, calls into mind that perspective–taking is not just 

a cognitive process but also an emotional one. In this regard, individual differences associated with 

emotions and emotional capacity can shape perspective–taking. I identify three constructs which are 

related to this theme: emotional contagion, emotional regulation and empathic accuracy. Emotional 

contagion is defined as the phenomenon of having others’ emotions elicit similar emotional responses 

on other people (Hatfield, Cacioppo, & Rapson, 1993). From management literature, the construct of 

emotional contagion has been investigated in terms of how employees display of emotion directly 

influenced customer affect (Pugh, 2001) and also how managers/leaders can impact the mood of their 
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group members (Sy, Côté, & Saavedra, 2005). Pugh’s (2001) study specifically focused on the 

antecedents as well as consequences of displayed emotion in organisations. The results suggest that 

personality characteristics of employees combined with situational factors are excellent predictors of 

displayed emotions as well as the customer’s affective responses. In similar vein, Sy et al. (2005) found 

that leaders who consistently displayed positive affect and mood elicited greater team coordination 

and spent less resources compared to groups with leaders having negative mood. In sum, Hatfield et 

al. (2014, p. 171), in their review of classic and contemporary research on emotional contagion, assert 

the clear evidence that if participants are attentive, emotional stimuli can spark “mimicry, feedback 

and contagion.”  

 The second construct, emotional regulation, refers to one’s ability to regulate one’s emotions 

in response to negative and positive experiences such that consequent behaviours are socially tolerable, 

flexible and acceptable (Coté, 2005). Evidence has shown in the organisation context that the 

emotional regulation of leaders and members are distinct (Bono et al., 2007), that emotional regulation 

expends resources especially when work role requires the display of positive expressions and that job 

roles that expose individuals to people experiencing pain (e.g. physicians, police, nurses, emergency 

workers, counsellors) may elicit inhibiting emotional regulatory mechanisms to buffer against adverse 

consequences of frequent exposure to pain (i.e. burnout, compassion fatigue, etc.) (Decety, Yang, & 

Cheng, 2010). Overall findings from emotional regulation studies establish that emotional regulation 

has a strong relationship with perspective–taking, ostensibly due to how emotional regulation can 

either prevent perspective–taking such as being in a job role that dulls one’s sensitivity to pain (i.e. 

healthcare industry) or inhibit perspective–taking through work roles that demand continuous and 

strenuous emotional labor (i.e. customer service, call centres, collection officers, retail, service industry, 

etc.). 

 The last construct, empathic accuracy, refers to one’s skill in accurately recognizing, processing 

and evaluating different emotional states within oneself and also in others (Ickes, 1993). Studies 

investigating empathic accuracy have generally studied how different types of communication may 

influence levels of empathic accuracy (Kraus, 2017), how cognitive deficits (or cognitive surplus) affect 

empathic accuracy (Bartz et al., 2010) and how situational factors constrain an individual’s affective 

resources which may also inadvertently decrease empathic accuracy (Bartz et al., 2011). In sum, the 

relevance of all three constructs related to the theme of emotional reconfiguration assert the strong 

affective dimension that subsists within perspective–taking. Emotional reconfiguration, to reiterate, 

simply means that moods, emotions and affect have a direct and robust linkage with perspective–

taking particularly as different “affective states” may be more beneficial in inducing perspective–taking 

than others (i.e. positive affect which increases oxytocin may increase likelihood of genuine emphatic 

concern). The emotional reconfiguration theme also contains a massive body of literature and I only 
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highlight some studies here to show current findings within this theme that can help provide context 

for perspective–taking.  

 

 

2.3.2   COGNITIVE RECONSTITUTION 

 The second theme, cognitive reconstitution, refers to the overall cognitive constructs that are 

associated with perspective–taking. Similar to the theme of emotional reconfiguration, this theme 

draws from an immense stream of literature although the majority of the studies has been quantitative 

more than qualitative. Cognitive reconstitution literally means the “act of rebuilding cognition after an 

event”. When an individual engages in perspective–taking, they are essentially rebuilding cognitive 

processes built from prior elements or from new elements. It is similar to Aaron Beck’s concept of 

“cognitive restructuring” whose main goal is to teach individuals how to identify maladaptive thoughts 

and transform them into more productive and positive thoughts (Beck, 1991). Cognitive 

reconstitution, nevertheless, represents a broader dimension as it incorporates the fundamental ability 

of individuals in “reconstituting” cognition simply by putting oneself in positions different from one’s 

own. I discuss three constructs within the cognitive reconstitution theme: cognitive complexity, 

cognitive closeness and cognitive capacity.  

 The first construct, cognitive complexity, refers to an individual’s “ability to perceive, 

differentiate and integrate information (Ku et al., 2015, p. 83). Ku et al. (2015) further add that, from 

an organisational viewpoint, cognitive complexity also refers to how employees see their role in the 

context of the greater goals of the organisation. Other organisational scholars such as Van Hiel and 

Mervielde (2003, p. 781) define cognitive complexity as the careful assessment of “all the relevant 

perspectives on an issue and then integrates them into a coherent position”. Van Hiel and Mervielde’s 

(2003) definition, however, highlights a more pragmatic approach as one’s “ability to use various 

theories” in order to make sense of information. Current research on cognitive complexity has found 

its strong relationship with a similar psychological construct “integrative complexity” which is defined 

as the degree an individual identifies and integrates multiple perspectives, possibilities, contingencies, 

interdependencies, conflicts and frameworks (Graf–Vlachy, Bundy, & Hambrick, 2017; Moore & 

Tenbrunsel, 2014; Park & DeShon, 2018). Cognitive complexity has also been shown in current 

research that simply more “complexity” does not necessarily mean better outcomes. For instance, 

Moore and Tenbrunsel (2014) calls into question the adage that “more thinking” necessarily leads to 

better ethical choices. Across three experiments, the authors found that a curvilinear pattern exists in 

the relationship between cognitive complexity and decision outcomes. Utilizing two distinct moral 

decisions while measuring levels of cognitive complexity, the authors observed that both low and high 

levels of cognitive complexity produced decisions which were less moral compared to reasoning 
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within average levels of cognitive complexity. Simply put, overthinking on a particular problem may 

produce greater undesirable outcomes such as missing the right time in solving an organisational issue 

or possibly missing in just making “a decision” in regard to an ethical dilemma. From a practical study 

of cognitive complexity from a leadership perspective, Graf–Vlachy and colleagues (2017) investigated 

the cognitive complexity of CEOs and argued that cognitive complexity should be also be 

conceptualized as a “quasi–trait” particularly as it involves high substantial intra–individual variances 

and partial persistence which are dependent on contextual factors. The authors have found that as 

executive job pressures increase, CEOs tend to cognitively simplify (Graf–Vlachy et al., 2017). The 

study’s implications suggest that that overwhelming complex information with numerous details may 

sometimes lead to oversimplification which can inadvertently lead to conclusions which are 

overgeneralized. Langley (1995) likens this to “analysis by paralysis” which is defined by an unhealthy 

obsession to rule–based thinking and logical analyses. Langley (1995) would also agree with Moore 

and Tenbrunsel (2014) that in order to keep a fine balance between “too much thinking” and “not 

enough thinking”, adequate consideration must be given to equipping the organisation with check and 

balances in order to achieve rational and efficient decision–making.  

 The second construct, cognitive closeness, refers to a sense of psychological intimacy that 

results from a perception of closeness to another (e.g. romantic partner, close friend, family, etc.) 

which may also accompany feelings of being understood, accepted and cared for (Mashek & Aron, 

2004). Consequently, high levels of cognitive closeness predict greater likelihood of being understood 

and accepted while low levels of cognitive closeness predict high likelihood of being misunderstood 

and being rejected (Polimeni, Hardie, & Buzwell, 2002). Cognitive closeness was also examined from 

a cultural grounding perspective (Adams, Anderson, & Adonu, 2004). Cognitive closeness, from a 

cultural grounding perspective, states that there are dual etic and emic definitions that one must be aware 

of. The etic definition refers to a more general, non-structural and objective aspects of closeness. For 

instance, Andersen’s Cognitive Valence Theory (CVT) which describes the “what” as well as the 

“how” of intimacy exchanges between couples, family members, close friends and acquaintances 

ascribes an etic approach to closeness as the theoretical framework assumes that intimacy exchanges 

are by in large global, categorical and identifiable (Andersen, 1998). On the other hand, an emic 

definition refers to a more local, context–specific and subjective trait. Applied to cognitive closeness, 

an emic approach assumes that cultural dynamics play an integral part of closeness. In Asian and 

African cultural settings, the concept of closeness may indicate stronger familial connections 

compared to a Western conceptualization. Thus, “a cultural perspective suggests that the prominent 

concern with closeness and intimacy is ultimately grounded (rather than at odds with) independent 

constructions of the self.” (Adams et al., 2004, p. 331).   
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 The last construct, cognitive capacity, refers to the general capacity (amount) a mind can retain 

at any given moment (Chiesi, Primi, & Morsanyi, 2011; Reinhard & Sporer, 2008). Cognitive capacity 

is assumed to be finite as it is influenced by constraints such as age, gender and level of education. 

The importance of cognitive capacity and its relationship to perspective–taking hinges on the idea that 

perspective–taking requires basic cognitive processes such as attention and memory. Without 

attention and memory, individuals will be unable to assess what type of social information should be 

paid attention to and what type of information should be discarded. When individuals are 

“overloaded” with different types of information, perspective–taking is also assumed to be affected 

specifically as individuals may lose important information related to being able to take on others’ 

perspectives. Furthermore, when cognitive capacity is overloaded, learning may become obstructed. 

In this case, cognitive load refers to the total amount of cognitive and mental resources that is utilized 

by one’s working memory (i.e. part of short-term memory responsible for immediate conscious 

perceptual and linguistic processing) in order to complete various tasks. Reinhard and Sporer (2008) 

investigated cognitive capacity by demonstrating the usefulness of dual–process models in the 

attribution of credibility. In the dual process model, it was hypothesized that only high task 

involvement and high cognitive capacity leads to intensive processing of both verbal and non–verbal 

information (Reinhard & Sporer, 2008). The authors found that low task involvement predicted the 

influence of nonverbal behaviour while high task involvement predicted the usage of verbal 

information. This implies that levels of cognitive capacity (whether high or low) can influence the type 

of information chosen. That is, individuals who demonstrate high cognitive capacity were able to 

utilize verbal information (a more complex form of information) in contrast to individuals with low 

cognitive capacity who preferred to use nonverbal information.  

 In sum, the cognitive reconstitution theme within perspective–taking is commonly 

encountered (cf. Ku et al., 2015; Litchfield & Gentry, 2010). The availability of empirical evidence 

within this theme confirms the role of the cognitive dimension of perspective–taking. While there may 

be other related constructs within cognition important to perspective–taking, I specifically outline 

three constructs here which are salient and replete within perspective–taking literature. Cognitive 

complexity, cognitive closeness and cognitive capacity were identified as three important constructs 

related to perspective–taking due to their validity, their function in shaping and giving meaning to 

perspective–taking. Empirical studies investigating these constructs are consistent with the theory that 

perspective–taking is dependent on (a) an individual’s ability to perceive, differentiate and integrate 

information, (b) an individual’s perception of social closeness to others and lastly (c) on an individual’s 

mental capacity to hold information at any given moment. Taken together, these studies provide a 

solid foundation in understanding perspective–taking from a cognitive approach.  
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2.3.3   SOCIAL AND ORGANISATIONAL FAMILIARIZATION 

Social and organisational familiarization theme envisions the idea that both perspective taking 

and perspective making are comprised of linguistic, social practices and communication capabilities 

which operates as a coherent system that affects organisational decision–making and business 

processes. Based on the work of Boland and Tenkasi (1995, p. 6), the theme of social and 

organisational familiarization presents perspective taking as dependent on “models of language, 

communication and cognition” that are portrayed as linguistic games among individual agents and 

passed through conduits within the organisational system. Three constructs were identified relevant 

in shaping this particular research stream: interpersonal influence, role–taking and role–making.  

Consequently, the theoretical background for this theme has gained considerable attention 

among social psychologists in the past (e.g. Leith & Baumeister, 1998) and continued among 

management scholars particularly emphasizing perspective taking’s linkages with cultural patterns (Wu 

& Keysar, 2007), as inversely associated with high power distance (Galinsky et al., 2006), as used in the 

promotion of social bonds (Galinsky, Ku, & Wang, 2005) and lastly as playing a critical role in 

organisational learning and innovation (Litchfield & Gentry, 2010). In general, social and 

organisational familiarization is also involved in perspective–taking through the communication and 

sharing of conceptual, social and technical knowledge which underpins social, organisational and 

cultural competencies. As an example, a new employee/candidate who lacks both explicit and implicit 

organisational knowledge is routinely subjected to acculturative processes (such as training programs) 

with the aims of generating individual high performance and facilitating transferral of knowledge from 

experienced to newer employees. McMillan and Lopez (2001) have emphasized that the early phases 

of the acculturative process are critical periods for new employees (whether through mergers or 

external entrants) as well as for existing employees. It is critical because new employees have to (a) 

construct their new organisational identity based on prior experience, (b) analyse existing roles as 

templates, (c) generate new technical knowledge, (d) select relevant knowledge for applicability and 

(e) develop conceptual knowledge from both formal and informal networks. In the early stage of the 

acculturative process, variable outcomes of development emerge due to differences in employee 

personality and intelligences. While employee development at the commencement of the acculturative 

phase can be assumed to be primarily driven by situational forces (i.e. organisational training), mature 

employee development can be conceptualized as a function of both technical experience and 

emotional competency particularly in introducing new employees to an established project–based 

team. As the new employee progresses in the team, he or she can encounter a variety of perspective–

taking strategies from perceived successful (or unsuccessful) team members. I outline the three 

constructs in the following sections.  
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First, the construct of interpersonal influence refers to an individual’s implicit understanding 

of beliefs related to oneself (self–concept, self–esteem, etc.) and how these beliefs affect others 

(Selman, 1975, 1980; Selman & Damon, 1975). This type of influence is then utilized to either reinforce 

(encourage) or punish (discourage) social behaviours (Schachter, 1951). This construct is of particular 

importance to perspective–taking as it illustrates the fundamental social aspect of taking others’ 

perspectives and whether or not these perspectives will be socially advantageous or disadvantageous 

for the perspective–taker. Simply put, perspective–taking is not just an intrapsychic cognitive process 

but rather an intra– and interpersonal process that develops over time and over social experiences. 

For instance, early work on the effects of interpersonal influence was undertaken by Schachter in 1951 

who found that differences in group communication (inclusive vs exclusive) demonstrated different 

reactions to disagreement. In an inclusive group, dissenters are able to argue for their perspectives but 

are still considered to be a part of the group. On the other hand, communication with dissenters in an 

exclusive group diminishes which leads to further ostracism (Schachter, 1951). Schacter’s work was 

further refined and developed by Selman and Johnson in 1975. To Selman (1975, p. 36), the 

phenomena of perspective–taking should be also be understood as a function of basic social–cognitive 

processes that give “…rise of reflective modes of emotional sentiments” and “is a function of the 

emerging cognitive construction of the nature and relation of self and other.” In short, “a reflective 

self comes about through the separation of views of self and other and this in turn leads to new forms 

of empathic understanding.” (Selman, 1975, p. 36). Johnson’s (1975) work also echoes this 

understanding particularly as his study found that a strong relationship exists between one’s 

cooperative predisposition and one’s ability to take others’ emotional perspectives (i.e. feel what others 

are feeling). Cooperativeness also implies knowing that one’s behaviour can be misconstrued by others 

and through cooperation, subsequent behaviours may be tailored in minimizing conflict. Leith and 

Baumeister (1998) built on this work and examined how guilt (i.e. an emotion that occurs when a 

person feels that they have violated a moral and social standard) affected interpersonal relationships. 

Their experimental studies found that while shame can harm relationship outcomes, guilt can actually 

improve interpersonal relationships because guilt implies an awareness that one’s behaviour has 

affected others. In view of all that has been mentioned thus far, the construct of interpersonal 

influence illustrates the important social aspect of perspective–taking and why it is integral to study 

perspective–taking in the context of relationships since the inclusion of oneself within a dyad, group 

and organisation are based on interpersonal processes 

 The second and third constructs (role taking and role making) are also important for 

perspective–taking. It is also not a coincidence that both of these constructs are two important phases 

(stages) in LMX theory. While these phases are well established in LMX literature (see Graen & 

Scandura, 1987; Graen & Uhl–Bien, 1995), I further delineate each construct in the context of 
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perspective–taking and socialization. Fundamentally, roles refer to a cluster of rights, obligations, 

protocols, responsibilities and duties that are intrinsic within a specific social position (e.g. 

neurosurgeon, criminal lawyer, federal judge) (Morrison, 1994; Selman & Damon, 1975). In role 

taking, individuals are assumed to “take on others’ perspectives” in part due to general cognitive 

growth as well as a growing realization that others’ perspectives may vary greatly from one’s own (cf. 

Selman, 1980; Selman & Byrne, 1974). For example, children’s ability to understand the roles of their 

parents (e.g. as father, mother, job roles, etc.) may be somewhat limited to due to immature cognitive 

growth. Nevertheless, and given time as well as experience, children if given proper social support 

may grow to understand others’ cognition and emotions as they switch different roles such as being a 

son, a student, an employee, a friend, and mentor. Selman’s role taking has also been categorized into 

different stages: (a) egocentric role taking, (b) subjective role taking, (c) self–reflective role taking, (d) 

mutual role taking and (e) societal role taking. These stages have had a great influence on the phases 

of leader–member exchange particularly as both stages (LMX and Selman’s role taking theory) 

describes how individuals (or relationships) develop due to congruencies in values, socio–cognitive 

competencies and socio–emotional resources.  

In role making, individuals are assumed to be in the process of “defining and modifying one’s 

role” in accordance to social, contextual, relational and organisational cues (Sluss, van Dick, & 

Thompson, 2010). Furthermore, it can be postulated that role making is in itself also a self–conscious 

activity. That is, an individual becomes aware that a role exists (outside of his/her awareness) and that 

this role may require specific mental, behavioural and emotional processes that an individual may 

choose to engage in. Role making is strongly associated with perspective–taking as taking on others’ 

perspectives requires an awareness that specific roles exist and that these roles require mental and 

emotional transformations. For instance, Bal and Veltkamp (2013) examined how the act of reading 

fiction elicits changes in empathy and perspective–taking among readers. In this aspect, reading fiction 

puts the reader in a “role making” mindset that consequently shapes levels of empathy for the reader. 

In a similar vein and from an organisational viewpoint, Sluss et al. (2010, p. 517) explain that role 

making “takes shape as individuals form perceptions of their work role based on role preference, role 

ability, and expectations of others— with an ongoing assessment and subsequent modifications 

occurring as social cues and individual inclinations converge (or diverge).”  

 As a theme, social and organisational familiarization has made substantial strides in improving 

our understanding of perspective–taking as well as perspective–making. It is apparent that behaviours 

associated with perspective–taking are composed of linguistic, social as well as communication 

practices that directly link perspective taking with relationships. While I acknowledge that there may 

be other constructs, which may not be, included here, three key constructs (interpersonal influence, 
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role taking and role making) emerge as salient elements that transpires in the literature. In the next 

section, I expand on perspective–taking research applied in IT and information science.  

 

2.4   LINKING PERSPECTIVE–TAKING IN INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY  

In this section, I relate the construct of perspective–taking with theoretical arguments from 

the field of IS to advance a framework that explains how perspective–taking among leaders may affect 

social exchange relationships and consequent team performance. Perspective–taking within IS has 

originally been conceptualized by Boland and Tenkasi (1995, p. 351) to explicate how knowledge–

intensive organisations with differentiated expertise communicate in order to “improve its ability to 

take the knowledge of other communities”. Whereas OB and leadership literature has emphasized the 

affective and to a lesser extent the cognitive elements in perspective–taking, IS has primarily focused 

on the informational data and communication aspects of perspective–taking. Despite the differences, 

scholars such as Orlikowski and Barley (2001) argue it may be beneficial to draw from both fields 

particularly as the concepts of emotions have much to contribute towards IS while the application of 

technologies and how they affect organisational phenomena contributes have much to theoretically 

contribute to OB.    

 

 

                                              Figure 2   Davis et al. (1989) TAM Model 
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                                           Figure 3   Venkatesh et al. (2003) UTAUT Model 

 
 

 
Figure 4   Boland and Tenkasi (1995, p. 367) Perspective–taking and Perspective–making Model 

 
Referring back to Boland and Tenkasi’s (1995) seminal work, it is important that one 

differentiate between the concept of “perspective–making” and “perspective–taking”. Firstly, 
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perspective–making encompasses the narrativization of objective phenomena as an intrinsic social 

practice that draws on how we construct knowledge of self in relation to knowledge of the world 

(Boland & Tenkasi, 1995). Applied in healthcare, perspective–making may particularly focus on how 

clinical knowledge is framed from experience (i.e. observing fellow practitioners, students, supervisors, 

etc.) and how this experience matches the culturally bound demands of a healthcare organisation. 

Perspective–making, in this aspect, may resemble communication intensive skillsets such as 

persuasiveness, story–telling and improvisation. These skillsets, nevertheless, can only occur within 

“communities of knowing” and particularly essential for individuals in positions of leadership as well 

as followership (Boland & Tenkasi, 1995). For example, nurses who engage in perspective–making 

should know how to propagate clinical knowledge and combine this knowledge with managerial and 

IT knowledge in order to attain a full understanding of how e–communication shapes the 

sophisticated clinical and administrative activities of the organisation. Following this reasoning, nurse 

newcomers could then be assumed as the receivers of perspective–making particularly as student 

nurses may receive many stories both good and bad prior to joining a hospital or clinic. For instance, 

student nurses may hear about the founders of a hospital and how their legacy has changed the 

surrounding community. At the other end of the spectrum, student nurses can also hear stories 

regarding people who have left the organisation and under what circumstances they left. These aspects 

make salient the importance of social exchange relationships in narrativizing our organisational 

experiences whether they are related to job, materials/artefacts and personnel.  

Secondly, an important question regarding perspective–taking concerns with how 

perspective–taking relates to technology acceptance, IT implementation and IT experience. Given 

perspective–taking’s cognitive theoretical roots grounded in Theory of Mind, some scholars have 

argued the importance of perspective–taking within the field of information systems and technology 

especially in asserting that: (1) information technology are fundamental semiotic systems and that (2) 

semiotic systems can be represented as describable and governable algorithmic procedures (Mantzana 

et al., 2007; Orlikowski & Barley, 2001). Perspective–taking, in this regard, can be conceptualized in IS 

as governable algorithmic procedures since perspective–taking requires the creation of different sets 

of hypotheses and assumptions drawn from placing oneself in different situated contexts. In 

organisational settings, individuals and groups typically create, acquire and transmit information 

through IT (Landers, 2019; Langer, 2018). Furthermore, IT has been argued to play a vital role for 

learning processes for individuals and machines in organisations. Thus, an important question in IT 

concerns with how perspective–taking can be effectively utilized for product, service, and knowledge 

management. Surprisingly, most responses in one form or another indicate that enhancing 

perspective–taking may be contingent on the organisation’s capability of accurately representing (task) 

knowledge and its subsequent transmission as it promulgates within the organisation (Flores et al., 
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2012; Langer, 2018). For instance, team meetings may be considered as a form of team–level learning 

in that it both demonstrates and facilitates communication regarding divergent perspectives on certain 

job–related, IT–related and personnel–related issues. Nevertheless, it is frequently assumed that teams 

with similar perspectives, backgrounds and experiences are more likely to create high perspective–

taking outcomes despite evidence of positive organisational outcomes stemming from diverse teams 

(Nishii & Mayer, 2009). This aspect leads to what I identify as the paradox of requiring perspective–

taking in order to facilitate technology acceptance.  

 Lastly and from the perspective of social agents, this necessity can be explained by revisiting 

the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA), which unequivocally asserts that not only are individuals 

inherently rational, but that people’s behaviours are grounded on lay beliefs regarding outcomes 

associated with the behaviour (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). An offshoot of the TRA is Davis’ (1989) 

TAM, which states how users “accept and use” technology through the user’s assessment of the 

technology’s usefulness and its ease–of–use. Within an organisation, both social agents as well as 

available technologies play important parts for activating perspective–taking and its associated learning 

processes. Activating perspective–taking is thus considered essential in building enduring learning 

capacities analogous to the effect of social observation on individual behaviour. Ideally, activating 

perspective–taking could also drive other processes such as self–regulation which can be utilized as a 

resource for building capabilities in a specific domain and applied in other related domains. For 

instance, letting employees and front–end users develop different parts of the final product or service 

is presumed to accelerate the product or service’s ease of use due to explicit feedback detailing 

suggestions for improvement. Litchfield and Gentry (2010), for example, provide some conceptual 

arguments which support the value of organisational perspective–taking as a way of strengthening 

successful product innovation. Yet, the degree perspective–taking was enacted especially in how 

perspective–taking was employed as a last resort corroborates the idea of perspective–taking’s 

complexity when applied to practical organisational problems (Litchfield & Gentry, 2010). Davis et al. 

(1989) and Venkatesh et al. (2003) built on the TRA model in order to provide other approaches of 

understanding technology acceptance. These approaches comprise of important variables that 

implicate motivation, observation and information interpretation as keys to improving technological 

acceptance. In this regard, motivation towards technological acceptance is assumed to be expedited 

by aligning external goals with one’s attitudes.  

Drawing multidisciplinary insights in understanding perspective–taking fundamentally 

benefits the fields of OB and IS. Whilst IS has predominantly focused on the information which are 

linked to engaging in perspective–taking, the affective elements were more pronounced in OB 

literature. It is essential to mention here that the TAM and UTAUT described in this section implicitly 

state the importance of perspective–taking especially when perspective–taking may directly impact 
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knowledge–intensive organisations with differentiated expertise (Boland & Tenkasi, 1995). I believe 

that there are two reasons for this. First, the components of the TAM and UTAUT model can be 

understood as knowledge–strengthening models such that actual system usage feeds back to both 

external and internal variables leading to greater complexification of behaviour, development of “finer 

language games”, and “more precise causal laws” (Boland & Tenkasi, 1995, p. 356). Second and 

stemming from the first reason, propositions regarding how TAM and UTAUT may be linked to 

Boland and Tenkasi’s (1995) perspective–taking (as well as perspective–making) have been 

theoretically underdeveloped. As the TAM and UTAUT mainly deals at the individual level, more 

work must be done in examining these models at the team and organisational levels of analysis 

particularly as Boland and Tenkasi (1995, p. 359) emphasized “communities of knowing” as well as 

“ecology of communities”. In the long run, perspective–taking must offer insights that link how 

cognitive and behavioural changes towards information technology affect team and organisational 

performance. This thesis aims to uncover some partial insights as to why managerial perspective–

taking may affect social exchange relationships, technological acceptance and consequent team 

performance.     

 

2.5 LEADER–MEMBER EXCHANGE: A BRIEF THEORETICAL OVERVIEW 

Consistent with prior theoretical developments that have led to leader–member exchange, this 

section introduces the leader–member exchange theoretical framework as the foundation in explaining 

the hypotheses within this thesis. This section is organized into three rationales: (a) understanding 

LMX’s conceptualization, construct development and measurement, (b) exploring the relationship 

between LMX and socio–emotional competencies, and (c) discussion of current debates in leader–

member exchange. An emphasis here is to highlight the many valuable and significant contributions 

that LMX promoted in expanding the body of knowledge within leadership studies and to position 

these contributions in their overall relevance for the thesis. Whilst research as well as theoretical 

developments associated with LMX demonstrates a vigorous area of study, it is worth noting that 

LMX studies’ successes can only understood through past breakthroughs within trait, behavioural 

information processing, contingency and situational theories of leadership.  

Far from being a “stand alone” theory, the theoretical richness and empirical insights within 

LMX studies can only have been actualized through progress in theoretical, empirical and 

methodological advancements in the fields of organisational behaviour and organisational psychology. 

For example, meta–analyses regarding LMX antecedents, outcomes and correlates were examined by 

Gerstner and Day (1997), Ilies, Nahrgang, and Morgeson (2007), Rockstuhl and colleagues (2012) as 

well as Dulebohn et al. (2012). All four meta–analysis demonstrate the dramatic growth of LMX studies 

in addressing problems related to (a) understanding the conceptualization and theoretical construct of 
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LMX, (b) how to best “measure” LMX through scale comparisons, and (c) gaining a broader 

perspective on antecedents, outcomes and correlates related to LMX. Indeed, LMX has evolved to a 

more complete understanding of leadership not just from a vertical dyad linkage framework but 

towards a more flatter and relational understanding of leadership (Dulebohn et al., 2012). 

Concomitant with its theoretical evolution is the chief contribution of LMX to leadership 

scholarship: the idea that leadership is dyadic and should involve a unique attention to examining this 

leader–member dynamic (Matta & Van Dyne, 2015). As observed by Reich and Hershcovis (2011, p. 

223), the reality of interpersonal relationships at work is indeed “an escapable reality for all those 

working in the context of an organisation.” While other theories stated in the previous sections have 

tended to focus on the individual leader (e.g. trait theories, Great Man theory) or on the leader’s 

cognitive, affective and perceptual processes (i.e. information processing, charismatic theories, etc.), 

LMX theory in contrast takes into account the perspectives of employees, members and followers as 

part of the leadership context (Erdogan & Bauer, 2015). Consequently, a dyadic approach to leadership 

has paved the way for other leadership models such as servant leadership, transformational and 

charismatic leadership (Avolio & Yammarino, 2013), and shared leadership. Thus, the importance of 

LMX in contemporary settings has also not diminished but in fact proliferated due to (a) greater 

workload expectations for both leaders and members, (b) prevalence of multiple career changes, 

increase in project–based and high emotional labour occupations (Gabriel & Diefendorff, 2015). 

There is strong evidence that suggests that a focus on relationships in the workplace and by specifically 

knowing how to develop positive leader–member interpersonal exchanges can contribute to more 

meaningful and beneficial health, organisational and social outcomes (Reich & Hershcovis, 2011). In 

providing this overview, I highlight the strong theoretical involvement of LMX in understanding 

predictors of organisational outcomes, team–level consequences and individual–level effects.  

This section also addresses the different dimensions of LMX theory and how these dimensions 

vary. There are four key dimensions in the Leader–Member Exchange: affect, loyalty, professional 

respect and contribution. LMX theory posits that everyday interactions and exchanges that develop 

between leaders and members are essentially dynamic and contain important implications for 

performance–related and organisational–related outcomes such as general job satisfaction, citizenship 

behaviour, stress, turnover intentions, and levels of role conflict (cf. Dulebohn et al., 2012; Erdogan & 

Bauer, 2015; Matta & Van Dyne, 2015).  

 

2.5.1   CONCEPTUALIZATION OF LEADER–MEMBER EXCHANGE 

Echoing the prior sections, early scholars conceptualized LMX in terms of both the vertical 

and horizontal aspects. Within the vertical aspect, LMX was linked to vertical dyad linkage (VDL) 

theory and role theory which posits a vertical illustration of social relationship between a leader and a 
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member. In the model, a leader is situated at the top while the member is situated at the bottom largely 

due to the specific nature of that role. Dansereau and colleagues (1975) refer to this as a “vertical 

exchange”. This early conceptualization of LMX in terms of its “verticality” has emphasized the roles 

of (a) formal authority as a leader’s source of power, (b) implicit and explicit obligations by the member 

towards the leader (Rousseau, 1990), and (c) minimal obligations by the leader towards the member 

(Duchon et al., 1986). In the horizontal aspect, LMX was linked to social exchange theory which 

argued for the existence of negotiated exchanges between leaders and members. Negotiated 

exchanges, in turn, can lead to different types of outcomes which can be beneficial for both members 

of the dyad (win–win), beneficial only for one member (win–lose), or disadvantageous for both 

members (lose–lose). VDL theory has also contributed to the conceptualization of LMX through a 

focus on role making processes in both parties. For the leader, the role making process consists of 

incrementally giving the member a “degree of latitude” that determines the member’s autonomy 

within the relational dynamic. For instance, a highly competent and trustworthy employee may be 

given more negotiating latitude compared to a member who does not demonstrate these 

characteristics. This occurs due to the leader’s confidence in the member’s ability to do a certain task, 

fulfil a responsibility or fit a specific role.  

In sum, the current conceptualization of LMX has integrated the vertical and horizontal 

aspects that occur within relational exchanges (Bauer & Erdogan, 2015b). Some scholars have argued, 

however, that current LMX scholarly has given leaders a more prominent role while members are only 

given a secondary role in the relational dynamic (Dulebohn et al., 2012). Despite this observation, the 

integration between vertical and horizontal aspects has contributed to LMX’s theoretical strength 

particularly in explaining how tangible and intangible resources typically transfer between leaders and 

members. Resource transfers between leaders and members are particularly relevant for organisations 

(Sparrowe & Liden, 2005). For instance, high quality social interactions between leaders and members 

generally result in high quality relationships which transcends formal and contractual obligations 

comprising of referrals, sponsorships, greater negotiating latitudes, and mentorship (Sparrowe & 

Liden, 2005). Examining the role of leaders’ centrality on members’ influence, the authors found that 

high quality relationships and members’ advice centrality are associated to the leader’s influence. 

However, high quality LMX are contingent on the sponsorship of the leader.  

A robust body of theoretical and empirical studies within the Leader–Member Exchange 

(LMX) theory have addressed the construct’s antecedents and outcomes (Dulebohn et al., 2012; 

Gerstner & Day, 1997; Mahsud, Yukl, & Prussia, 2010). LMX theory can be best characterized as a 

relational approach to understanding leadership that considers the important dyadic interaction that 

occurs between leaders and members (Bauer & Erdogan, 2015b). While outcomes related to this 

dyadic interaction have been identified (e.g. follower decision–making, subordinate performance, etc.), 
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the antecedents of LMX particularly in relation to individual–level socio–emotional competencies (i.e. 

emotional intelligence, emotional self–regulatory skills) have been underexplored in the literature (Tse 

et al., 2015).  

 

Figure 5   Leader–Member Exchange Antecedents and Consequences Theoretical Framework 

Source: Dulebohn et al. (2012) p. 1717 

 

2.5.2   MEASURING LEADER–MEMBER EXCHANGE 

The purpose of this section is to understand the historical development as well as the current 

status of LMX measurement. I pose two important questions to this effect: (1) What are the 

fundamental assumptions regarding LMX measurement that make it effective? and (2) To what extent 

is LMX measurement efficient? In this regard, I posit that the effectiveness and efficiency of LMX 

measurement is contingent on its novel and intuitive approach in understanding leadership not just 

from the perspective of the leaders but also from the members. Apart from being just a descriptive 
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theory that explains how in–groups and out–groups form, LMX theory is distinctive from other 

leadership models due to its emphasis on the dyadic relationship between leaders and members. The 

history of LMX measurement extends to its early developments in 1972 when Graen, Dansereau and 

Minami (1972) were investigating how leaders’ behaviours moderated the relationship between a 

member’s perception of the leader’s behaviours and a member’s work performance. Graen and 

colleagues (1972) utilized Stogdill and Coons’ (1957) Leader Behaviour Description Questionnaire 

(LBDQ) and found considerable variances among members of the same leaders. Rather than treating 

these variances as error, the authors asserted its validity as a reflection of the actual perceptual and 

experiential differences in relating to the same leader. Thus, the fundamental assumptions regarding 

LMX measurement that make it effective can be understood in four statements: 

(1) There is an existence of  variance among members of  the same leader. 

(2) This variance reflects different member perceptions and experiences of  their leader.  

(3) This variance is a valid observation of  the dyadic aspect of  leadership in 

contrast to “averaging” scores across members.  

(4) This dyadic unit of  analysis is a better predictor of  variability in regard to 

organisational outcomes such as work performance, turnover intentions and 

citizenship behaviours.  

These assumptions place due attention to leadership not just as an intrapersonal phenomenon (i.e. 

existing within the mind of the leader) but also as an interpersonal phenomenon. Treating leadership 

as an interpersonal phenomenon creates not just a more accurate depiction of what constitutes 

leadership, but it also contributes to a richer understanding of how intrapersonal phenomena affects 

others and vice versa. To Gonzalez and Griffin (2012, p. 450), the study of interdependence offers 

scholars (especially management and organisational scholars) a different perspective on leadership by 

allowing how “temporal, interpersonal, and multi–variate associations” change together. Thus, the 

first approach in measuring supervisor and subordinate interpersonal data was introduced as VDL 

(vertical dyad linkage). This term was further refined by Graen and Cashman (1975) and re–introduced 

as “leader–member exchange”. The change from VDL to LMX was deliberate particularly as LMX’s 

evolution encompassed not just individual and dyadic–level of analysis but also multi–level (Liden et 

al., 2015). Nevertheless, Gonzales and Griffin (2012) also point out that the study of dyadic data 

(interdependent data) introduces concurrent statistical issues such as determining (a) whether the data 

is longitudinal or cross–sectional, (b) whether members of the dyad are distinct or interchangeable, (c) 

whether to use a structural equation model or a multilevel model or (d) whether one uses a latent 

variable approach or on direct relationships across respondents and variables.  

 While there have been other measures of LMX developed from VDL over the years (see 

Dansereau et al., 1975; Liden & Graen, 1980; Vidyarthi et al., 2010), LMX–7 by Scandura and Graen 
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in 1984 as well as LMX–MDM by Liden and Maslyn in 1998 continue to be the most prominent 

measures that contemporary LMX studies have frequently utilized. LMX–7 consisted of questions 

that examined member’s evaluation of: (a) where they stood with their supervisor (“Do you usually 

feel that you know where you stand with your immediate supervisor?”), (b) supervisor’s understanding 

of member needs (“How well do you feel that your immediate supervisor understands your problems 

and needs?”), (c) supervisor’s understanding of member’s potential (“How well do you feel that your 

immediate supervisor recognizes your potential?”), (d) whether their supervisor will help them 

personally to solve work problems (“What are the chances that your immediate supervisor will help 

you solve work problems?”) or bail them out (“What are the chances that your immediate supervisor 

will bail you out?”), (e) confidence in their supervisor’s decisions (“I would defend and justify my 

supervisor’s decisions even if they are not present.”) and lastly (f) perception of working relationship 

effectiveness (“How would you characterize your working relationship with your immediate 

supervisor.”) (Scandura & Graen, 1984, p. 430). While some scholars have argued that LMX–7’s 

development was through a piecemeal approach (see Liden et al., 2015), the development of LMX–

MDM was, in contrast, “followed by a rigorous content validation of a large pool of items written to 

capture each LMX dimension” (Liden & Maslyn, 1998, p. 48).  

 Examining LMX at different levels of analyses. Within LMX theory, early approaches to research 

have primarily emphasized individual level variables. Nevertheless, advances in organisational research 

methodologies have allowed scholars to investigate LMX theory at different levels and how effects at 

one level can influence other levels (Anand, Vidyarthi, & Park, 2015). Testing LMX theory at different 

levels also permitted scholars to use theoretical lenses operating within a specific level of analyses. For 

instance, Liao, Liu and Loi (2010) incorporated team member exchange theory (conceptualized as the 

member’s exchanges with other members) with self–efficacy to create a better understanding of how 

team level LMX differentiation moderates the relationship between LMX quality and self–efficacy. By 

conceptualizing and exploring LMX from different levels of analyses and theory, scholars can further 

make distinctions in regard to how LMX operates at different levels: individual level, dyad level, group 

level, organisational level and multi–level/cross–levels. Furthermore, clarifying the levels of analyses 

in LMX enables scholars to align both research methodology and theoretical approaches. Sample 

research from these different levels of analyses will be discussed in the following section. 

Within the individual level of analyses, Van Breukelen, Konst, and Van Der Vlist (2002) 

investigated how members’ perceptions pertaining to their leader’s differential treatment influences 

the members’ level of work commitment. The authors argued that leaders who varied strongly in how 

they treat their members (whether positively or negatively) can strongly influence their members’ work 

commitment. However, and contrary to the authors’ expectations, their findings suggested that 

perception of differential treatment did not significantly affect team members’ level of work 
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commitment but there was a significant interaction effect between the quality of LMX and differential 

treatment on members’ work commitment. Van Breukelen and colleagues’ (2002) work exemplifies 

the importance of exploring LMX at the individual level of analysis particularly in investigating micro–

level perceptions. On a more recent study of LMX and within the individual level of analysis, Medler–

Liraz and Seger–Guttmann (2018) scrutinized the association between authentic demonstrations of 

emotions (either positive or negative) among leaders (managers) and members (employees) and the 

influence of these emotional exchanges on emotional exhaustion. This study is particularly fascinating 

as it ties LMX to a strong individual–level construct (emotion). The study’s findings suggest that high 

quality LMX is positively associated with positive authentic emotional displays while low quality LMX 

is negatively associated with negative authentic emotional displays. In this case, LMX fully mediated 

the relationship between positive authentic emotional displays and emotional exhaustion but LMX 

quality only partially mediated the relationship between negative authentic emotional displays and 

emotional exhaustion (Medler–Liraz & Seger–Guttmann, 2018, p. 81).  

 Within the dyad level of analysis, scholars such as Dansereau, Graen, and Haga (1975) and 

more recently Erdogan and Bauer (2015) have espoused the importance of examining LMX from a 

dyad level unit of analysis. The dyad level of analysis is particularly important for LMX as LMX theory 

hinges on the leader–member interaction and how both leaders and members develop differential 

attitudes, behaviours and emotional responses in relation to these interactions. For example, Tse et al. 

(2013) explored LMX to explain how dissimilar LMX levels shape interactions between members. The 

study’s findings suggest that dissimilarity in LMX levels between two members increased hostile 

intentions and decreased perceptions of altruistic intention between members. By using dyad level of 

analysis, Tse and colleagues (2013) were able to go beyond the normative leader–member dyad to 

include member–member dyads particularly in how perceptions of LMX inequality may increase 

hostility as well as decrease altruistic intentions between members. In a similar vein, Vidyarthi et al. 

(2010) utilized the dyad level of analysis to examine how members’ LMX self–ratings compared to 

their co–members’ LMX (defined in the study as LMXSC or LMX social comparison). The authors 

found that members utilize within–group social comparisons in relation to how LMX is dispersed 

among the group. More specifically, leader–member exchange social comparison (LMXSC) fully 

mediated the relationship between relative LMX (RLMX) and organisational citizenship behaviours 

but only partially mediating the relationship between RLMX and job performance (Vidyarthi et al., 

2010). Since LMX theory centres on the leader–member relationship, the inclusion of the dyad level 

of analysis is inevitable and necessary. Gonzales and Griffin (2012, p. 450) mentions that by including 

both leaders and members as a unit of analysis, scholars particularly LMX researchers can “frame 

independence in the language of associations” to demonstrate interpersonal, temporal as well as multi–

variate associations.  
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 Within group level, scholars such as Schyns (2006) as well as Stewart and Johnson (2009) 

emphasize the importance of LMX consensus within a group or a team. Using a sample of German 

employees in the financial industry, Schyns (2006) asserted that high work values within followers 

would moderate the relationship between followers’ consensus in the perception of their leader’s LMX 

and follower’s organisational performance. The study’s findings provided some support particularly 

in the relationship between consensus in contribution and commitment as well as consensus in 

contribution and job satisfaction (Schyns, 2006). Stewart and Johnson (2009) explored LMX from a 

group level perspective using a sample of U.S. military officers in temporary work groups.  The authors 

employed LMX as a moderating variable in the relationship between work group diversity and work 

group performance. The study’s findings indicated that LMX can moderate the relationship 

particularly contributing to how leaders must establish (a) an overall positive rapport with all of the 

members and (b) a culture of fairness despite the existence of low performing members within the 

group.  

Lastly and within the organisational level, LMX scholars emphasize the importance of  

organisational level variables such as culture and climate especially in how these variables affect the 

relationship between follower outcomes (i.e. performance, etc.) and the quality of  LMX. For instance, 

Erdogan, Liden and Kraimer (2006) used organisational culture as a crucial moderator in the 

association between perceptions of  fairness/justice and LMX. Using a sample of  high school teachers 

in Turkey, the authors found that the dimension (respect for people) strengthened the association 

between LMX and interactional justice. However, another dimension (team orientation) appeared to 

do the opposite as it vitiated the relationship (Erdogan et al., 2006). In another example, Joo and Ready 

(2012) considered how contextual factors (organisational learning culture and LMX) as well as 

personal attributes (level of  goal orientation and proactive personality) shaped followers’ career 

satisfaction. Drawing from 232 Korean employees in a Fortune 500 Global company, the authors 

found that followers who demonstrated high levels of  performance goal orientation, high perceptual 

levels of  organisational learning culture as well as quality relationships with their supervisor also 

exhibited high levels of  career satisfaction (Joo & Ready, 2012). More importantly, the findings also 

indicated that LMX moderated the association between performance goal orientation and career 

satisfaction. In sum, factors at the organisational level tend to moderate relationships between 

outcomes and LMX. However, a number of  studies have also found that LMX may act as moderators 

(e.g. Joo & Ready, 2012) in the development of  career satisfaction. The caveat for levels of  analysis in 

LMX scholarship implies that the specific nature of  relationships and interactions between contextual 

and personal factors require greater and more in–depth exploration.  
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2.5.3   DIMENSIONS OF LEADER–MEMBER EXCHANGE 

The dimensionality issue within LMX research has also been established in prior studies (e.g. 

unidimensional LMX–7 scale vs multidimensional LMX–MDM scale). For instance, Scandura and 

Graen (1984) as well as Graen and Uhl–Bien (1995) posit the sufficiency of a unidimensional approach 

in explaining LMX while Liden and Maslyn (1998) argue that LMX should be understood as a relatively 

complex and multidimensional exchange relationship. This thesis follows a multidimensional model 

of LMX by stating the insufficiency of a unidimensional measure in determining what aspects of the 

exchange are actually influenced by antecedents of interest. For instance, we may not be able to answer 

why in certain conditions having a low LMX may not necessarily lead to negative outcomes and why 

having high LMX may sometimes be emotionally draining for members (see Othman et al., 2010; Tse, 

Troth, & Ashkanasy, 2015).  

There are four dimensions within the multidimensional model of LMX: affect, loyalty, 

professional respect, and contribution (Liden & Maslyn, 1998). Affect refers to the mutual affection 

that generally occurs between a leader and a member while loyalty refers to the “expression of public 

support for the goals and personal character of the other member of the LMX dyad.” (Liden & Maslyn, 

1998, p. 50). Professional respect is defined as the “perception of the degree to which each member 

of the dyad has built a reputation, within and/or outside the organisation, of excelling at his or her 

line of work” while contribution is defined as the “perception of the current level of work–oriented 

activity each member puts forth toward the mutual goals (explicit or implicit) of the dyad.” (Liden & 

Maslyn, 1998, p. 50). In relation to how these dimensions vary, low levels of affect between a member 

and leader can be identified by the lack of positive verbal exchanges (i.e. lack of authentic praise, etc.), 

low self–disclosure, negative displays of affect, and a lack of effort in maintaining the leader–member 

relationship. High levels of affect, on the other hand, can be identified through a high level of authentic 

positive verbal exchanges, high self–disclosure, authentic positive displays of affect, and a deliberate 

effort in maintaining a productive relationship (McKnight, Ahmad, & Schroeder, 2001).  

Within the loyalty dimension, low levels of loyalty between a leader and member can also 

comprise of low verbal support in the absence of the other and a general lack of trust in the other’s 

integrity, commitment, and character (Chen, Tsui, & Farh, 2002). However, high levels of loyalty are 

characterized by strong verbal, social and emotional support for the member (or leader) even when 

that specific member of the dyad is absent (Chen et al., 2002). Within the professional respect 

dimension, low levels of professional respect can be characterized by (a) a general lack of reverence 

or admiration for other’s accomplishments, (2) lack of concern for other’s professional goals, and (3) 

inability to recognize other’s potential. Achieving a high level in the professional respect dimension, 

on the other hand, is characterized by (a) authentic admiration for other’s accomplishments, (b) 

engagement in others’ career trajectories, and (c) identifying other’s potential areas for growth. Lastly 
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and within the contribution dimension, low levels indicate a perception of deficient effort, engagement 

and quality of the other’s work while high levels indicate a perception of superior motivation, 

responsibility, quality, and task completion of the other’s role (Liden & Maslyn, 1998). Granting that 

the multidimensionality of LMX is established, there are also reasons (theoretical and practical) as to 

why it is advantageous to consider LMX as a single construct. First and from a theoretical perspective, 

it is essential to mention that LMX consists of four dimensions, but this does not indicate that we end 

the general concept of leader–member exchange as fundamental singular management phenomena. 

Performing research (especially qualitative and mixed methods studies) on the general concept of 

LMX can indeed advance further theorization by examining processes related to how interpersonal 

relationships at work form. In this study, a unidimensional scale of LMX was chosen as the study is 

primarily interested in the generalized construct of leader–member exchange in relation to how it is 

experienced by the member. This dissertation follows the rationale of prior studies which have utilized 

a unidimensional model of LMX (e.g. Magni & Pennarola, 2008). In terms of practical reasons as to 

why a unidimensional construct of LMX was chosen, one main reason is that the results would be 

simplified particularly useful for PLS–SEM analysis as the theoretical model is exploratory rather than 

confirmatory. In this regard, the overall effects of LMX on team performance would become more 

salient. In the next section, I discuss LMX and socio–emotional competencies.  

 

2.5.4   LMX AND SOCIO–EMOTIONAL COMPETENCIES 

Leaders and members regularly engage in social exchanges that require adequate socio–

emotional competencies in order for the successful completion of job–related tasks (Morand, 2001). 

To facilitate favorable job outcomes, socio–emotional competencies such as self–management, social 

awareness, self–awareness, responsible decision–making and relationship skills are needed by both 

leaders and members. Socio–emotional competencies generally differ from cognitive abilities as it 

directly refers to an individual’s ability to regulate one’s emotions, cognitive processes and 

interpersonal behaviours whereas cognitive abilities typically refer to how individuals process 

information and how these processes contribute towards problem–solving and learning (Goleman, 

1996).  

Due to the rapid modernization of work, the role of socio–emotional competencies have 

become more salient and imperative. Thus, understanding the relationship between leader–member 

exchange and socio–emotional competencies have been a fundamental research problem that 

management and organisational scholars seek to elucidate. For instance, issues such as the increasing 

diversity of the workforce as well as organisational issues associated with ageing have added greater 

pressure on leadership to increase awareness on the fundamental principles of integrity, trust, and 

collaboration (OECD, 2018). Leaders who regularly deal with the escalating intensity and complexity 
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of societal and technological change must be able to equip their organisations to act interdependently 

and to adapt to these changes.  

According to OECD (2018), there are five main domains that management education must 

directly tackle in order to address these changes: (1) task performance (related to achievement 

motivation, responsibility, self–control, and persistence), (2) emotional regulation (related to stress 

resistance, optimism and emotional control), (3) collaboration (related to empathy, trust, and 

collaboration), (4) open–mindedness (related to curiosity, tolerance, and creativity), and lastly (5) 

engaging with others (sociability, assertiveness, and energy). How these domains are directly and 

indirectly linked to LMX has been a source of fruitful research in the past decade (Gajendran & Joshi, 

2012; Herdman, Yang, & Arthur, 2017). Three studies are given as an example. Fisk and Friesen (2012) 

examined how leaders rely on two self–regulatory techniques (surface or deep acting) tended to 

promote specific job attitudes and behaviours. The authors’ findings implicate that authentic self–

representations (i.e. deep acting) was positively related with job satisfaction for low–quality LMX 

members (Fisk & Friesen, 2012). However, inauthentic self–representations (i.e. surface acting) had a 

negative effect on prosocial behaviour for high–quality LMX members. In Gajendran and Joshi’s 

(2012) study on globally distributed teams, the authors found that quality of LMX as well as frequency 

of communication (via internet mediated communication) influenced team decision–making. 

Additionally, member influence at the team–level of analysis has a significant and positive effect on a 

team’s level of innovation (Gajendran & Joshi, 2012). Lastly, Herdman and colleagues (2017) 

investigated the role of leader to leader exchanges as a moderating factor in predicting LMX 

differentiation within different work groups. The authors found that exchanges between leaders 

strengthened the relationship between LMX, teamwork and team effectiveness (Herdman et al., 2017). 

Collectively, these studies implicate the strong connection between LMX and socio–emotional 

competencies particularly as socio–emotional competencies can be understood as predictors of how 

leaders and members adjust to their new roles (Ashkanasy, 2002) and how leaders and members 

achieve goals individually and collectively. Thus, the development of socio–emotional competencies 

is not just essential for individuals but also for the development and success of organisations (OECD, 

2018). In the next section, I proceed to discuss the relationship between LMX and perspective–taking. 

I also add and argue for the importance of the theoretical construct of perspective–taking as 

underexplored stream of research for LMX scholars. Lastly, current debates within LMX research will 

also be considered in light of the relationship between LMX and socio–emotional competencies.    

 

2.5.5   LMX AND PERSPECTIVE–TAKING 

Similar to empathy, perspective–taking research particularly its application towards work and 

organisational settings has also been an important facet in understanding and incorporating new 
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insights within leadership (Gregory et al., 2011; Moates, 2007; Moates et al., 2007). In regards to better 

understanding the why and how of LMX differentiation (variability of LMX within work groups), 

research and theoretical development within perspective–taking and relationship science looks 

promising. For instance, fresh insights that investigate systematic patterns of employee selection and 

employee onboarding could demonstrate what individual traits and competencies are crucial for the 

job (task–related), for the team (team–related) and for the organisation (organisational–related) in 

predicting efficacious leader–member relationships.   

 Generally speaking, leader–member exchanges that develop into high quality LMX are more 

likely to be similar than dissimilar on a broad selection of variables such as gender, age, level of 

education, intelligence, religious affiliation, political association and ethnicity. Vecchio and Bullis 

(2001), for example, have found that similarity among demographic variables between members and 

leaders are excellent predictors of high quality LMX. Nevertheless, the impact of similarity on LMX 

can also vary according to the type of variables investigated. For instance, Schaubroeck and Lam 

(2002) found that leaders’ and members’ personalities predicted LMX quality as well as supervisor 

communication. However, similarity in religious as well as political attitudes remains to be explored 

within LMX research.  

Although the leader–member relationship is evidently distinct from other types of 

partnerships (e.g. romantic, familial, peer, etc.), the overall literature on the effects of dissimilarity and 

similarity on LMX provides a comprehensive understanding of what facilitates and makes efficacious 

and productive leader–member matches. New theoretical developments, for example, on the 

moderating effect of perspective–taking on the relationship between demographic variables, similarity 

and LMX may provide a more broader and multifaceted view of LMX and recognizing that although 

similarity contributes substantially to LMX development, similarity may not have to be an essential 

condition for high quality LMX (Goldberg & McKay, 2015). Goldberg and McKay (2015, p. 16–17) 

argue, for example, that “dyadic similarity may yield more favourable outcomes than similarity, when 

the dissimilarity is consistent with societal or organisational norms” which further implies that the 

“norm–congruence/norm–violation represents an important boundary condition on the general 

expectation that similarity results in high–quality LMX.”  

 In essence, perspective–taking research has great theoretical utility and practicality in 

apprehending the full breadth of leader–member exchanges—from relationships exemplified by 

meaningful, high–quality connections leading to significant career and personal growth for both leader 

and members (Ragins & Verbos, 2007) to relationships characterized by negative relational exchanges 

with destructive psychological and organisational outcomes (Harvey et al., 2007). In this aspect, both 

social psychology and organisational behaviour scholarship clearly rejoins that naively categorizing 
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leader–member relationships as either negative or positive (either good or bad) may be an 

oversimplification of a complex and misunderstood phenomena (Oades et al., 2017; Payne, 2005).  

Certain theories for example, such as the social exchange theory and transactional leadership, 

explicitly take into account the relational, cultural and organisational costs and benefits in order to 

better understand relational outcomes. The social exchange theory model contends that job 

satisfaction and organisational commitment are a direct function of the perception of relational costs 

vis–à–vis the relational benefits. Moreover, the social exchange theory model also predicts that 

members (employees) may choose to stay in organisations (as well as with leaders) where costs may 

actually be greater than the benefits due to sunk relational costs (i.e. time, energy, work investments 

that can no longer be recovered if the relationship disbands) as well as the lack of viable alternatives. 

These transactional models may help us better comprehend that relational experiences between leaders 

and members are complex and that leader–member exchanges are more than the sum of positive and 

negative experiences since day–to–day organisational life contains both aspects. Furthermore, 

transactional models may also give foresight as to why leaders and members choose to stay in toxic 

organisations which are characterized by negative affective, cultural and relational dynamics 

(Ashkanasy & Härtel, 2014).  

 On the more optimistic and constructive side of the leader–member relationship, Epitropaki 

and Martin (2015) have argued that the predominant approach towards leader–member exchange 

emphasizes benefits and instrumental gains for both sides of the dyad (leader and member). As a 

result, most LMX research has focused on a confined set of outcomes which are related to occupation 

and career–related consequences such as turnover intentions, overall OCB and procedural justice to 

name a few (see Dulebohn et al., 2012). Remarkably underexplored in the LMX literature is a 

discussion how LMX relates to positive mentorship and how this type of mentorship can both be 

psychologically and career fulfilling for leaders and members (Matta & Van Dyne, 2015).  

By utilizing current empirical and theoretical insights garnered from positive organisational 

behaviour and positive organisational psychology (Oades et al., 2017; Payne, 2005), future research 

and scholarship can appraise a much broader scope of different processes within leader–member 

exchanges as well as scrutinizing higher–order and higher level outcomes (e.g. team, group and 

organisational–level outcomes) which would be indicative of organisational health (i.e. an 

organisation’s ability to align organisational behaviour towards the achievement of strategic goals). It 

is fascinating to observe that the recommendation of investigating higher–level outcomes conveys a 

reflection of the pioneering work done by Dansereau et al. (1975) who challenged the homogeneous 

conceptualization of work groups and the assumption of normative behaviour by the leader (average 

leadership style).  
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Despite some fundamental differences between perspective–taking and LMX, I believe that 

this stream of research particularly in examining the role of affect and affective events within LMX 

will be fruitful avenue for future scholarship. In Table 4, I outline some basic assumptions regarding 

several fields in management from the viewpoint of perspective–taking theory and LMX theory as 

well as some potential research questions. In sum, the theoretical overlap between perspective–taking 

and LMX will continue to emerge as a legitimate field of inquiry due to the common goals each theory 

hopes to achieve. Goals such as (a) how to best facilitate high–quality relationships, (b) how to 

accurately identify and measure such relationships and (c) what role does high–quality relationships in 

organisations have in eliciting superior organisational performance will continue to spark novel 

research methodologies and innovations within this field (Ku et al., 2015; Nahrgang & Seo, 2015).  

Current debates in perspective–taking and LMX. The study of LMX and socio–emotional 

competencies has developed into an energetic and greatly interdisciplinary field in the past 10 years. 

Notable contributions have emerged from divergent scholarly quarters. In this thesis, I have reviewed 

social psychologists examining perspective–taking’s effects on social processes and outcomes (e.g. 

Sherman et al., 2010), cognitive psychologists scrutinizing perspective–taking as related but distinct 

from spatial reasoning and spatial abilities (e.g. Kessler & Thomson, 2010), organisational 

psychologists writing about perspective–taking and how it relates to recruitment, development and 

performance assessment (Parker et al., 2008) and management scholars exploring perspective–taking’s 

impact on project and operations management processes (Henderson et al., 2016). With each coming 

year, previously disregarded as well as novel constructs have become an important source of new 

research avenues for scholarship (e.g. cognitive complexity, affective complexity, emotional contagion, 

voice, emotional labor, etc.). Thus, it is essential that scholars become cognizant of important debates 

within the two theories while concurrently re–evaluating research methodologies and data collection 

efforts. In this regard, I propose two key debates in this regard: one in LMX and one in perspective–

taking.  

The first debate centres on the concept of mutuality within leader–member relationships. 

Rousseau (2001) refers to the concept of mutuality as the coherence of beliefs between two or more 

parties in consideration to obligations, responsibilities and expectations with respect to the other. One 

school of thought approaches mutuality within perspective–taking as a necessary condition which 

affectively and cognitively binds the parties within a socio–psychological contract. Within this 

approach, all parties are assumed to have objective and foundational knowledge of the others’ 

perspective.  

The other school of thought approaches mutuality within perspective–taking as inherently 

dynamic and an outcome of subjective decision–making specifically centred on either leader role or 

member role transitions. Essentially, the concept of mutuality supports the position that there is a 
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strong relationship between perspective–taking and LMX particularly in explaining (a) the processes 

leading to perceptual differences within the leader–member context and (b) why positive social 

interactions can be understood as incremental shifts of perception leading to greater understanding of 

the self–other overlap. Several studies have addressed mutuality particularly Liden and colleagues’ 

(2015) overview of LMX measurement and how current LMX scales relate to other established scales 

that measure socio–emotional competencies such as empathy (cf.  Davis, 1980), transformational 

leadership, emotional intelligence, and perspective–taking (Parker & Axtell, 2001).  

The second debate centres on the dispositional–situational attribution aspect of perspective–

taking. Drawing from attribution theory (see Bartunek, 1981; Martinko, 1995), this debate explicates 

that idea that perspective–taking can be understood as either a function of an individual’s ability to 

position him or herself onto other individuals’ shoes (dispositional) or as a function of varied 

situational factors (e.g. organisational norms, familial, group pressures, etc.). Scholars such as Ku, 

Wang, and Galinsky (2015) as well as Litchfield and Gentry (2010) argue primarily for the dispositional 

view of perspective–taking while scholars such as Parker and Axtell (2001), Todd and Galinsky (2014) 

as well as Lee and colleagues (2018) accommodate a situational view of perspective–taking particularly 

as how perspective–taking can be shaped by organisational situations/events, by either the absence or 

presence of competition, and by cultural factors inherent within the organisation. In the next section, 

I outline E–Leadership and its importance for this dissertation. 

 

2.6   E–LEADERSHIP 

The advent of innovations in information technology and in digital communication has 

drastically changed the way organisations operate. Within the healthcare sector for instance, 

computer–mediated communication has become an essential component of delivering positive health 

outcomes for patients. Physician and nursing teams who have access to these types of technologies 

have experience boosted performance efficacies while expanding opportunities needed for improved 

health service deliveries. Thus, E–Leadership involves both offline and online components but 

particularly focuses on online aspects and how these aspects contribute to (offline) outcomes such as 

technological use, acceptance, and experience. Avolio et al. (2014, p. 107) define E–leadership as a 

“social influence process embedded in both proximal and distal contexts mediated by AIT that can 

produce a change in attitudes, feelings, thinking, behaviour, and performance.”  

From an organisational viewpoint, Avolio and Kahai (2003, p. 325) perceives e–leadership as 

a “dynamic, robust system embedded within a larger organisational system.” It is dynamic because 

organisations comprise of structural, technological, and relational elements that interact such that 

meaningfulness of communication (both offline and online) emerges because of behavioural, 

cognitive, and affective responses to IT and digital technologies. For instance, in the healthcare sector, 
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physicians and nurses would need to consider innovations in healthcare such as telehealth and digital 

health. These types of innovations, collectively known as technology enabled care (TEC), includes the 

convergence of human resources management, digital, and healthcare technologies. Avolio and Kahai 

(2003) would argue that for the organisation to perform optimally, it is essential that leaders and 

followers obtain similar IT–related training courses necessary for achieving organisational goals (e.g. 

patient outcomes) whilst simultaneously considering how to enhance relationships that make the 

achievement possible.  

In this regard, e–leadership considers not just the relational and structural elements within an 

organisation’s structure but also concerned with the “why” and “how” of enhancing relationships 

between leaders and followers (Avolio & Kahai, 2003). Nurses, physicians, and other allied health 

practitioners bring into action and draw from relational and structural elements in order to modify 

them or create new relational and structural elements (Avolio et al., 2000). Thus, novel relational, 

conceptual, and structural elements emerge when clinical tasks encounter behavioural and attitudinal 

factors in addition to the environmental features of the organisation. Langer (2018) state that 

leadership must understand how conceptual knowledge of technology relates to conditions that either 

foster or inhibit organisational performance. Avolio et al. (2000) adds that there is a recursive 

relationship between conceptual, relational, and structural elements and this recursive relationship has 

a strong influence on group dynamics and outcomes. For example, leaders who are highly capable in 

managing multiple dimensions of value systems in the integration of business uses of technology may 

be better in prioritizing IT–related project/operational tasks. In this case, their team members may 

share more meaningful, accurate, and relevant information about the job/situation (job–related 

information), about themselves (interpersonal information), and how the team members evaluate a 

specific job problem (thinking process information) (Zaccaro & Bader, 2003).  

Furthermore, the more meaningful, accurate, and relevant the information shared between 

leaders and members, the greater the likelihood of fostering a high trust environment. E–leadership is 

a process that considers the technological, organisational, social, and attitudinal aspects of how 

communication is internally systematized and how it is experienced. Like other leadership theories 

previously discussed, e–leadership is not limited to just technological issues, but socio–cultural issues 

within the organisation as well. An organisation with healthy e–leadership is one can that respond to 

and anticipate gaps between technological processes and actual user experiences in an informed way 

and also in a way that connects the relationship between leader–member relational dynamics, 

technological/digital competencies, and organisational performance. The acceleration factors of 

disruptive technologies in IT in varied industrial sectors necessitate a high level of awareness and 

dynamic activities between different organisations (inter–organisational) and within organisations 

(intra–organisational). There is a need for leaders, followers, teams, units, and departments to employ 
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a more cohesive discourse regarding what entails e–leadership. For example, how can leaders and 

followers become more aware of systemic risks inherent in the usage of IT–mediated communication 

such as cybersecurity breaches? In this regard, an optimal e–leadership approach would be to require 

all members of the organisation to be informed of best practices in avoiding security breaches and 

outside threats. Nevertheless, best practices could not occur if there is no buy–in from leaders as 

leaders are responsible for modelling behaviour and setting a precedent for others. This echoes Avolio 

and Kahai’s (2003, p. 325) admonition that the purpose of e–leadership “…is to take the relationships 

among organisational members defined by an organisation’s structure and enhance them.” In the next 

section, I specifically delineate how e–leadership may interact with LMX theory.  

 

2.6.1   LMX AND E–LEADERSHIP 

Advantages related to high quality leader–member relationships have been established in the 

leadership literature (e.g. Fisk & Friesen, 2012; Gajendran & Joshi, 2012). Several scholars have also 

discussed how LMX may be applied to technological acceptance (Mousavi & Avison, 2013; Smith, 

2019) but little discuss how LMX may relate to how leaders may implement IT and how members 

may experience information technology. Accordingly, it is comprehensible and warranted to assume 

that leaders who form high quality relationships with their members may also simultaneously establish 

normative behaviours and attitudes related to IT within their respective organisations. The interaction 

between LMX and E–leadership, in this case, can be perceived as a form of socio–technological 

dynamism which has the power to either facilitate or disrupt operational processes. Within the 

healthcare context, hospitals may adopt novel IT capabilities as a tool for decreasing patient wait times 

to increasing nurse team member work satisfaction by identifying operational bottlenecks and task 

interdependencies. Since medical and nursing teams can be categorized as high task interdependence 

groups, it is essential that members become aware of the IT capabilities of the organisation through 

which members can share and allocate essential resources (i.e. availability of individuals and materials). 

High quality e–leadership may affect LMX outcomes by increasing the leaders and members’ 

awareness of interdependency by setting the stage for positive interactions among individuals whether 

it is online or offline. There may also be a recursive effect such that LMX may influence E–leadership 

through the enhancement of relationships among the members and leader. As an example, high LMX 

members may positively influence low LMX members towards greater effort in learning novel IT by 

modifying the low LMX members perception of their leader. In this regard, cohesiveness within the 

team can occur such that an environment of camaraderie and trust may become the norm.   

 The context for how leaders and members communicate often presents some constraints in 

terms of how interactions consequently become a reciprocal relationship. For instance, online 
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communication such as emails may be disadvantaged in comparison on face–to–face communication 

as the communicator needs to have a good grasp of writing/keyboarding skills and how this skillset 

translates within a healthcare setting. Whilst we can conceive of a healthcare team communicating 

daily through emails, we do not expect that communication skillsets in a virtual setting to be readily 

equated as communication proficiency in face–to–face communication. That is, we presume that 

members (or leaders) may not have the necessary communication resources in all organisational 

contexts (offline or online). This suggests the importance of social influence and that in terms of how 

individuals would prefer to communicate, communication skillsets are not commonly interchangeable 

as we would assume them to be. Cohesive and high quality LMX applied in knowledge–intensive 

organisations are both an intentional and meaning–driven. Thus, team members as well as leaders may 

not typically offer different forms of information (i.e. task–related, interpersonal, intrapersonal, 

technical) at the outset of an emerging leader–member relationship as leaders and members undergo 

tests of transactions.  

Applied in a healthcare setting, this implies that in order for high quality LMX to develop, 

communication and information exchanges are crucial elements that leaders and members must 

consider in order to appropriately enhance relationships (both offline and online) particularly when 

mediated by IT. Future research on the interaction between LMX and E–leadership may look at how 

members evaluate IT experience in light of socio–emotional experiences elicited by different 

interactions. Furthermore, additional research needs to look at how individual differences (e.g. 

personalities, needs, preferences) may affect the integration of socio–emotional competencies and 

technological dynamism at work. For instance, how do leaders and members who score high in 

extroversion in knowledge–intensive environments navigate constant work intrusions in comparison 

to individuals who score high in introversion? How do individuals balance their work–related social 

interactions with their personal/non–work social interactions? How can e–leadership provide balance 

between focusing on leader–member exchanges and focusing on productivity/performance? What are 

some of the unintended consequences for imbalances in these domains?  

 

 

 

 

 



56 

 

                          Table 2   Central Assumptions of Perspective–taking, E–Leadership, and Leader–
Member Exchange on Various Research Areas 

 
Research Area 

 

 
Perspective-taking 

 
LMX 

 
E-Leadership 

 
Potential Research Avenues 

Nature of 
Leadership 

Leadership is based on the 
leader’s ability and intent to put 
oneself in their members’ frame 
of reference. Perspective-taking 
can lead to increased helping 
behaviours, conflict mitigation, 
and by reducing stereotyping, 
prejudice, and discriminatory 
behaviours (Parker et al., 2008).  

Leadership is based on the 
quality of exchanges 
between leaders and 
members (Day & Miscenko, 
2015) 

“E-leaders are affected by time, 
distance, and cultural 
considerations in how they 
actively shape their followers’, 
customers’, and society’s views 
and use of Advanced Information 
Technology (AIT).” (Avolio et al., 
2014, p. 106) 

* How does a leader’s ability to 
empathize and take others’ 
perspectives contribute to LMX 
quality?  
* How does a leader’s implicit theories 
of perspective-taking influence LMX 
differentiation?  

Nature of 
Managerial 
Behaviour 

Managerial behaviour is 
predicated on perspective 
management which is 
concerned with normative 
expectations related to time, 
performance, stakeholder, and 
managerial priorities.  

Managerial behaviour is an 
outcome of emotional and 
psychological trust between 
leaders and members.  

Managerial behaviour is based on 
leaders’ awareness and evaluation 
of digital technologies and how 
these technologies shape their 
organizations.  

* How does perspective-taking affect 
decision-making specifically in 
weighing costs versus benefits for 
risky managerial behaviour?  
* How can perspective-taking aid in 
the development of realistic 
organizational goals?  

Nature of 
Decision-Making 

Decision-making is based on 
known information garnered 
from convergent and divergent. 
Decision-making is pre-
dominantly rational.  

Decision-making is affective, 
creative, and intuitive but 
also based on bounded 
rationality. Decision-making 
is adaptive due to an 
emphasis on relational and 
social dimensions.  

Decision-making is contingent on 
leaders’ IT implementation and 
IT capabilities which trickle down 
to their members.  

* What dimensions of perspective-
taking are critical for ethical decision-
making amongst leaders? 
* Under what decision-making 
conditions does perspective-taking 
undermine LMX differentiation and 
LMX quality?  

Nature of Social 
Networks 

Strength of social and cognitive 
network increases when 
perspectives between nodes 
flow freely.  

Investigating and modelling 
activated cognitive networks 
are useful proxies for both 
leaders and members’ 
mental representations.  

Social networks play an integral 
part in E-leadership. 
Connections, distributions, and 
segmentation of followers, 
consumers, and other involved 

* How does cognitive network 
strength affect social network tie 
strength and structure within LMX?  
* Why are cognitive networks more 
accurate proxies in LMX compared to 
social network relations?  
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stakeholders are important 
elements of the network.  

Nature of Teams 
and Groups 

Teams and group development 
is predicated on mapping end 
goals, understanding members’ 
strengths (and weaknesses), and 
probing for divergent 
perspectives through different 
media.  

Maturation and development 
of teams are predicated on 
LMX quality over time. 
Team development “…does 
not develop in a vacuum but 
involves characteristics of 
both the leader and 
subordinate, their 
interaction, and the situation 
in which their interaction 
develops.” (Cogliser & 
Schriesheim, 2000, p. 489) 

Team and group development do 
not just comprise of face- to face 
interactions but also rely on 
virtual communications mediated 
by AIT.  

* How does team and group-level 
perspective-taking mediate the 
relationship between perspective-
taking and LMX?  
* How does LMX mitigate egocentric 
perspective-taking amongst team 
members?  
* What role does team diversity play in 
eliciting team creativity?  

Nature of Business 
Processes 

Business process modelling is 
the result of accurately 
representing divergent and 
convergent perspectives. For 
example, DeBono’s (2007) six 
thinking hats identifies business 
processes with distinct 
perspectives: (a) white hat – 
information and fact-based 
orientation, (b) red hat – 
feeling, emotion, intuition 
orientation, (c) black hat – 
cautionary, critical, and risk 
awareness, (d) yellow hat – 
benefits and feasibilities, (e) 
green hat – creativity, new 
ideas, and possibilities, and (f) 
blue hat – organization of 
process thinking.  

Business process modelling 
is the result of interactions 
between individuals (leader-
member, leader-leader, 
member-member), tools 
(e.g. IT, computer, etc.) and 
methodologies (e.g. know-
how) 

Business process modelling is 
contingent on AIT usage. It is 
also dependent on the 
organization’s goals, capabilities, 
and industry sector. For instance, 
healthcare organizations may 
demonstrate need of AIT 
capabilities in comparison to 
small and medium sized 
enterprises.  

* How does a leader’s skill in adopting 
divergent (or convergent) perspectives 
contribute towards efficacious 
decision-making? 
* How does LMX moderate the 
relationship between perspective-
taking and team performance?  

Nature of Finance 
and Accounting 

As quality and efficiency of 
perspective-taking increases, 
the quality and accuracy of 

Perception of finance and 
accounting as contingent on 
the leader’s (and/or 

Perception of finance and 
accounting as dependent on IT 
infrastructure, country’s 

* How does perspective-taking 
increase (or decrease) the accuracy and 
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reports and measurement also 
increases. There are divergent 
perspectives of the goals of 
financial accounting 
(preparation of financial 
statements for the public) and 
managerial accounting 
(preparation of financial 
statements for management) 

members’) level of 
subjective evaluations of 
performance. High 
subjectivity (and low 
objectivity) may affect 
mission clarity, trust, and 
motivation.  

accounting body of regulation, as 
well as the quality of accounting 
software 

quality of financial statement 
preparation?  
* How does high LMX improve an 
organization’s management accounting 
methodologies?  

Nature of 
Operations and 
Project 
Management  

Perspective-taking and empathy 
are critical soft skills in 
operations and project 
management. Understanding 
others’ perspectives is just as 
critical in understanding 
specific technical aspects of the 
operations or project.  

Perception of operations 
and project management as 
dependent on the nature of 
leadership style. Balance 
must be achieved between 
task-orientation and 
relational-orientation. 

Operations and project 
management as contingent on its 
integration with AIT. For 
example, project and operations 
management software helps 
managers understand task 
distribution, resource allocation, 
time tracking, and budget 
forecasting. 

* What is the role of perspective-
taking on the effectiveness of 
leadership style in the context of 
project management?  
* How do leaders with high LMX 
balance between task-orientation and 
relational-orientation leadership styles?  

Nature of 
Organizational 
Communication 

Perspective-making and 
perspective-taking are by-
products of communication 
“which entails narrating our 
experience as well as rationally 
analyzing it.” (Boland & 
Tenkasi, 1995, p. 351). 
Perspective-taking plays a 
mediating role on the 
relationship between social 
condition and social 
acceptance.  

Perception of organizational 
communication as a 
moderator between LMX 
and job performance. 
Communication is an 
antecedent, moderator, and 
also an outcome of high 
quality LMX particularly 
positive organizational 
communication (i.e. 
demonstrating active 
listening, message 
clarification, mutual respect, 
etc.) 

Organizational communication is 
an integral part of E-leadership 
where it is face-to-face or 
computer/technology mediated. 
Potential mediators include 
quality of IT infrastructure, levels 
of adoption, and frequency of 
organizational communication.  

* What is the difference between 
perspective-taking and perspective-
making in the context of LMX theory?  
* What is the role of effective 
organizational communication in high 
quality LMX?  
* What role does perspective-taking 
have in E-leadership?  

Nature of 
Organizational 
Strategy 

Organizational strategy is 
contingent on understanding 
“perspective-taking as an 
organizational capability to 

Organizational strategy is 
contingent on making the 
right business decisions 
acquired from accurate 

Organizational strategy is 
dependent on how AIT is 
employed to achieve 
organizational goals. Examples of 

* Does LMX moderate the 
relationship between team-level 
perspective-taking and team-level 
strategic thinking?  
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facilitate knowledge integration 
which are crucial for 
organizational learning and 
innovation” (Litchfield & 
Gentry, 2010, p. 187) 

information based on 
psychological contract.  

strategies and tools include BI 
(business intelligence), data 
mining, and monitoring of 
stakeholder behaviour to name a 
few.  

* What effect does team-level LMX 
have on organizational strategy?  
* Does team-level LMX strengthen 
organizational absorptive capacity?  

Nature of 
Marketing 

Perception of marketing as an 
integration of the diverse 
perspectives of consumers and 
how these perspectives relate to 
the organization’s unique value 
proposition.  

Perception of marketing as 
an extension of LMX 
principles namely: (a) Affect 
– How does linking impact 
consumer perception?, (b) 
Loyalty – How does the 
organization gain the 
consumer’s trust, (c) 
Professional Respect – How 
does the organization’s 
credibility contribute to 
consumer trust?, (d) 
Contribution – How does 
the organization perceive 
consumer’s contribution 
towards product/service 
development and 
improvement?  

AIT is used to understand the 
processes related to 
service/product planning, pricing, 
promotion, and distribution. E-
leadership also emphasizes the 
importance of digital marketing 
(using web-based digital 
technologies and platform).  

* How does perspective-taking 
moderate the relationship between 
LMX and adaptive marketing?  
* What impact does LMX have on 
overall sales and marketing 
performance?  
* What impact does LMX have on 
consumer satisfaction? 
* Does LMX moderate the 
relationship between perspective-
taking and customer satisfaction?  
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2.7   CHAPTER SUMMARY 

A broad overview of perspective–taking and LMX literatures was undertaken in this chapter. 

Conceptualization and measurement of perspective–taking and LMX was discussed. First and 

regarding perspective–taking, three core research themes emerged which are (a) emotional 

reconfiguration, (b) cognitive reconstitution, and (c) social and organisational familiarization. Second, 

LMX was discussed particularly in how it relates to information technology implementation, IT 

experience, and team performance.     
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CHAPTER THREE:   THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK OF THE STUDY 
 

“The coach is not a problem solver, a teacher, an adviser, an instructor or even an expert; he or she is a sounding 

board, facilitator…who raises awareness and responsibility” (John Whitmore, 2002) 

 

“The more that I demonstrated a positive attitude and focused work ethic, the more I seem to get support from my 

supervisor…It’s a virtuous circle. Even if I do have a task–related issue/conflict with my boss or a work 

setback…my supervisors always seem to have my back and I believe them.” (Anonymous Team Member on Perceived 

Leader Support) 

 

Virtually all healthcare organisations have recognized the importance and role of IS 

(information systems) towards increasing efficiencies in achieving patient well–being as well as 

streamlining large sets of data for administrative purposes. However, its significant overlap with 

human factors that underlie successful integration have particularly lagged due to difficulties associated 

with human–AI interfaces and the increasing disruptive nature of innovations within IS. Some 

examples of disruptive innovations comprise of the usage of 3D operating models to help physicians 

and nurses practice difficult operating procedures as well as the usage of big data mining from health 

records. There are also fundamental epistemological differences between IS and leadership literature 

as IS mainly operates under an empiricist epistemology while leadership literature operates under the 

constructivist epistemology. Nevertheless, Orlikowski and Barley (2001, p. 145) argue IS and 

leadership have much to learn from each other as there are “transformations currently occurring in 

the nature of work and organizing which cannot be understood without considering both the 

technological changes and institutional contexts that are reshaping economic and organisational 

activity.” In order to bridge the gulf between a strict materialist approach and a rigid constructivist 

approach, organisations need to recognize that “technologies are simultaneously social and physical 

artefacts” (Orlikowski and Barley (2001, p. 145).  

In this aspect, this thesis argues that the fundamental construct of perspective–taking may 

contribute greatly towards gaining a deeper understanding of this integration. Perspective–taking, 

simply put, is the act of perceiving information, situations and phenomena from different points of 

view (Litchfield & Gentry, 2010). Whilst numerous dialogues around IS and organisational behaviour 

tend to employ a siloed approach in understanding perspective–taking, the effect of this construct is 

assumed to be moderated as well as mediated by external (institutional and organisational) and internal 

(individual–level) factors. This underscores the importance of investigating potential mediators and 

moderators that may be able explain the value of perspective–taking and social exchange relationships 
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on technological acceptance, which can enrich the salutary effects while simultaneously protecting 

leaders and members from its deleterious effects. By recognizing the significance of socio–emotional 

competencies, organisations (particularly healthcare organisations) may be able to increase workflow 

efficiencies and shared cross–clinical services through better streamlined processing across healthcare 

units. 

Socio–emotional competencies are critical factors that do not just create personal and 

organisational success but also maintain it. Socio–emotional competencies allow leaders and members 

to (a) identify and regulate emotions in oneself and in others, (b) set worthwhile and meaningful goals, 

(c) develop empathy and perspective–taking, (d) create, maintain and grow positive social relationships 

and (e) generate personal agency through responsibility and accountability. As the study’s goal is to 

examine how socio–emotional competencies and leader–member exchanges contribute towards 

technological implementation and acceptance, the study draws from Thomas et al.’s (2013, p. S70–

S71) call for a cross–fertilization of relationship scholarship with leadership as well as information 

science research. 

The context of the study is within the healthcare sector in New Zealand—a strong vital sector 

through which leaders and members forge collective experiences and shared set of directives for 

leadership development. In employing leader–member exchange (LMX) and member FsE (feedback 

self–efficacy) as mediating variables, the study affirms Thomas et al.’s (2013) assertion that relational 

quality progression (or disintegration) within close relationships and LMX development in a healthcare 

setting is grounded on relationship maintenance processes that ensures relational continuity and 

consistency. As such, LMX and member FsE can be regarded as crucial relationship maintenance 

processes that leads individuals in dyads (and teams) to reconsider self–oriented goals in light of 

others’ goals, perspectives and broader considerations. Furthermore, the proposed mediating variables 

of LMX and member FsE are also predicated on the concept of interdependency. Interdependency is 

defined as the degree members must depend and rely on others to perform job tasks, roles and 

responsibilities effectively (Saavedra, Earley, & Van Dyne, 1993). Two common types of 

interdependence are ubiquitous in organisations: reciprocal (two–way) and comprehensive 

interdependence (three or more interdependencies). Both types of interdependence demonstrate high 

potential for conflicts due to the large amount of information and communication involved 

particularly in how information flows between individuals, teams, and departments (Saavedra et al., 

1993).  

This chapter is structured as follows. First, I present a theoretical overview of perspective–

taking and social exchange in light of current IS research. Second, I proceed to introduce the main 

theoretical model which will be utilized in the present study. This section goes into greater detail and 
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specifies the relationships that connect perspective–taking, LMX, and team performance through 

these variables. Furthermore, I also provide theoretical and empirical rationales for the hypotheses.  

 

 

 
 

                                      Figure 6   Research Model Adopted in the Thesis 
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                                                        Table 3   List of Variables, Operationalization, and Key Studies  
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3.01   CONSERVATION OF RESOURCES THEORY 

In essence, COR theory postulates that individuals strive to obtain, retain, foster, and protect 

resources they centrally value (Hobfoll et al., 2018). I argue in this dissertation that socio-emotional 

competencies from leaders as well as members function as both intrapersonal and interpersonal 

resources that have a positive effect on how information technology is implemented (IT 

implementation), how IT is experienced by members (IT experience), and overall team performance. 

As argued in the paper, this is for three reasons.  

First, the application of COR towards the theoretical model suggests that leaders and 

members’ socio-emotional competencies do not operate independently and, more specifically, do not 

operate in a social vacuum. Resources may include tangible object resources (e.g. office vehicle, office 

computers), condition resources (e.g. tenureship, level of seniority, organizational climate, culture), 

personal resources (e.g. conscientiousness, personal traits, working memory, etc.), and energy 

resources (e.g. financial capital, knowledge, etc.) (Hobfoll et al. (2018, p. 105). Simply put, leaders and 

members’ socio-emotional competencies transpire and develop in social groupings (such as formal 

team meetings and informal work discourses). These social groupings can then be considered as 

vehicles through which resources may cross-over from one individual to another (e.g. leader to leader, 

leader to member, member to member). Cross-over of resources between leaders and members may 

consequently promote how material resources (such as information technology and digital 

implementation) are utilized and how information technology resources are appraised and 

communicated to others. I further argue that cross-over effects happen because members commonly 

interact and collaborate with fellow members and leaders. This frequent interaction paves the way for 

both leaders and members to observe one another’s actions, emotions, and cognitions, which in turn 

shapes their own behaviors, emotions, and cognitions. Applied in the framework, I sought to narrow 

down leaders’ socio-emotional competencies into perspective-taking (one’s ability to put themselves 

in others’ shoes), optimism (attitude reflecting a belief that an outcome of a specific endeavour will be 

positive, favourable, and desirable), information interpretation (how one explains an idea to oneself 

and others), and ICT implementation (level of adoption and implementation of IT). Members’ socio-

emotional competencies were narrowed down to feedback self-efficacy (competence in responding to 

feedback appropriately), LMX (perception of relationship quality), and IT experience (perception of 

IT usage to facilitate organizational activities and information processing).  

Second, the application of COR theory towards the dissertation’s theoretical model can also 

be further explained by COR’s first principle which states that “resource loss is disproportionately 

more salient than resource gain” (Hobfoll et al., 2018, p. 105). Applied in the theoretical model, I posit 

that members’ socio-emotional competencies may be negatively impacted by a perception of deficient 

leadership socio-emotional competencies. Members are more likely to notice deficiencies in their 
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leader’s socio-emotional competencies as teams generally shape their team objective around 

organizational demands put forth by higher management (i.e. leaders). Since leaders are generally 

responsible for clarifying both the rationale and performance challenge for the team, I argue that 

leaders that specifically lack perspective-taking and other socio-emotional competencies also inevitably 

affect their members’ socio-emotional competencies and subsequent team performance. As an 

example, toxic leadership in a team may reward members who cater to the leader’s ego rather than 

conducting proper work for the organization. In this regard, feedback between members and leaders 

may become highly one-sided since the leader may not necessarily listen to negative information and 

negative feedback which may be critical in achieving an organizational task.  

In a real life example of the BP oil spill, reports from news organizations emphasize that crew 

members were under psychological duress to demonstrate operational success to their supervisors 

such that pressure tests were intentionally misinterpreted to pacify conflict (Mullins, 2010). 

Supervisors were apparently also under duress from their own leaders to show operational efficacies 

towards the achievement of quarterly quotas. As a result, accurate feedback from members and 

supervisors regarding actual safety information from the pressure tests were compromised which 

partly contributed to the BP oil spill, regarded as one of the largest ($65 billion) and most expensive 

environmental disasters in American history. In this regard, teams which have leaders with high 

functioning socio-emotional competencies are at an advantage over leaders with deficient 

competencies. This is in part due to leaders with high competencies being more capable in tapping 

their own psychological reserves to better equip whatever resources are available for their members. 

In contrast, leaders with deficient competencies may adopt a more rigid protection approach which 

aims at conserving rather than investing resources.  

 Last and related to the second point, COR’s relevance towards the dissertation’s theoretical 

model centres on the second principle of COR theory which states that “people must invest resources 

in order to protect against resource loss, recover from losses, and gain resources” (Hobfoll et al., 2018, 

p. 105). In this aspect, the proposed theoretical model argues that resources, whether material such 

information technology or involving personnel, frequently overlap especially in the midst of 

operational and organizational change. It is essential that organizations recognize that these key 

resources also do not function independently. As an example, organizations who seek to implement a 

large-scale IT project without considering the stresses and interpersonal challenges that may coexist 

with such projects will likely have a rigid understanding of projects as mere assets to be mobilized. 

Simply put, investing in technology without considering the emotional and behavioural aspects 

required from their leaders and members may likely hamper successful project implementation. 

Leaders, who utilize socio-emotional competencies and recognize their team members as key 

resources, intentionally invest in themselves and in others through efficacious communication 
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channels to clarify their rationales for IT implementation. This goes a long way in creating a culture 

that values an alignment of vision and strategy, a crucial factor in an organization’s ability to recruit, 

maintain, and develop talent. What separates a good leader from a great leader is the ability not only 

to focus on achieving quotas but also to be an advocate for investing in developing their team 

members to solve organizational problems. 

 

3.1   THEORETICAL MODEL OVERVIEW 

In this thesis, I have incorporated theoretical arguments from Hobfoll’s (1989) Conservation 

of Resources Theory (COR), Bandura’s (1985) Social Cognitive Theory (SCT), and Venkatesh et al.’s 

(2003; 2016) Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology Model (UTAUT) to build a novel 

theoretical framework that implicates crucial mediating and moderating variables in the relationship 

between perspective–taking, LMX and team performance. This framework’s contribution lies in 

explicating the question put forth by Avolio and Dodge (2001) regarding how leadership behaviours 

are related to the adoption and experience of information technology and how this interplay 

contributes to team performance. I emphasize five important mechanisms (optimism, perspective–

taking, information interpretation, LMX, and FsE) which shape team performance, information 

technology experience and information technology implementation within organisations.  

First, the attribute of optimism (especially among leaders) is valuable to technological adoption 

and team performance as optimism sets the affective context through which novel technological tools 

are introduced. Optimism is especially useful to organisational learning as optimism’s strong 

relationship to positive affectivity increases the likelihood of enjoyment and excitement among new 

users (Luthans et al., 2008). Simply put, optimism facilitates the possibility of positive emotional 

connections not just within the team but also to IT artefacts relevant to the achievement of 

organisational goals. Second, perspective–taking (particularly among leaders) generates both cognitive 

and affective benefits for team members as leaders increase the likelihood of authentic feedback 

reciprocity through a non–judgmental yet active cognitive approach (Ku et al., 2015). Perspective–

taking evokes cognitive processes that infuses positive interactions between leader and members 

which essentially has positive impacts for learning. Consequently, this feedback reciprocity allows for 

the improvement of information technology processes. Third, information interpretation (defined as 

the way knowledge and ideas are explained to others) contributes toward team performance, IT 

experience and ICT implementation by extending both cognitive and affective awareness to bring 

about positive team–level behavioural change (Kostopoulos et al., 2013). These behavioural changes, 

in turn, become embedded signals through repetition and reinforcement. Fourth, LMX contributes 

toward IT experience, ICT implementation and team performance as LMX facilitates best practices 

in change management (Matta & Van Dyne, 2015). Since the adoption of IT typically involves 
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resistance and uncertainty, successful IT implementation and experience emphasizes the important 

role of positive social exchanges necessary for mindset change and subsequent behavioural changes 

(Avolio, Kahai, & Dodge, 2000).  

Last, FsE is important as it helps team members be active participants in the IT 

implementation process especially as tasks becomes more interdependent. As the majority of 

healthcare work are accomplished through small–scale work interactions and because healthcare work 

necessitates different inputs from other functional units, receptivity to feedback increases importance 

as diverse problem–based approaches may be required at different phases of the healthcare work cycle 

(Bhattacherjee & Hikmet, 2007; Mantzana et al., 2007). Taken broadly, this thesis posits that socio–

emotional competencies are inextricable facets of IT implementation, IT experience and team 

performance. I incorporate several areas of research to provide a holistic theory of technological 

adoption that incorporates leadership and followership competencies (Avolio et al., 2000; Azad & 

Faraj, 2011; Venkatesh, 2000; Venkatesh et al., 2003, 2016). I also expand on ideas regarding 

technological adoption (Landers, 2019; Langer, 2018; Mantzana et al., 2007; Selander & Henfridsson, 

2012) using insights from leadership (Bauer & Erdogan, 2015b; Rumsey, 2012), management (Ashford 

et al., 2003) as well as information science perspectives that explicate how socio–emotional 

competencies contribute towards organisational performance (Bhattacherjee & Hikmet, 2007; 

DeSanctis & Poole, 1994; Mantzana et al.,, 2007; Selander & Henfridsson, 2012). Specifically, the 

theoretical model emphasizes the linkages between COR, SCT and UTAUT. In this regard, 

understanding these linkages allows for greater comprehension in the variances in perspective–taking 

within the healthcare sector and adds empirical depth to extant research on socio–emotional 

capabilities and competencies in organisations (Avolio et al., 2014; Boland & Tenkasi, 1995; DeSanctis 

& Poole, 1994; Ku et al., 2015; Landers, 2019; Litchfield & Gentry, 2010). I expand on the thesis’ 

theoretical background of the examined variables in the following sections.  

 

3.2   THEORETICAL BACKGROUND OF THE VARIABLES 

This section discusses the theoretical background of the variables considered in this dissertation. 

These variables are optimism, perspective–taking, information interpretation, leader–member 

exchange, feedback self–efficacy, ICT implementation (information and communication technologies 

implementation), IT experience (information technology experience) and team performance.  

 

3.2.1   EFFECT OF OPTIMISM ON LMX AND FEEDBACK SELF–EFFICACY 

A well–studied leadership characteristic which may have a strong influence on social exchange 

and consequent feedback seeking behaviour is optimism. Optimism is defined as a global belief that 
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an outcome related to an event, task, or situation will be essentially positive and desirable (Youssef & 

Luthans, 2007). Optimism is associated with one’s general appraisal of expectations related to a 

positive explanatory style which attributes positive events to personal causality and negative events to 

external causes (Youssef & Luthans, 2007). Literature on optimism has validated its advantages in 

evaluating the leadership potential of candidates (Chemers et al., 2000), in effectuating overall well–

being (Scheier, Carver, & Bridges, 2001), and in predicting job performance (Munyon et al., 2010). 

Nevertheless, what effect does a leader’s sense of optimism have on the quality of work relationships 

they have with their members as well as their members’ feedback self–efficacy? I discuss these 

questions in relation to the Hobfoll’s COR theory as well Bandura’s SCT.   

First, extracting insights from the psychological discipline and leadership literature—

particularly, Hobfoll’s (1989) idea that individuals are both driven to pursue and maintain resources—

scholars have established the important role of optimism to situate its desirable effects on occupation 

outcomes specifically in how optimism relates to the everyday interactions between leaders and 

members. For instance, if a leader’s appraisal of a challenging event at work results in changes related 

to task fairness and self–image enhancement, then members will likely feel respected which elicits an 

overall positive affect. These positive feelings, in turn, will likely increase the members’ sense of self–

respect which can be understood as a resource investment rather than as a resource loss. This rationale 

corresponds to that of Li et al. (2019) who found that dispositional optimism resulted in decreased 

perception of job insecurity which further promoted dispositional optimism. This line of reasoning is 

also consistent with Murphy and Ensher’s (1999) findings regarding the contribution of member and 

leader characteristics in the development of LMX quality. Murphy and Ensher (1999) observed that 

members who were high in self–efficacy were perceived to be similar to the leaders’ characteristics 

which further resulted in an increase of the leader’s liking of the member.  

 Second, the relationship between optimism and feedback self–efficacy can also be explained 

by social cognitive theory which postulates the importance of direct observation on knowledge 

acquisition (Bandura, 1985, 2001). I theorize that members’ feedback self–efficacy, defined as an 

individual’s tendency to have confidence in dealing with feedback situations, is strongly influenced by 

the feelings the members’ experience as they proceed to execute project and operational tasks. Leaders 

who demonstrate a high sense of optimism can then be understood to impact their members’ 

confidence through self–regulatory focus based on direct social observation. At a general level, this 

assertion aligns with the understanding that self–confidence (particularly towards handling both 

negative and positive feedback) and psychological capital (specifically optimism) are interrelated. Some 

scholars portray optimism as fairly unchangeable and pervasive (e.g. Chemers et al., 2000). 

Nevertheless, it is also possible that optimism can arise from modelling and exposure to individuals 

who adopt optimistic mindsets. This likelihood follows from studies suggesting that optimism may 
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influence how individuals process information regarding one’s progress which is essential in making 

future judgments and also in generating new approaches for problem–solving (Ashford et al., 2003). 

As this line of research indicates, positive expectations may affect individuals’ perception of the 

relative safety of their work environment such that creativity and proactivity towards seeking feedback 

(whether good or bad) may prove to be rewarding. When members perceive their leaders to be future–

oriented, motivated and resilient, members may choose to espouse a similar self–regulatory approach 

suitable for an environment with a high feedback orientation. In contrast, leaders who are pessimists 

may elicit members’ perception that work problems are permanently problematic which, in turn, may 

increase the members’ own defensiveness towards any type of feedback. Collectively and in light of 

these premises, the following hypotheses are asserted: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.2.2   EFFECT OF PERSPECTIVE–TAKING ON LMX, FSE, IT EXPERIENCE 

AND ICT IMPLEMENTATION 

Perspective–taking (pT), as a fundamental psychological process, requires an awareness of 

others’ differentiated modes of being in order to view a situation from another’s perspective (Ku et 

al., 2015; Parker & Axtell, 2001). Galinsky et al. (2005, p. 110) defined it as “the process of imagining 

the world from another’s vantage point or imagining oneself in another’s shoes”. Building on this 

definition, Ku et al. (2015, p. 95) proposed a new theoretical lens which incorporated the importance 

of motive and social navigation suggesting perspective–taking’s value in helping “individuals 

effectively navigate a world filled with mixed–motive social interactions.” Applied in this dissertation, 

perspective–taking is assumed to be a highly valuable “soft” skill as the healthcare sector requires both 

extensive and intensive levels of social exchanges that mandate healthcare team efficiency which, in 

turn, reduces operational costs. In this section, I utilize Bandura’s SCT to explain the relationship 

between perspective–taking and LMX, COR theory to clarify the relationship between perspective–

taking and feedback self–efficacy and lastly UTAUT model to help elucidate the relationships between 

pT and IT experience as well as pT and ICT implementation.  

In relation to pT and LMX, perspective–taking may lead to greater LMX quality through 

reciprocity which requires both the leaders and members to read and response to unconscious social 

signals that are implicit components of a specific work goal (Bauer & Erdogan, 2015b). For instance, 

nurse team leaders who demonstrate high perspective–taking skills may become more cognizant of 

H1: Optimism (leader–rated) is positively associated with leader–

member exchange (member–rated). 

H2: Optimism (leader–rated) is positively associated with feedback 

self–efficacy (member–rated).  

 



71 

 

the fact that despite the hospital’s logistical operations are departmentally and functionally dispersed, 

team cohesion will be contingent on the structural as well as the social exchange characteristics of the 

team. Furthermore, nurse team leaders can utilize perspective–taking to integrate their social skills 

with their technical competencies. Consequently, leaders with strong perspective–taking skills will 

demonstrate greater ability to accurately understand their team’s social dynamic, amply adjusting their 

communication as well as listening styles according to the team member’s personality.  

In relation to pT and FsE, my prediction of the positive relationship between these two 

variables is based on theoretical arguments as well as empirical evidence that leader social competency 

entails empathic and perspective–taking behaviours which could facilitate the development of 

psychological capital resources (Hobfoll et al., 2018; Luthans et al., 2006). Feedback self–efficacy is 

operationalized in the study as “an individual’s perceived competence to interpret and respond to 

feedback appropriately” (Linderbaum & Levy, 2010, p. 1378). Feedback self–efficacy can be 

differentiated from other forms of self–efficacy such as generalized and specific self–efficacy. 

Generalized self–efficacy denotes the global belief in being able to manage tasks while specific self–

efficacy denotes a more localized belief in being able to perform tasks within certain contexts and 

boundary conditions (Chen, Gully, & Eden, 2001; Schwoerer et al., 2005). Feedback self–efficacy is 

argued to be influenced by perspective–taking as feedback is a ubiquitous component of organisational 

life. Furthermore, feedback self–efficacy indicates how leaders and members adapt to disruptive 

changes that can affect relational dimensions within a dyadic context. Thus, feedback self–efficacy 

may have important outcomes for members, leaders, and for the organisation in general (Ashford, 

Blatt, & Walle, 2003). 

Notably, leader perspective–taking may be salutary for members because it enhances the 

members’ sense of self–respect which in turn enables openness to new information and feedback. For 

instance, Chen and colleagues (2013) found that workplace incivility increased work disengagement 

processes. In this study, lack of perspective–taking was detrimental to employees’ well–being as it 

compromised psychological capital resource loss. Psychological capital resources loss could lead to 

decreased self–confidence and a fragmented sense of self. As Hobfoll and colleagues (2018, p. 106) 

note, “resource loss is more powerful than resource gain”. I argue that perspective–taking deficiencies 

(particularly at leadership and managerial positions) could lead to resource loss experiences which 

provokes employees and members to adopt defensive mechanisms in order to safeguard limited 

resources. In contrast, leaders high in perspective–taking may induce the opposite which Hobfoll et 

al. (2018, p 106) identify as “resource gain spirals”. Resource gain spirals, however, are comparatively 

slower than resource depletion due to the greater amount of resource investments required by the 

leader. Perspective–taking may lead to greater feedback self–efficacy due to a resource enriching team 

climate which, in turn, produces high work engagement behaviours. When members bring an 



72 

 

integrated sense of self to work as opposed to a fragmented sense of self, members will likely be less 

defensive and will understand feedback as necessary for growth and promotion. In the next 

paragraphs, I now turn to the UTAUT model to help clarify the relationships between pT, IT 

experience and ICT implementation.  

 The constructs of IT experience and ICT implementation were derived from Menor and 

Roth’s (2007) study on new service development and Oliveira and Roth’s (2012) study on service 

orientation. IT experience refers to the “use of IT for facilitating or improving inter– and intra–

organisational coordination of activities and information processing in the NSD process” (Menor & 

Roth, 2007, p. 829) whilst ICT implementation refers to how information technology is adopted and 

implemented in the organisation (Oliveira & Roth, 2012). Applied to the healthcare context within 

this dissertation, IT experience directly taps into the healthcare practitioner’s information 

technological acceptance, utilization and experience in responding to patient needs related to clinical 

outcomes. The relationship between pT, IT experience and ICT implementation can also be explained 

through Venkatesh et al. (2016) UTAUT model which asserts the important roles of social influence, 

effort expectancy and performance expectancy on technological use. In this regard, perspective–taking 

can be understood as a form of social influence especially within the leader–member dynamic. For 

example, leaders who rate pT may be more likely to create psychological climates conducive to positive 

experiences regarding technological adoption and acceptance. Thus, leaders can efficiently use this 

favourable social influence in lessening their members’ resistance to new technologies. Further, leaders 

who score high in pT may also be more open in learning new technologies via the identification of 

the important role of strategic integration of technical competencies with organisational learning.  

Perspective–taking, as a form of social influence in the UTAUT model, expedites expressions 

of organisational learning that stimulates reflective thinking (i.e. thinking about the systemic process) 

as well as reflexive thinking (i.e. understanding how one’s own experience, personality and unique 

perspective shapes both knowledge and behaviour). Consequently, leaders high in pT create a 

discursive space through which social exchanges function as a promoter of organisational learning 

which, in turn, leads to high levels of both ICT implementation and IT experience. When a leader is 

deficient in pT, the members’ implicit assumption may be that learning (particularly learning new 

technical and technological competencies) takes a secondary role to the achievement of outcomes. As 

a result, members can adjust their learning expectations such that implementation and policy–level 

changes regarding information technology are perceived as unilateral psychological contracts as 

opposed to bilateral and dynamic. Thus, I contend that leader perspective–taking should enhance 

members’ level of IT experience and ICT implementation. I posit the following the hypotheses:   
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3.2.3   INFORMATION INTERPRETATION  

Information interpretation is operationalized in this study as “the explaining, through words 

and/or actions, of an insight or idea to one’s self and to others” (Crossan et al., 1999, p. 525). This 

definition was further developed by Kostopoulos and colleagues (2013) who expanded it to include 

the team in addition to the individual level. Information interpretation can be further argued to 

inherently involve social exchanges between individual members which consequently refine 

organisational heuristics through meaning negotiation and goal consensus (Kostopoulos et al., 2013). 

While pT provides leaders with the ability to read social signals and to effectively navigate mixed–

motive social interactions (Ku et al., 2015), I further argue that information interpretation may also 

influence social exchanges, feedback seeking as well as information technology acceptance. Since 

information interpretation entails social coordination at work, information interpretation provides 

opportunities for leaders to develop their cognitive maps as well as explicate previously unstructured 

ideas, half–thoughts, or feelings which creates the granular components within social exchanges. A 

crucial characteristic which may change the influence of information interpretation on social 

exchanges is resource availability. According to COR theory, individuals are highly motivated to obtain 

and protect valuable resources (both tangible and intangible) (Hobfoll et al., 2018). Thus, we can 

assume that when a leader effectively and authentically shares their competencies, feelings, and 

attitudes towards their team members, this process acts as a valuable resource for both the leader and 

member such that interdependency is heightened through feedback reciprocity. Feedback reciprocity 

can be understood as the reciprocal relationship that occurs between leaders and members in part due 

to discursive, dialectical and meaningful interactions.  

With a definitional understanding of feedback reciprocity, I now turn to the relationship 

between information interpretation and feedback self–efficacy. According to SCT, self–efficacy beliefs 

shape one’s quality of decisions, level of effort, level of persistence and quality of emotional 

experiences (Bandura, 2001). Thus, understanding how self–efficacy beliefs, particularly beliefs related 

to receiving feedback as well as giving feedback, stem from information interpretation is important in 

H3:   Perspective–taking (leader–rated) is positively associated with 

leader–member exchange (member–rated). 

H4:  Perspective–taking (leader–rated) is positively associated with 

feedback self–efficacy (member–rated).  

H5:   Perspective–taking (leader–rated) is positively associated with IT 

experience (member–rated).  

H6:   Perspective–taking (leader–rated) is positively associated with 

ICT implementation (leader–rated).  
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organisations. Members’ self–efficacy beliefs may be influenced if they observe their leaders’ 

behaviour as strongly connected to high levels of organisational performance. Specifically, leaders’ 

who rate high in information interpretation may make it easier for their members to adopt vicarious 

learning in addition to managerial and institutional learning (Manz & Sims, 1981). Given that SCT 

underscores the dynamic interaction of social learning embedded in leader–member relationships, 

members may acquire beneficial mindsets from open leaders through frequent social interactions, 

open communication and high level of information sharing between leaders and members as well as 

among the team members. Open leaders elicit positive synergies among their members by valuing 

their members’ inputs. Consequently, when members see and feel that their inputs are valued, 

members will likely feel more responsible for also treating input from their leaders as worthwhile. The 

relational context between leaders and members provide impetus for vicarious learning such that 

members engage with their leader’s prior experience as potential mechanisms that can affect the 

members’ self–regulatory behaviours (Maslyn & Uhl–Bien, 2001). Since feedback is necessary for self–

regulation, leaders high in information interpretation may effectively adjust the affective tone of their 

communication in accordance to their members’ characteristics as well as identifying prior history of 

interactions with their member (Byron, 2008). Accordingly, when information interpretation is high 

within a team, the relationship between leaders and members would comprise of a high degree of 

trust, mutual respect, and reciprocation which, in turn, can generate more accurate informational 

exchanges that can improve individual, team and organisational performance (Ashford et al., 2003; 

Chen et al., 2007).   

Last, information interpretation’s relationship with IT experience and ICT implementation 

can also be understood through the UTAUT model. Since UTAUT’s fundamental principle centres 

on the impact of beliefs regarding effort and performance on technological adoption (Venkatesh, 

2000; Venkatesh et al., 2016), I contend that a leader’s ability to openly and clearly communicate 

complex ideas particularly regarding novel technologies may also strongly affect the way IT is 

implemented as well as the way it is experienced. For instance, nurse leaders who have a broad as well 

as differentiated knowledge of information technologies may be more likely to adopt and implement 

novel technologies in comparison to a traditional paper–based system due anticipated changes in 

performance expectancy. Performance expectancy, understood as “the degree to which the user 

expects that using the system will help him or her attain gains in job performance” (Venkatesh et al., 

2003, p. 447), produces a focus on adopting positive behaviours, which leads to an optimistic 

interpretation of objective policies (such as relating to novel information technologies). Through 

information interpretation, a leader can emphasize positive outcomes related to technological 

adoption which can then generate potential positive evaluations from the members. Leaders who 

demonstrate high levels of information interpretation, in contrast to deficient leaders, are then more 
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likely to listen to their members’ actual idiosyncratic experiences regarding specific job–related issues. 

As IT experience can vary among one’s members and level of ICT implementation can vary among 

leaders, information interpretation paves the way for confirming others’ knowledge (regarding IT) as 

the baseline for potential learning interactions. Based on these premises, the following hypotheses are 

proposed:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.2.4   ICT IMPLEMENTATION, IT EXPERIENCE AND TEAM 

PERFORMANCE  

While the relationship between ICT implementation and IT experience seems obvious at first 

glance, an intrinsic issue that must be answered are the two variables’ conceptualization. Whereas IT 

experience is concerned with the end–user’s qualitative perception of technological experience which 

pertains to all individuals using the technology (Kostopoulos et al., 2013), ICT implementation, on the 

other hand, can be understood as an antecedent of IT experience as it involves the requirement of 

social power and a strong business justification (Azad & Faraj, 2011; Selander & Henfridsson, 2012). 

Social power is especially important for the construction of meaning for end–users (Azad & Faraj, 

2011). Additionally, business justification is tied to social power as it provides the organisational 

rationale for the necessity of the IT implementation and its subsequent advantages assumed to be 

aligned with the organisation’s strategic goals (Selander & Henfridsson, 2012).  

Following these conceptual distinctions, I further contend that high perceptions of ICT 

implementation among leaders may lead to higher IT experience among members due to leaders’ 

strong strategic alignment regarding actual IT benefits and trade–offs and how IT benefits and trade–

offs may be consequently perceived by their members. Within the healthcare context for instance, a 

hospital’s decision to adopt a novel information technology application is dependent on how the 

leaders manage their members’ expectations, assumptions and beliefs prior to the IT implementation. 

Thus, leaders who are high in ICT implementation are assumed to utilize an anticipative strategy that 

gathers both technical and social information regarding the IT implementation project which is 

H7:   Information interpretation (leader–rated) is positively associated with 

leader–member exchange (member–rated).  

H8:   Information interpretation (leader–rated) is positively associated with 

feedback self–efficacy (member–rated).  

H9:   Information interpretation (leader–rated) is positively associated with 

IT experience (member–rated).  

H10: Information interpretation (leader–rated) is positively associated 

with ICT implementation (leader–rated).  
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employed, in turn, to positively affect their members’ perceptions and their willingness to use the 

novel technology. I identify this anticipative strategy as a form of social influence utilization which 

reflects the social influence dimension in the UTAUT framework (Venkatesh, 2000; Venkatesh et al., 

2003; Venkatesh et al., 2016). Moreover, leaders high in ICT implementation may be better able to 

persuade their members to adopt such changes as these leaders are able to connect their members’ 

clinical practice as strongly linked to technological adoption for the purpose of positive outcomes for 

patient well–being (Wu, 2016). In contrast, leaders who score low in ICT implementation may lack 

this anticipative strategy which leads to strategic misalignment (Gonzalez–Mulé et al., 2016), gaps in 

the organisation’s learning processes (Flores et al., 2012), and performance disruptions (Friedman & 

Currall, 2003; Selander & Henfridsson, 2012). In the next paragraph, I relate how members’ IT 

experience is linked to team performance.  

 In regard to IT experience and its relationship to team performance, the relationship can be 

best understood through the construct of information sharing. Since IT experience can be understood 

as a fundamental qualitative experience concerning information technology, information sharing 

bridges the gap in further explaining why IT experience impacts team performance (Boies et al., 2015). 

Mesmer–Magnus and DeChurch (2009, p. 535) defined information sharing as a “central process 

through which team members collectively utilize their available informational resources”. Applied in 

this dissertation, uncertainties in the healthcare environment have changed the organisational 

landscape from being primarily clinically–focused to also evidence–based. Thus, leadership have 

identified the importance of real–time data and timely information in conjunction with clinical best 

practices as a way to improve healthcare outcomes. Through information sharing, team performance 

in the healthcare environment becomes more likely as health practitioners are able to integrate and 

coordinate various informational data through information technology (Ancona & Caldwell, 1992). 

Moreover, information flow enables team cohesion and synchronization which incorporates team 

members’ subject matter self–efficacies (i.e. self–efficacy regarding one’s expertise) with other team 

members (Bandura, 1997). Bandura (1997, p. 477) defines this term as collective self–efficacy which 

is “a group’s shared belief in its conjoint capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action 

required to produce given levels of attainments.” Seeing as team performance can be both measured 

objectively and subjectively, members who perceive high IT experience can be assumed to have high 

quality information given at the right place and the right time. This, in turn, produces high quality 

team performance through high levels of leader–member interdependency which both leaders and 

members perceive as collaborative as opposed to competitive opportunities. In light of these premises, 

the following hypotheses are asserted:  
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3.2.5   FEEDBACK SELF–EFFICACY AND TEAM PERFORMANCE 

Whilst team members generally undergo coaching from their leaders, not all team members 

feel effective in meeting this expectation. Team members may vary in terms of their feedback self–

efficacy—their belief in their ability to deal with both negative and positive feedback (Linderbaum & 

Levy, 2010). Feedback self–efficacy has theoretical overlaps with similar constructs such as feedback–

seeking behaviour (Ashford et al., 2003) and performance appraisal. Nevertheless, I refer to feedback 

self–efficacy and operationalize it in the study as “an individual’s perceived competence to interpret 

and respond to feedback appropriately” (Linderbaum & Levy, 2010, p. 1378). Feedback self–efficacy 

can be differentiated from other forms of self–efficacy such as generalized and specific self–efficacy. 

Generalized self–efficacy denotes the global belief in being able to manage tasks while specific self–

efficacy denotes a more localized belief in being able to perform tasks within certain contexts and 

boundary conditions (Schwoerer et al., 2005).  

Applied in this dissertation, feedback self–efficacy is argued as positively associated with team 

performance and also as a moderator in the positive relationship between ICT implementation and 

IT experience. Empirical support for these arguments rest on substantial studies investigating 

feedback seeking behaviour, self–efficacy and team performance (see Ashford et al., 2003; Boies et al., 

2015; Gonzalez–Mulé et al., 2015; Renn & Fedor, 2001). Notably, members can also have low feedback 

self–efficacy even when are perceived as competent by their leaders—members who are high 

performing but defensive (Lam, Yik, & Schaubroeck, 2002). With the assumption that members are 

determined to at least meet the minimal task requirements of the job, one may rationally expect 

members with low feedback self–efficacy would have a different evaluation of others’ suggestions in 

contrast to members with high feedback self–efficacy. For instance, Lam and colleagues (2002) found 

that negative affectivity moderated the effect of positive performance feedback on employee reaction. 

One rationale for this is that individuals with high negative affectivity may tend to overreact to negative 

feedback and thus amplify negative emotional states. In contrast, members who have high feedback 

self–efficacy may view negative feedback more objectively which may prevent the amplification of 

negative emotional states detrimental to task performance (Lam et al., 2002; Linderbaum & Levy, 

2010). This, in turn, may leader to greater team performance. Members who value constructive 

inquiries and discloses their respectful views pertaining to complex job issues aligns their individual 

H11:   ICT implementation (leader–rated) is positively associated with 

IT experience (member–rated).    

H12:   IT experience (member–rated) is positively associated with team 

performance (leader and member–rated).  
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performance expectations with those of their leader and team such that positive resource spirals of 

trust, liking, and effort reciprocity permeate the team’s psychological climate (Ashkanasy & Härtel, 

2014). By implication, it is warranted that members with high feedback self–efficacy would welcome 

both leader and fellow members’ suggestions as valid ways of increasing team performance efficiencies 

and refining team–level heuristics (Ibrahim & Allen, 2012; Mesmer–Magnus & DeChurch, 2009). 

Regarding the moderating influence of feedback self–efficacy, it is argued that members’ 

feedback self–efficacy moderates the positive relationship between ICT implementation and IT 

experience through the dual pathways of behavioural reinforcement and behavioural regulation. For 

example, and applied in this dissertation, behavioural reinforcement occurs when members perceive 

their leaders’ fondness for honest feedback regarding actual IT benefits to their team’s operational 

success. Such attitudinal predilection for feedback may come from feelings of mutual respect 

associated with high quality leader–member interactions which consolidate the leaders’ and members’ 

sense of task competency. Further, behavioural regulation can also occur when members actually 

perceive their leader’s actual utilization of IT tools as an informal approval of the organisation’s IT 

policy which brings greater alignment to the members’ expected IT–related behaviours with their set 

of duties, responsibilities and performance standards. In contrast, members having low feedback self–

efficacy may weaken the positive relationship between ICT implementation and IT experience by 

minimizing the importance of socio–cognitive appraisals of IT–related experiences in relation to 

organisational goals (Davis, 1989). Simply put, members who are not open to feedback may also 

demonstrate inabilities to give right feedback to others especially their leaders (Mesmer–Magnus & 

DeChurch, 2009). This, in turn, may weaken members’ overall IT experience as members having low 

perceptions of IT experience will have difficulty adjusting their emotions and subsequent behaviour 

with what is expected from them. In light of these premises, the following hypotheses are proposed:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.2.6   LEADER–MEMBER EXCHANGE AND TEAM PERFORMANCE  

Leader–member exchange is operationalized in the study as the dyadic relationship that 

develops between a leader and a member through a series of interactions comprising of role–taking 

(assessment of member’s capabilities), role–making (information negotiation of the role) and role–

routinization (social exchange pattern becomes routine) (Anand et al., 2011; Bauer & Erdogan, 2015b; 

H13:   Feedback self–efficacy (member–rated) is positively associated 

with team performance (leader and member–rated).    

H15:   Feedback self–efficacy (member–rated) moderates the positive 

relationship between ICT implementation (leader–rated) and IT 

experience (member–rated).  
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Campbell & Swift, 2006). According to Matta and Van Dyne (2015), the relationship between LMX 

and performance is a well–established topic in the LMX literature. Additionally, team performance, 

defined as the extent to which a team is able to meet its output goals, members’ and leaders’ 

expectations as well as cost and time objectives, has also been explored in the LMX literature (e.g. 

Naidoo et al., 2011; Zhang, Waldman, & Wang, 2012). Since a key characteristic of high team 

performance is a strong congruency between leaders’ and member’s appraisal of overall goal 

achievement, I posit that members who perceive high LMX will also likely perceive high team 

performance due to greater accountability (Chen et al., 2007; Rus et al., 2012), motivation and resource 

exchanges between leaders and members (Law–Penrose Wilson, & Taylor, 2015).  

Accountability entails that team members pay attention to decision–making, behaviours and 

other self–regulatory mechanisms necessary for goal completion (Marx & Squintani, 2009). When 

both leaders and members are highly accountable to each other, performance is improved as unrelated 

tasks, distracting activities and unproductive behaviour are abated. Second, members who perceive 

high LMX are more likely to demonstrate strong initiatives towards goal completion as high LMX 

members may demonstrate greater overall intention while simultaneously focusing on small–scale 

strategies necessary to meet the organisational objective (Matta & Van Dyne, 2015). Lastly, team 

performance is strongly impacted by the team’s overall resources. Resources within the team level can 

comprise of both tangible (e.g. tools and equipment) and intangible (e.g. KSAs, team morale, etc.). 

According to Law–Penrose and colleagues (2015), high quality LMX can also be understood as a form 

of resource for both leaders and members. For leaders, high LMX operates as a resource as members 

strive to maintain high standards regarding work quality, goal commitment and other proactive 

workplace behaviours (Joo & Ready, 2012; Zhang et al., 2012). In the same vein, high LMX functions 

as a resource for members since strong leader–member relationships may create opportunities for 

career advancement (Joo & Ready, 2012) and mentorship (Ragins & Verbos, 2007; Scandura & 

Schriesheim, 1994).  

Considering the moderating influence of LMX, I theorize that team performance is contingent 

not just on members’ IT experience but also on the relational quality that exists between members 

and leaders. Since volatility and information ambiguity are typical within a healthcare setting, team 

members’ evaluation and experience of information technology may be deterred or facilitated 

depending on a team member’s relational quality with their leader. Fundamental to my rationale that 

LMX acts as a moderating influence is the idea that LMX may function as a source of motivation 

(Barbuto, Weltmer, & Pennisi, 2010) particularly as it pertains to technological use (Avolio, Kahai, & 

Dodge, 2000; Gajendran & Joshi, 2012) and subsequent team performance (Boies et al., 2015; Matta 

& Van Dyne, 2015; Stewart & Johnson, 2009). For instance, team members who demonstrate high IT 

experience but have low LMX may feel less likely to perform if they imagine that their leader disregards 
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their input and undermines their sense of self. In this case, performance capability is undermined by 

low accountability (e.g. “I am treated the same way regardless if I do well or not.”) and low trust (e.g. 

“He/She doesn’t trust me so why should I trust them?”). Thus, intangible aspects of leadership such 

as team morale and rapport which typically operates as “soft” motivators become real hindrances to 

work output as low LMX members may seek to undermine their leader’s credibility to other members 

(Avolio et al., 2000). In light of these premises, the following hypotheses are asserted:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

H14:  Leader–member exchange (member–rated) is positively associated 

with team performance (leader and member–rated).    

H16:   Leader–member exchange (member–rated) moderates the positive 

relationship between IT experience (member–rated) and team 

performance (leader and member–rated).  
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                                           Table 4   List of Hypotheses in the Thesis 

 Hypotheses 

H1 Optimism (leader–rated) is positively associated with leader–member exchange (member–
rated). 

H2 Optimism (leader–rated) is positively associated with feedback self–efficacy (member–rated). 

H3 Perspective–taking (leader–rated) is positively associated with leader–member exchange 
(member–rated). 

H4 Perspective–taking (leader–rated) is positively associated with feedback self–efficacy (member–
rated). 

H5 Perspective–taking (leader–rated) is positively associated with IT experience (member–rated). 

H6 Perspective–taking (leader–rated) is positively associated with ICT implementation (leader–
rated). 

H7 Information interpretation (leader–rated) is positively associated with leader–member 
exchange (member–rated). 

H8 Information interpretation (leader–rated) is positively associated with feedback self–efficacy 
(member–rated). 

H9 Information interpretation (leader–rated) is positively associated with IT experience (member–
rated). 

H10 Information interpretation (leader–rated) is positively associated with ICT implementation 
(leader–rated). 

H11 ICT implementation (leader–rated) is positively associated with IT experience (member–
rated). 

H12 IT experience (member–rated) is positively associated with team performance (leader and 
member–rated). 

H13 Feedback self–efficacy (member–rated) is positively associated with team performance (leader 
and member–rated). 

H14 Leader–member exchange (member–rated) is positively associated with team performance 
(leader and member–rated). 

H15 Feedback self–efficacy (member–rated) moderates the positive relationship between ICT 
implementation (leader–rated) and IT experience (member–rated). 

H16 Leader–member exchange (member–rated) moderates the positive relationship between IT 
experience (member–rated) and team performance (leader and member–rated). 
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3.3   CHAPTER SUMMARY 

This chapter introduced the theoretical model used in this thesis. This theoretical model 

simultaneously considers the moderating roles of leader–member exchange and members’ feedback 

self–efficacy. The relational development between leaders and members acknowledges that while the 

need to cooperate exists within a transactional paradigm of employment, precise issues relevant to the 

development of LMX can vary between members, leaders and across time. Theoretical arguments 

derived from Hobfoll’s (1989) Conservation of Resources Theory (COR), Bandura’s (1985) Social 

Cognitive Theory (SCT), and Venkatesh et al.’s (2003; 2016) Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use 

of Technology Model (UTAUT) were used to build a novel theoretical framework that implicates the 

relationship between perspective–taking, information interpretation, optimism, ICT implementation, 

IT experience, LMX, FsE, and team performance.  
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CHAPTER FOUR:   RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 
 

“Research is to see what everybody else has seen, and to think what nobody else has thought.” (Albert Szent–Gyorgyi) 

 

“Science can be described as the art of systematic simplification.” (Karl Popper) 

 

The purpose of this chapter is to provide the foundations of the research methodology adopted in 

this thesis as well as describing the research design and methodology. I will be discussing the overall 

research design, the research instruments, the population sample, data collection procedures, rationale 

for the pilot study as well as the data analysis techniques. In terms of the philosophical model of 

inquiry, I adopt a post–positivist approach which recognizes the influence of a researcher’s experience, 

theoretical frameworks, prior knowledge, cultural beliefs and values on what is being observed 

(Creswell, 2013). As such, I also employ a scientific realist approach in order to ascertain relationships 

among the different constructs and variables. The rationale for this research strategy is due to post–

positivism’s emphasis on validity and objectivity given that the main constructs are already well 

established in the literature. This chapter begins by introducing the philosophical foundations of 

quantitative research methodology in order to provide further justification for the quantitative 

approach.  

 

4.1   RESEARCH ONTOLOGY: SCIENTIFIC REALISM 

Fields such as management and organisational psychology typically rely on human respondents 

in order to investigate theory. While there are a variety of different ontological approaches that can be 

used to examine perspective–taking (For a review see Ku et al., 2015), the primary ontological position 

of this thesis subscribes to scientific realism. Scientific realism refers to a positive epistemic mindset 

towards the use of rationalist theories and models that can best describe, explain and predict the 

observable and unobservable aspects of external reality (Haig, 2013). Haig (2013) identifies seven 

major features which can help management scholars understand the strength as well as the limitations 

of inferences derived from a scientific realist methodology.  

First, a scientific realist methodology is an inherently pragmatic approach which is effective 

when applied towards management research. A scientific realist approach appropriately describes the 

functions of quantitative methodological tools with the intent of evaluating the tool’s usefulness 

compared to other methods and to identify what methods would best fit a research question or 

organisational context. Second, a scientific realist methodology is concerned in achieving both 

theoretical and methodological balance between the overall research goal and methodology (i.e. how 
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to arrive towards the research goal). Haig (2013, p. 3) defines this as being “critically aim–oriented” 

with an understanding of truth as grounded in reality and increases our explanatory understanding. 

Third, Haig (2013) argues that a scientific realist approach is naturalistic specifically as it utilizes 

fundamental scientific principles to constantly evaluate and justify methodological rationale. Fourth, 

a scientific realist approach utilizes both inductive and deductive reasoning to answer simple and 

complex research questions. For instance, EFA (exploratory factor analysis) is an analytical technique 

that is mainly inductive in nature while CFA (confirmatory factor analysis), in contrast, is primarily 

deductive in nature. Fifth, a scientific realist approach subscribes to both reliabilism and coherentism 

(Haig, 2013). Reliabilism refers to whether our justification for a specific belief was produced through 

a reliable method while coherentism refers to whether a belief is consistent and coherent with other 

belief systems (Haig, 2013). Sixth, a scientific realist approach is problem–oriented and conceptualizes 

these problems as constraints. A problem–based approach facilitates research continuity particularly 

through reliance on prior studies as a reference point for theoretical and empirical extension. Lastly, a 

scientific realist approach allows the researcher to utilize heuristic thinking which emphasizes 

practicality over perfection. Useful heuristics derived from prior best practices in methodological 

research serve as key reference points on how approach different research questions. In sum, these 

features of scientific realism definitively assert its strengths as an appropriate ontological viewpoint 

for perspective–taking research. In the next section, I outline post–positivism (under the umbrella of 

scientific realism) as an epistemological model of scientific inquiry which is relevant for the thesis.  

 

4.1.1   RESEARCH EPISTEMOLOGY: POST–POSITIVISM 

According to Spencer, Pryce and Walsh (2014), post–positivism arose from positivism as a 

modification of the assumption that an objective reality exists independent of the researcher’s beliefs 

and that objective reality can be determined through direct experience. Thus, post–positivism amends 

positivism by emphasizing the importance of prior theories, researchers’ cultural backgrounds, prior 

knowledge and values as worthy of consideration especially in relation to the exploration of an 

objective reality (Popper, 1959/2014). Further, post–positivism argues that although researchers can 

create hypotheses derived from scientific laws, these hypotheses cannot be actually fully proven as 

researchers’ biases and implicit beliefs may influence the interpretation of analysis. Thus, researchers 

from a post–positivist paradigm pay great attention in reducing biases and implicit beliefs through the 

usage of control variables, control groups and other forms of measurement (Spencer et al., 2014). 

Within the thesis, post–positivism was argued to be an appropriate fit for perspective–taking research 

particularly as it follows prior post–positivist studies regarding perspective–taking and LMX (e.g. 

Dulebohn et al., 2017; Galinsky et al., 2008). While the primary investigator adopts a post–positivist 
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perspective, this does not mean however that “the existence of multiple worldviews” regarding 

perspective–taking does not automatically equate to absolute relativism and “an incommensurability 

of perspectives” (i.e. belief that differences in cultural and subjective experiences imply 

irreconcilability) (Spencer et al., 2014, p. 6). I acknowledge that although it may be impossible to 

achieve a full objective understanding of the phenomena of perspective–taking, it is still worthwhile 

to pursue knowledge of perspective–taking but with measures that can counteract against biases which 

may influence findings. The implication of using a post–positivist epistemology in the thesis can be 

summed in Meckler and Bailie’s (2003, p. 283) assertion that “the claims of organisational science can 

be true in the sense of expressing epistemically objective facts while acknowledging that the realm of 

organisational science as a whole is ontologically subjective”. In the next section, I delineate 

methodologies frequently used in perspective–taking research and evaluate the methodology used in 

this thesis.  

 

4.1.2   METHODOLOGIES USED IN PERSPECTIVE–TAKING RESEARCH 

While methodologies regarding perspective–taking research has evolved over time, 

organisational psychology and management scholars have primarily adopted unique ways in studying 

perspective–taking without losing sight of the basic principles of a robust research design. That is, 

researchers studying perspective–taking have directly matched their methodological design with their 

research question. As such, methodological designs used in perspective–taking research generally 

comprise of experimental, quasi–experimental (e.g. Epley et al., 2006), correlational (e.g. Galinsky et 

al., 2006) and descriptives (e.g. Gair, 2012). Experimental designs in perspective–taking studies have 

generally been regarded as both theoretically and empirically sound as these designs have allowed valid 

conclusions regarding (a) causal relationships between independent and dependent variables, (b) 

correspondence between constructs (i.e. construct validity), (c) statistical estimates (i.e. validity of 

statistical analyses), and (d) overall external validity. While experimental studies on perspective–taking 

typically assign respondents to either the control or treatment group, quasi–experimental studies, on 

the other hand, do not assign respondents randomly. In this regard, quasi–experimental studies in pT 

studies are generally regarded by organisational scholars as more practical and feasible due to (a) 

reduction of time and logistical constraints compared to true experimental designs, (b) the usage of a 

natural research environment as opposed to artificial, and (c) the flexibility of the usage of different 

types of experimental designs. In correlational and descriptive studies of pT, scholars have investigated 

pT through the creation of survey measures (see Davis, 1980; Parker & Axtell, 2001), asking 

respondents to imagine how others think and feel after watching a video, after listening to an audio 

recording (see Galinsky, Wang, & Ku, 2008) and after reading demographic information (Wang et al., 
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2014). In comparison to these studies, this thesis utilizes a non–experimental research design and 

would be categorized as a correlational study. In the next section, I put forth several justifications as 

to why a correlational quantitative approach was used in this thesis.  

 

4.1.3   JUSTIFICATION FOR QUANTITATIVE APPROACH 

Following the large amount of studies which have used a quantitative as well as a qualitative 

approach, this thesis follows prior rationales which consider a quantitative post–positivist paradigm 

specifically survey methodology. Three rationales are given for this. First, utilizing a survey 

methodology in studying perspective–taking is beneficial due to its relative affordability in terms of 

financial and time costs for both researchers and respondents. For instance, we will be utilizing both 

online and mobile surveys which further decreases the costs per respondent. Second, utilizing survey 

methodology allows for a more extensive reach particularly when dealing with a large population. 

Within the thesis for instance, nurse managers as well as their nurse team members will be examined. 

With such a unique sampling frame, it was deemed appropriate to use survey methodology to explore 

communities and associations that include nurses. Moreover, nurses’ job demands are typically time 

consuming. By using survey methodology, nurses can take the survey during their own time and 

outside of their work. Lastly, survey methodology allows respondents to answer honestly without fear. 

In order to have valid and reliable inferences regarding the data, respondents are required to give 

honest answers free from duress and possible reprisal from superiors. 

 While scholars would critique a predominant reliance regarding statistical methods in studying 

perspective–taking, it is difficult to repudiate the amount of novel theoretical and empirical insights 

that have been produced by a quantitative research. According to Haig (2013), there is a claim that 

statistical models do not particularly provide substantive theoretical models. Nevertheless, I argue that 

substantive theoretical models and statistical models are both important to the extent that they have 

distinctive yet complementary goals. Whereas statistical models can be used to quantify/measure 

observed data, theoretical models on the other hand are meant to assess a theory’s cogency and 

validity. Haig (2013) defines this as an “appeal to suprastatistical matters” which emphasize that 

although statistical models are useful, they must be used with caution. In the next section, I discuss 

the research instruments used in this thesis.  

 

4.2   RESEARCH INSTRUMENTS 

The primary research instrument used for data collection was self–report questionnaires. Self–

report questionnaires are generally utilized in order to (a) obtain demographic data, (b) evaluate the 

efficacy of experimental manipulations, (c) obtain personality data (i.e. conscientiousness, need for 
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achievement, etc.), (d) gather data regarding a participant’s past behaviour (e.g. asking leaders regarding 

past leadership behaviour) or how respondents would respond under particular situations, (e) scaling 

the different psychological and emotional states of participants (e.g. level of stress, growth vs fixed 

mindset, etc.) and lastly (f) obtaining participants’ perspectives and perception of an external 

phenomenon (e.g. leader behaviour, organisational climate, etc.) (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). There 

are also some disadvantages in the usage of a self–report questionnaire. Groves et al. (2009) identify 

these disadvantages in the form of biases (e.g. response bias, research bias, social desirability, etc.), 

demand characteristics (e.g. memory fatigue, etc.) and response set (i.e. responding to survey items 

differently if the survey were presented in a different format). Nevertheless, the advantages of utilizing 

self–report questionnaires particularly for this study outweigh the disadvantages as (a) the measures 

are relatively straightforward and appropriate for gathering large amounts of data especially within the 

healthcare sector and (b) online surveys are convenient for nurses as they can take the survey at home. 

 In regard to research instrument planning, the self–report questionnaires used in this study 

were drawn from various established measures. For instance, the variables of affective and cognitive 

perspective–taking were adapted from Davis’ (1983) Interpersonal Reactivity Index while the information 

interpretation was derived from Kostopoulous et al. (2013) interpretation subscale. These established 

measures were adapted for clarity particularly as some items require greater clarification for healthcare 

practitioners. In order to avoid both demand and order effects, one must also be cognizant that 

respondents’ answers to items can be influenced by prior questions. Following the advice of Groves 

et al. (2009), I have ordered the items such that general questions were located at the front end of the 

survey and specific questions at the tail end. A pilot study was also undertaken in order to test the 

clarity of the instructions for the respondents. Overall, justification for the usage of self–report 

questionnaires for leadership and management research is overwhelming. As prior research indicates, 

these types of measures can gather both accurate and reliable information regarding one’s leadership 

style and perception of various management phenomena particularly in large organisations. In the next 

section, I outline the population sample used in this study.   

 

4.3   POPULATION SAMPLE 

According to Cooper and Schindler (2014), there are five major questions that need to be 

answered in relation to the population sample: (1) Who is the target population?, (2) What are the 

parameters of interest, (3) What is the sampling frame?, (4) What is the appropriate sampling method 

and (5) What size sample is needed?. Discussing the target population, the population of interest in 

this study consist of New Zealand nurse leaders and nurse team members. New Zealand nurses have 

been evaluated as appropriate candidates for the study as the healthcare organisational context 

demonstrates the strong relational structures that exist between leaders and team members. 
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Parameters of interest refer to the “summary descriptors of variables of interest in the population” 

(Cooper & Schindler, 2014, p. 345). These will be later provided in chapter 5 and 6. The sampling 

frame refers to the portion of the target population which will be examined by the researcher(s). In 

this regard, the sampling frame comprised of nurse managers and nurse team members from the New 

Zealand Nurses Organisation (NZNO) database. 

 Nurse managers as defined in this study is consistent with Cook’s (2001, p. 39) definition as 

“…a nurse directly involved in providing clinical care that continuously improves care through 

influencing others.” Additionally, nurse managers should have at least 3 or more nurses team members 

under their direct supervision. Nurse team members are defined in this study as nurses who are 

members of a nursing team and are not directly responsible for the supervision of other team 

members. In relation to the sampling method, a non–probability sampling method was chosen for the 

study. In non–probability sampling, the probability of any potential respondent being selected for 

sample cannot be known. A major disadvantage with a non–probability sampling is that the 

generalizability of the study. However, a non–probability sampling method was chosen due to its cost 

and time–saving aspects.  

Finally, in regard to the sample size, there are actually two major issues in this question: (a) 

identifying the minimum number of observations needed for consistent PLS–SEM analyses and (b) 

identifying what is the sufficient statistical power that is needed to obtain significance (Scherbaum & 

Ferreter, 2009). Within the study, I have calculated that approximately 150 groups were sufficient for 

the study with at least 3 respondents (including the leader/manager) in the group. In the first issue, 

identifying the minimum number of observations guarantees model convergence as well as ensuring 

unbiased sample estimates. In the second issue, it is necessary to compute power estimates in order 

to determine sufficient statistical power for significance. In order to address the issue of common 

method variance, data will be gathered from multiple sources (Green, Tonidandel, & Cortina, 2016). 

The survey will be conducted in two phases: Phase 1 (Perspective–taking, Optimism, Information 

Interpretation, and Feedback Self–Efficacy) and Phase 2 (IT Experience, ICT Implementation, LMX, 

and Team Performance). In the next section, I summarize some key points for the New Zealand 

healthcare context used in this study.  

 

4.3.1   HEALTHCARE CONTEXT IN NEW ZEALAND 

The healthcare system of New Zealand is comprised of a mixed public–private system. In a 

mixed public–private system, healthcare is predominantly financed through taxation with public health 

plans covering necessary physician and medical services. In New Zealand, approximately 30% of 

citizens have private health insurance. Private health insurance has several advantages over public 

health insurance such as: (1) increased access to elective surgery in private hospitals, (2) increased 



89 

 

coverage for wider variety of patient conditions, (3) circumventing long wait lists, and (4) increased 

access to specialist and other outpatient consultations. Furthermore, the health expenditure of New 

Zealand is approximately over 10% of the country’s GDP and is expected to rise in the next five years 

due to a growing yet aging population, healthcare capacity and skillset shortages. New Zealand’s 

Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment (MBIE) reports that over 200,000 individuals are 

currently in the healthcare sector. In regard to New Zealand nursing education, training has evolved 

and changed over the years. For instance, in the 1960s and 1970s, training consisted of practical basic 

training in a hospital in conjunction with attending lectures at the teaching hospital. Additionally, in 

this decade, nurse educators in New Zealand were not required to have formal degrees for teaching. 

This changed, however, in the 1980s and 1990s as nurse education evolved from being centralized in 

the hospital to the tertiary sector that offering nursing education. This has continued in the modern 

era whereby nursing education is a mixture of both theory and practice. A Bachelor of Nursing degree 

normally takes three years and universities in New Zealand offer specialties such as nursing 

anaesthetist, dialysis nurse, legal and psychiatric nursing to name a few. In the next section, I elaborate 

more on the nature of nurse leaders and nurse team members.  

 

4.3.2   NURSE LEADERS AND NURSE TEAM MEMBERS 

To reiterate the definition for nurse leaders and nurse team members, we abide by Cook’s 

(2001) definition of nurse managers and extrapolate its definition towards nurse team members. Cook 

(2001) defines nurse managers that being directly involved in clinical care through influencing others. 

I further assert that the “influence” aspect in the definition refers to leading a nursing team comprising 

of three or more nurses. Nurse team members were defined as members of a nursing team and who 

are not directly responsible for the supervision of others. The duties of nurse leaders and nurse team 

members are also importance sources of information in relation to understanding why the specific 

sampling frame (nurses in NZNO) was chosen. For nurse leaders, the primary duties include (a) 

overseeing junior nurse practitioners’ tasks and roles particularly in evaluating patients’ needs, (b) 

ensuring the quality and efficacy of training programmes for team members, (c) clinical and 

operational management of nursing teams, (d) organisation of educational programmes, and (e) 

maximizing individual and team performance in relation to healthcare delivery.  

For nurse team members, duties comprise of (a) providing a variety of nursing services (e.g. 

blood pressure measurement, vaccinations/immunization, ECG measurement, family planning 

advice, etc.), (b) assessing patients’ needs and providing appropriate care in conjunction with team 

leader and general practitioner directives, (c) understand one’s role and scope within the team and 

identify how this role may evolve over time, (d) participate in team meetings and (e) communicate 
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effectively with other team members, leader and patients. Essentially, the relevance of nurse leaders 

and team members’ duties centralize on optimizing outcomes of nursing care considering the 

availability of finite resources. As the New Zealand healthcare is a complex system, nurse leaders are 

generally more involved in leadership and other interdisciplinary processes that are related to nursing 

services while nurse team members are typically more involved in the day–to–day operations. In the 

next section, I describe the basic data collection procedures for this thesis.  

 

4.4   DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES 

For data collection, I initially contacted University of Auckland School of Nursing who then 

advised me to email New Zealand Nurses Organisation (NZNO) regarding my research project. After 

introducing myself and my research project, I asked the NZNO research director if they as an 

organisation would participate in the research study. After filling in the formal application, permission 

was conferred provided that the NZNO organisation receive the results of the research study. An 

email was also sent which included the (a) participant information sheet, (b) research project summary, 

(c) ethics approval, (d) consent form and (e) list of survey measures. There were two phases to the 

data collection. The first phase of the data collection was a pilot study in order to test the reliability, 

feasibility as well as the validity of the research study design. A link to the online survey was initially 

sent to 65 respondents. 40 respondents out of 65 completed the pilot questionnaire while 4 

respondents were excluded.  

In the second phase of the data collection, the online survey was included in NZNO’s e–

newsletter which was distributed to nurse managers and team members. In both phases, participant 

consent was acquired through a summary of the project and an agreement button in the survey link. I 

also followed Podsakoff et al.’s (2012) suggestion of carrying out the survey study in two waves. In the 

first wave, I collected data from the leaders using the scales which measured optimism, perspective–

taking, information interpretation, ICT implementation and team performance. After three weeks, I 

then collected data from the leaders’ members using the scales which measured feedback self–efficacy, 

leader–member exchange, IT experience, and team performance.  

The primary encountered problem in the data collection phases is the overall low response 

rates by both nurse managers and team members. It is normal to observe a decline in survey response 

rates particularly among health care professionals due to the unique attributes of this population such 

as being in a high stress environment which may cause employee disengagement (Hill et al., 2006). In 

order to increase my response rates, I supplemented the online survey approach with face–to–face 

interviews and traditional pen–and–paper surveys. I also increased the research study’s social media 

visibility by creating pages for LinkedIn, twitter as well as Facebook. In the next section, I discuss the 

research ethics approval for the study.  
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4.5   RESEARCH ETHICS 

Before acquiring data from the field, I submitted an ethics application to the University of 

Auckland Human Ethics Committee. Approval was granted after two iterations of the research ethics 

application. Moreover, the approval document in conjunction with the participant information sheet 

was given to the NZNO research director. The participant information sheet stated the (a) voluntary 

nature of the study such that nurse managers and team members were not compelled to take part, (b) 

research objectives, (c) procedures for data storage/retention/destruction/future use, (d) anonymity 

and confidentiality of the research and (e) contact details of the researcher and supervisors. In addition 

to the formal consent form, an abridged paragraph asking consent was also included in the survey link 

prior to the main survey measures. I discuss the measures in the next section.   

 

4.6   SCALES AND MEASURES 

I outline and elaborate on the survey measures used in this study. In regard to the independent 

and dependent variables, the measures used comprise of perspective–taking, optimism, IT 

implementation, and information interpretation for leaders while feedback self–efficacy, IT 

experience, and leader–member exchange were used for members. In addition, general demographic 

characteristics such as age, gender and organisational tenure were also asked.  

All of the measures in this thesis were derived from prior studies and have a reliability 

coefficient of .70. There were a total of 7 established measured used in this study: (1) Davis’ (1983) 

Interpersonal Reactivity Index, (2) Kostopoulous and colleagues’ (2013) Team Learning Scale for Information 

Interpretation Dimension and Team Performance Dimension, (3) Linderbaum and Levy’s (2010) Feedback 

Orientation Scale (Feedback Self–efficacy Dimension), (4) Scheier et al. (1994) Revised Life Orientation Test Scale 

(Optimism Dimension), (5) Liden, Wayne and Stilwell’s (1993) LMX–7 Scale, (6) Menor and Roth’s (2007) 

Information Technology Experience scale, and (7) Oliveira and Roth’s (2012) Information and Communication 

Technologies Implementation scale.  

In Phase 1, the variables of interest were Perspective–taking, Information Interpretation, 

Optimism, and Information and Communication Technologies Implementation. In Phase 2, the 

variables examined were Feedback Self–efficacy, LMX, Information Technology Experience and 

Team Performance. The corresponding rationales for the items chosen as well as their validity and 

reliabilities are given below.  
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4.6.1   PERSPECTIVE–TAKING 

The perspective–taking scale was adapted from Davis (1983) Interpersonal Reactivity Index 

(IRI). Specifically, the Perspective–taking subscale was used due to its strong resemblance to Healey 

and Grossman’s (2018, p. 2) conceptualization of perspective–taking as “one’s ability to make 

inferences regarding others’ cognitive processes, thoughts, reasoning, and beliefs”. Davis’ (1983) items 

were adapted in this study to reflect the various operational duties that leaders generally undertake.  

For instance in item 5, the leader is asked if s/he has considered their team members’ 

perspective before making a decision. By looking at others’ appraisal of a task, a leader considers how 

their team members’ cognitive processes may be both similar (i.e. understanding the requirements of 

the task) and different (i.e. differences in role and job experience, motivations, etc.) at the same time. 

The items strongly reflect Healey and Grossman’s (2018) definition of cognitive perspective–taking 

as the items also delineate the leader’s awareness of the differential roles, cognitive heuristics and 

problem complexity inherent in the leader–member relationship. The Cronbach’s Alpha for 

perspective–taking is (α = .81) while internal reliability estimate is (.73). The five items which were 

originally adapted from Davis (1983) IRI are shown below.  

 

Adapted from Davis (1983) 

 

4.6.2   INFORMATION INTERPRETATION 

The information interpretation scale was adapted from Kostopoulos, Spanos, and Prastacos’ 

(2013) Team Learning Scale using the interpretation dimension.  This scale measured “(1) how learning 

occurs and emerges from individual members to become an enduring team property and (2) how team 

learning functions to produce specific performance outcomes” (Kostopoulos et al., 2013, p. 1453). 

The interpretation dimension reflects the explanation of an idea, perspective, insight, and knowledge 

to oneself and to others. Kostopoulos et al. (2013) interpretation dimension items emphasize how a 

leader identifies their subordinates’ perceptual viewpoint through shared understandings of critical 

issues, usage of productive dialogues, knowledge sharing and accuracy of distributed information. 

Thus, a leader is assumed to be high in interpretation if they aim on achieving commonalities in 

perspectives within the team. The Cronbach’s Alpha for information interpretation is (α = .88). The 
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three items which were originally adapted from Kostopoulos et al. (2013) Team Learning Scale are shown 

below. 

 

Adapted from Kostopoulos et al. (2013) 

 

4.6.3   OPTIMISM 

Three items were chosen to represent optimism were drawn from Scheier, Carver, and Bridges’ 

(1994) Revised Life Orientation Test. The original LOT is an eight-item measure which evaluated 

“generalized expectancies for positive versus negative outcomes” (Scheier et al., 1994, p. 1065). All the 

three items in this study are worded in a positive direction in order to (a) increase consistency in 

relation to how respondents perceive and understand the question, (b) increase the clarity of the 

questions. Positively worded items used reflects the primary investigator’s conceptualization of 

optimism as unidimensional. The Revised Life Orientation Test exhibited both high reliability and validity 

as Cronbach’s Alpha is (α = .78) while test–retest reliability (28 months) was (.79) (Scheier et al., 1994, 

p. 1075). The three items adapted from Scheier et al. (1994) Revised Life Orientation Test are shown below. 

 

Adapted from Scheier et al. (1994) 

 

4.6.4   FEEDBACK SELF–EFFICACY 

Three items were chosen to represent feedback self–efficacy was drawn from Linderbaum and 

Levy ‘s (2010) Feedback Orientation Scale (Feedback Self–efficacy dimension). Linderbaum and Levy (2010, p. 

1378) defined feedback self–efficacy as “an individual’s perceived competence to interpret and 

respond to feedback appropriately”. Although there are five dimensions in the scale (defensiveness, 

utility, accountability, social awareness and feedback self–efficacy), the feedback self–efficacy 

dimension was chosen as it directly addresses how leaders and members interpret and respond to both 

negative and positive feedback. For example, item 1 (“I am self–assured when my leader gives me 

feedback”.) reflects one’s self–confidence when receiving feedback from one’s leader while item 3 (“I 
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am confident when responding to both positive and negative feedback from my leader.”) indicates a 

general openness to feedback whether it is positive or negative. Feedback self–efficacy scale 

demonstrated high reliability and validity as overall Cronbach’s Alpha is (α = .91) while overall test–

retest reliability was (.69) which the authors argued was comparable with similar measures 

(Linderbaum & Levy, 2010, p. 1388). The three items adapted from Linderbaum and Levy’s (2010) 

scale are shown below. 

 

Adapted from Linderbaum and Levy (2010) 

 

4.6.5   LEADER–MEMBER EXCHANGE 

LMX is primarily concerned with the dyadic relationship that occurs between leaders and 

members. In keeping with this conceptualization, LMX–7 was utilized to measure members’ subjective 

experience of LMX. Consistent with other studies which have looked at the follower’s view of the 

LMX relationship (see Graen & Uhl–Bien, 1995; Liden, Wayne, & Stilwell, 1993; Nishii & Mayer, 

2009), this thesis also argues that member perception of LMX quality is an adequate measure of LMX 

quality. The LMX–7 demonstrates both high reliability and validity (Liden, Wayne, & Stilwell, 1993). 

Liden et al. (2015, p. 33) maintained that “coefficient α reliabilities ranged from .80 to .90 across two 

samples and three time periods.” 

 

Adapted from Liden, Wayne and Stilwell (1993) 

 

4.6.6   INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY EXPERIENCE 

The information technology experience (IT experience) scale is primarily concerned with measuring 

the use of IT for facilitating interorganisational coordination of activities as well as information 
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processing (Menor & Roth, 2007). The primary justification for using this scale is its central emphasis 

on how IT can create competitive advantages for organisations through the enhancement of 

information transmission particularly as it pertains to patient needs as well as organisational needs. As 

the healthcare sector is definitively characterized by disruptive innovations in biomedical technologies, 

IT experience utilization becomes more paramount for both practitioners and administration. The 

items used in the scale demonstrates high composite reliability (.85) with high GFI (goodness–of–fit 

index) (.96), high NNFI (non–normed fit index) (.92) and high CFI (comparative fit index) (.96) 

(Menor & Roth, 2007, p. 834).  

 

Adapted from Menor and Roth (2007) 

 

4.6.7   INFORMATION AND COMMUNICATION TECHNOLOGIES 

IMPLEMENTATION SCALE 

ICT implementation (information and communication technologies) scale is primarily concerned 

in measuring the “level of adoption and implementation of information and communication 

technologies” within the organisation. This scale differs from the IT experience scale as this scale 

emphasizes the implementation of IT systems within the organisation. As a result, this scale is given 

to nurse leaders while the IT experience scale is given to nurse team members. The ICT implementation 

scale demonstrates high reliability (.86) (Oliveira & Roth, 2012, p. 184). 

 

Adapted from Oliveira and Roth (2012) 

 



96 

 

4.6.8   TEAM PERFORMANCE SCALE 

Team performance scale addresses the general measurement of the team’s capacity to accomplish 

their overall goals and objectives. Ancona and Caldwell (1992) delineate three important aspects in 

regard to team performance: quality, functionality and reliability of output. Within the healthcare 

context, a nursing team needs its members to be engaged with their patients, their leaders and with 

the in–flux of new information. Team performance scale demonstrates high reliability (.93) (Kostopoulos 

et al., 2013).  

 

Adapted from Kostopoulos et al. (2013) 

 

4.6.9   CONTROL VARIABLES 

Age. In terms of age, Goldberg and McKay (2015) argued that stereotypes regarding older workers 

may strongly affect their ability to form beneficial relationships with others. However, other scholars 

have argued that older individuals may actually show higher levels of emotional and social maturity 

which may positively influence as well as moderate the relationship between a leader or a member 

(Truxillo & Burlacu, 2016).  

Gender. In terms of gender, Varma and Stroh (2001) have found that both male and female 

supervisors (leaders) demonstrated bias towards same sex members. The general tendency for female 

leaders to rate female members higher as well as for male leaders to rate male leaders higher in the 

LMX dimensions warrants gender as a strong candidate for a control variable (Varma & Stroh, 2001).  

Education. In terms of education, prior studies have established the role of education as a critical 

control variable that can affect performance (See Bernerth et al., 2018).  

Tenure. Organisational as well as dyad tenure were posited to be a relevant control variables 

specifically as members who have spent more time with their organisations and leaders may be more 

predisposed to have higher relational strengths due to (a) increased understanding of how the 

organisation and other member of the dyad functions and (b) increased exposure to personal 

dimensions of the other member of the dyad which can result in greater trust (Wayne et al., 1997).  

Ethnicity. Ethnicity was also argued to be a relevant control variable particularly as some cultures 

who are horizontal–individualistic may be more inclined towards the relational aspect within 

organisational and institutional processes compared to vertical–collectivistic cultures (Rockstuhl et al., 

2012). Horizontal–individualistic cultures refer to Western societies such as the United States, 
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Australia, England, Canada and Switzerland whilst vertical–collectivistic cultures refer to Asian 

societies such as China, India, Taiwan, Malaysia and South Korea to name a few. Rockstuhl et al. (2012) 

investigated the role of national culture in LMX research through a meta–analysis. Their findings 

indicate that relationships of LMX with organisational citizenship behaviour, justice perceptions, job 

satisfaction, turnover intentions and leader trust were stronger in horizontal–individualistic cultures 

(e.g. Western) compared to vertical–collectivistic cultures (e.g. Asian). Culture plays a strong role in 

shaping the perceived value of relationships particularly in organisational settings. For instance, leaders 

and members from vertical–collectivistic cultures may draw their perception of relational quality based 

on their cultural understanding of roles and expectations. 

 

4.7   PILOT STUDY 

Given the complex nature of the study, a pilot study was also conducted to examine if the 

measures were understood correctly and clearly by the respondents. Pilot studies in management 

research can be conceptualized as small scale “experiments” designed to look for weaknesses in the 

research design, procedures and in the instrumentation. Pilot studies are especially advantageous when 

an investigator is unfamiliar with the organisational context as well as the effectiveness of the 

procedures. In this study, 10 nurse team members and 15 nurse team leaders were recruited for the 

pilot study. Respondents were kindly invited by email to participate in the survey study. This was done 

in order to estimate the total amount of time respondents used to do the survey. It was demonstrated 

that nurse leaders approximately took an average of 7 minutes to complete the leader’s survey whilst 

nurse team members took approximately 9 minutes to complete the team members’ survey. After 

completing the survey, both nurse leaders and team members were asked their opinion regarding the 

survey measures’ clarity and readability. This was done to identify the study’s overall design as well as 

improving the different item wordings particularly in reducing and eliminating any redundancies.  

There were two issues which surfaced from the pilot study. First, the majority of the 

respondents commented that some of the items in their corresponding surveys were lengthy and could 

have been improved through conciseness. With this in mind, the items which were evaluated as too 

lengthy were shortened while maintaining the core idea of the item. Second, the applicability of the 

items within the nursing context was an issue for both leaders and team members. In order to address 

this, items were adapted to fit the organisational context. In sum, the responses and insights attained 

from the pilot study confirmed the strengths as well as the weakness of the procedures and measures. 

The strengths of the pilot study mainly comprised of the short time frame that respondents used to 

complete the questionnaire. While there were design weaknesses (i.e. item length and applicability), 

these weaknesses were alleviated through increasing the conciseness of the items and adapting the 

items for the nursing organisational context. In order to have a well–designed thesis, it is important 
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that one conduct pilot studies to determine how the actual research design and procedures is perceived 

by one’s respondents.  

 

4.8.11   DATA ANALYSIS  

According to Cooper and Schindler (2014), data analysis refers to the (a) reduction of 

accumulated data to manageable units, (b) investigation of patterns within the data, (c) summarizing 

key findings from the data and the (d) application of appropriate statistical techniques which can 

suitably answer the research question(s). The main statistical technique which will be used to analyse 

data from nurse team members will be structural equation modelling (SEM). SEM refers to the 

“statistical methodology that takes a hypothesis–testing approach to the multivariate analysis that 

combines aspects of factor analysis and multiple regression, which enables the researchers to 

simultaneously examine a series of interrelated dependence relationships among the observed variables 

and latent constructs as well as between several latent constructs” (Byrne, 1998, p. 3).  

Relationships can be modelled among multiple dependent and independent constructs which 

refer to the structural model while simultaneously assessing the measurement model which represents 

how the measured variables come together to represent the constructs (Hair et al., 2014, p. 549). 

Further, McArdle and Kadlec (2013) argue that SEM demonstrates three core principles that undergird 

modern statistical data analysis. The first principle refers to how SEM emphasizes the importance of 

theoretical propositions particularly between variables. The second principle refers to the “equation” 

aspect which means that the relationships between the variables are articulated in mathematical 

expressions. The last principle denotes the “structural” aspect which means that these mathematical 

expressions mould a specific pattern in relation to the real data which is consistent with the theoretical 

model (McArdle & Kadlec, 2013).  

Researchers can also select between what types of SEM to use: (a) variance-based approach 

which is also known as partial least squares SEM (PLS–SEM) or (b) covariance-based approach (CB–

SEM). PLS–SEM can be referred to “a family of alternating least squares algorithms, which extend 

principal component and canonical correlation analysis” (Henseler, 2015, p. 1) while CB–SEM refers 

to a general approach which seeks at recreating the theoretical covariance matrix without emphasizing 

the explained variance (Hair et al., 2014).  

For the purpose of this study, PLS–SEM will be used as opposed to CB–SEM (See Table 7 

for Hair et al.’s (2017) recommendations). Hair and colleagues (2017) specify some advantages of PLS–

SEM especially when it relates to exploratory research and theory development. First, PLS–SEM, in 

contrast to CB–SEM, focuses on the predictive nature of the variables while reducing demands 

associated with the data as well as the specification of the relationships (Hair et al., 2017). As a result, 

PLS–SEM seeks to maximize the explained variance of the dependent variables whereas CB–SEM 
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tries to recreate the theoretical covariance matrix. This is accomplished by PLS–SEM by estimating 

the partial model relationships in an iterative and sequential manner using OLS (ordinary least squares) 

regression (Hair et al., 2017). Second, Hair and colleagues (2017, p. 40) assert that “in situations where 

theory is less developed, researchers should consider the use of PLS–SEM as an alternative approach 

to CB–SEM”. Since the goal of this dissertation is to explore the relationships between perspective–

taking, LMX and technology acceptance, it may be more appropriate to use a composite–based 

approach as it relaxes the strong assumptions related to the CB–SEM approach. Whereas CB SEM 

may respecify hypothesized models in order to improve overall fit, PLS–SEM does typically require a 

global GoF (goodness of fit). The third advantage of PLS–SEM is its ability to handle structural 

models which may be too complex for CB–SEM. In this dissertation, there are eight variables in the 

theoretical framework which qualify the study for the usage of PLS–SEM.  

 

4.8.12   DATA ANALYSIS PROCEDURES  

I utilized SmartPLS Version 3.2.8 for data analysis and applied Hair et al.’s (2017) systematic procedure 

for applying PLS–SEM. The eight stage procedure comprised of (1) specification of the structural 

model, (2) specification of the measurement model, (3) collection of data, (4) estimation of the PLS 

path model, (5) evaluation of the measurement models, (6) evaluation of the structural model, (7) 

advanced PLS SEM analyses and (8) interpretation of results. My model contained eight reflective 

constructs (leader–rated perspective–taking, leader–rated optimism, member–rated information 

interpretation, member–rated FsE, leader–rated ICT implementation, member–rated IT experience, 

and member–rated LMX) and one formative construct (leader–rated and member–rated team 

performance). Prior to the examination of the structural model, the measurement model will need to 

be examined to establish validity (discriminant and convergent) as well as reliability. Aside from this, 

I will also check for multicollinearity and common method bias. Multicollinearity assessment refers to 

examining the exogenous latent variables in the inner model to see if variables will need to be excluded, 

merged into other variables or have another higher–order latent variable created (Hair et al., 2017). 

The details of how I run the multicollinearity, common method and advanced PLS SEM techniques 

will be given in Chapter 6.  
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4.9   CHAPTER SUMMARY 

In sum, the purpose of This chapter covered the foundations of the research methodology 

particularly elaborating on the research design, instruments, population sample, data collection 

procedures as well as and data analysis techniques. I adopt a post–positivist quantitative research 

approach by surveying nurse team members and nurse leaders from the New Zealand Nurses 

Organisation to investigate how leader’s perspective–taking, optimism and information interpretation 

competency affect team members’ feedback self–efficacy and leader–member exchange. In addition, 

the healthcare context of the study was also discussed particularly defining nurse leaders and nurse 

team members and how duties, roles and tasks are allocated in New Zealand nursing. 

 In regard to data collection procedures, I have outlined how the organisation was contacted 

and how the respondents have been accessed. More specifically, the usage of e–newsletter and social 

media platforms were utilized to increase the response rates for the study. I have also discussed the 

scales used in this study. These are  (1) Davis’ (1983) Interpersonal Reactivity Index, (2) Kostopoulous and 

colleagues’ (2013) Perceptual Perspective–taking Scale, (3) Linderbaum and Levy’s (2010) Feedback 

Orientation Scale (Feedback Self–efficacy Dimension), (4) Scheier, Carver, and Bridges’ (1994) Revised 

Life Orientation Test Scale (Optimism Dimension), and (5) Liden and Maslyn’s (1998) LMX MDM 

Scale. The control variables include age, gender, tenure and culture which is consistent with prior 

research in LMX and organisational scholarship. I also outline the data analysis procedures for both 

nurse leaders and nurse team members with particular focus on how PLS SEM operates in this study. 

In the next two chapters, I will report the corresponding statistical analysis for both nurse leaders and 

nurse team members.  
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CHAPTER FIVE:   RESULTS FROM MEMBERS AND LEADERS 
 

“Numbers have an important story to tell. They rely on you to give them a clear and convincing voice.” 

(Stephen Few) 

 

“A statistical analysis properly conducted, is a delicate dissection of uncertainties, a surgery of suppositions.” 

(M. J. Moroney) 

 

Due to the exploratory nature of this study, partial least squares structural equation modelling (PLS–

SEM) was utilized as the primary analytical approach as PLS–SEM is more concerned with theoretical 

development rather than theoretical confirmation. In a recent comparative study of PLS–SEM and 

CB–SEM, Sarstedt et al. (2016) found that biases happen when one applies PLS–SEM to estimate 

common factor models as well as when one applies CB–SEM to estimate composite models. In 

essence, the authors recommended the usage of PLS when the data structure’s nature is unknown (if 

it is common factor or composite) (Sarstedt et al., 2016).  

In this chapter, I report the results from the nurse team members survey specifically on 

Linderbaum and Levy’s (2010) Feedback Self–efficacy Subscale, Liden, Wayne and Stilwell’s (1993) LMX–

7 Questionnaire as well as Menor and Roth’s (2007) IT Experience Scale. I also report the results from the 

nurse leaders survey which measured perspective–taking, optimism, ICT implementation scale and 

team performance scale. Overall, 105 nurse team leaders and 334 nurse team members have been 

utilized in the study.  

The statistical software which were used in this study include SPSS version 25, SmartPLS 

version 3.2.8 and MS Excel 2016. Furthermore, the results are organized in the following sections: (1) 

demographic information of the respondents, (2) preliminary results from the data cleaning 

procedures, (3) evaluation of the measurement model, (4) evaluation of the structural model, (5) 

general findings that test the hypotheses in the study and (6) advanced PLS SEM techniques. Wong 

(2019) has also noted that the traditional PLS algorithm has its flaws such as overestimation of loadings 

in absolute value, underestimation of correlations between latent variables as well as the R² value of 

endogenous latent variables (Dijkstra, 2010; Dijkstra & Schermelleh–Engel, 2014). In order to address 

these issues, this study utilizes the Consistent PLS algorithm (PLSc) as well as the Consistent PLS 

Bootstrapping which remedies “reflective constructs’ correlations consistent with a factor–model 

whilst also accounting for the correlations among reflective factors” (Wong, 2019, p. 116). 
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5.1   DEMOGRAPHICS  

The survey was distributed to a total of 505 nurses in supervisory/managerial roles in NZNO 

and 2346 nurses which were not in supervisory/managerial roles. Nevertheless, 337 nurse managers 

and 1997 nurse team members were unable to complete the survey. Specifically, the missing data made 

these surveys unusable. In total, 439 (n = 105 for leaders and n = 334 for members) surveys were fully 

completed which reflected the 15.39% total response rate. This response is consistent with prior 

studies which have utilized the healthcare context (e.g. Luthans et al., 2008). The respondents were 

predominantly female (390 women and 49 men). Nurse team members and nurse leader surveys were 

conducted at different times as well as location. Coding was utilized to match team member surveys 

with their corresponding nurse leaders. I define “team” as having at least 2 nurse team members 

reporting to the same nurse leader. Considering this definition, survey data from 58 nurse managers 

and 121 nurse team members were eliminated from analysis as I was unable to match their data with 

their corresponding teams. Team sizes ranged from 2 to 4 with an average of 2.75. The average age of 

the nurses was 34.23 (s.d. = 1.20) whilst the average organisational tenure was 6.13 (s.d. = 1.93). All 

of the measures demonstrated adequate reliabilities (> .70) which provides support for the consistency 

of the surveys (Ree & Carretta, 2006).  

                                                           Table 5   Demographics 
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5.1.1 PILOT STUDY 

A pilot study was also undertaken prior to the collection of the full data. This was done in 

order to ascertain the reliabilities of the measures. Pilot studies generally identify any potential 

weaknesses or deficiencies the methodology may have and thus necessitates thoughtful planning in 

relation to the achievement of the study’s objectives. More specifically, pilot studies allow responses 

to be drawn from an independent sample so that further item analyses can be conducted in order to 

create internally consistent measures (Spector, 2013). There are several advantages in conducting a 

pilot study (Cooper & Schindler, 2014; Creswell, 2013). First, pilot studies can reduce the risks 

involved in conducting the main study by identifying potential “unknown” problems and thus can 

reformat sections of the study (Cooper & Schindler, 2014). Second, pilot studies can make the study 

more cost and time efficient as the small–scale study may be able to provide adequate data for the 

researcher necessary for either the inclusion (or exclusion) of several problematic items. Last, pilot 

studies allow researchers to test a several alternative (or theoretically related measures) and then choose 

the measures which would provide fewer problematic results. Despite these advantages, there are also 

some issues associated in conducting a pilot study. For instance, including data from the pilot study 

into the main study may actually contaminate and consequently invalidate the results. In this study, 

participants in the pilot study were not included in the main study as to avoid this problem. In the 

next section, I delineate the actual purification process as advised by survey research methodologists 

(Groves et al., 2009; Spector, 2013).  

During the scale purification, I appraised the essential requirements of the study particularly 

paying close attention to: (a) how survey items are worded, (b) sequencing of the items, (c) layout of 

the actual survey, (d) how the respondents may actually perceive the items, (e) potential drops in 

response rates, (f) actual completion time of the surveys, and lastly (g) how these items actually reflect 

what I am intending to study (Groves et al., 2009). By paying attention to these methodological issues, 

the likelihood of establishing appropriate validity (construct, convergent, content, representation, and 

face) and reliability (Creswell, 2013). For the present study, 65 respondents were contacted via email 

with 40 respondents (out of 65) completing the pilot questionnaire and 4 respondents excluded due 

to missing data. The 40 respondents also provided feedback in regard to some of the items used in 

the survey. The response rate for the pilot study was 61.5% with respondents taking about 10–15 

minutes to complete the surveys.  

 The pilot questionnaire which was distributed comprised of 32 items which measured 

perspective–taking, information interpretation, optimism, feedback self–efficacy, LMX, IT 

experience, ICT implementation and team performance. As stated in the previous paragraph, the 40 

respondents which completed the pilot questionnaire were excluded from participating in the main 

study as it may contaminate the results as well as the subsequent behaviour of other potential 
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respondents. Acceptable sample sizes of pilot studies conducted in business and management are 

generally smaller than in sociology or psychology (Cooper & Schindler, 2014).  

 For determining the reliability of the pilot measures, an EFA (exploratory factor analysis) was 

conducted. Exploratory factor analysis, which is based on the common factor mode, is typically 

performed to determine the overall underlying structure of a data set. The reliability of the survey in 

the pilot study was .90 which exceeds Nunnally and Bernstein’s (1994) required threshold of .70. 

Construct reliability ranged from .79 (Optimism) to .93 (Team Performance). Furthermore, the results 

of the KMO test (Kaiser–Mayer–Olkin), which refers to how well–suited the data is for factor analysis, 

showed that sampling adequacy exceeded Kaiser’s (1974) recommended value of .8. Discussing 

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity which tests the assumption that one’s correlation matrix is an identity 

matrix, the small values indicate that factor analysis is practical with the data. Total variance ranged 

from .65 (team performance) to .85 (optimism) which exceeded Hair et al.’s (2014) recommended 

values.  

 

                              Table 6   Sampling Adequacy and Total Variance 

Factor Number of 
Items 

Cronbach’s 
Alpha 

Number of 
Factors 

KMO Bartlett’s 
Test of 

Sphericity 

Variance 
Explained 

FsE 3 .91 1 .792 0.00 .82 
ICTImp 3 .88 1 .784 0.00 .73 
ITExp 3 .86 1 .711 0.00 .69 
InftInt 3 .89 1 .851 0.00 .75 
LMX 7 .83 1 .723 0.00 .72 
Opt 3 .79 1 .846 0.00 .85 
pT 5 .80 1 .815 0.00 .69 

TeamPerf 3 .93 1 .754 0.00 .65 

 

5.2   DATA SCREENING AND DATA CLEANING FOR MAIN STUDY  

SPSS was utilized to screen the main data. More specifically, data screening allows the 

investigator to check for any errors and outliers within the raw data. In this section, I will be addressing 

some of the main procedures conducted in data screening for this study. Cleaning data is the process 

of preparing one’s data set for analysis and covers (a) visual inspection of the raw data, (b) statistical 

normality and (c) inferential testing. One may need to perform certain tasks depending on the purpose 

of one’s research in order to fully prepare it for analysis. There are many reasons why there could be 

missing data in one’s data set. For instance, participants forgetting to answer an item, incorrectly 

answering an item or data entry errors. I have followed Newman’s (2014) general guidelines in 

handling missing data such as: (a) prohibiting the use of single imputation and listwise deletion, (b) 

usage of all available data, (c) usage of full information maximum likelihood (ML) and other multiple 

imputation techniques (MI) for construct–level missingness that exceeds 10% of the sample, (d) usage 
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of item means for item–level missingness and lastly (e) conducting simple missing data sensitivity 

analysis in the event of person–level missingness yielding a response rate below 30%. In regard to 

levels of missing data, Newman (2014) posits that the choice of missing data treatment is contingent 

on the level of missing data one has. There are three levels of missing data: (1) item–level missingness 

(refers to how participants may leave a few items blank on a multi–item scale), (2) construct–level 

missingness (refers to how respondents may answer zero items in the scale) and (3) person–level 

missingness (refers to how respondents may fail to respond to any part of the survey). In sum, data 

screening is essentially related to meeting distributional and statistical assumptions prior to engaging 

in data analysis.  

5.2.1   ANALYTICAL APPROACH 
 

 

Figure 7   Hair et al.’s (2017) General Procedures for PLS–SEM 

 

The analytical approach used in this dissertation follows Hair et al.’s (2017) suggestion of the use of 

PLS–SEM particularly for early–stage theory development and hypothesis testing. PLS–SEM is 
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extensively used in business, leadership, accounting and finance, and in management. Nevertheless, 

PLS–SEM has also garnered scholarly controversy due to its perceived deficiencies in: providing an 

overidentification test, producing artificially inflated parameter estimates, inability to validate 

measurement models, inability for PLS–SEM to test for null hypotheses regarding path coefficients, 

handling small–sample–size capabilities, and being inappropriately used for early stage theoretical 

development (Rönkkö, 2014; Rönkkö & Evermann, 2013). Henseler and colleagues (2014, p. 201) 

addressed these concerns by asserting that: (1) PLS–SEM is indeed a true SEM method which is 

designed to estimate composite factor models rather than conflate common factors with constructs, 

(2) PLS–SEM construct scores can be more reliable than sum scores if indicators have differing 

weights, (3) PLS–SEM can detect measurement model misspecifications through SRMR and other 

tests, (4) PLS–SEM can be used in conjunction with normal bootstrapping to ascertain null hypothesis 

significance testing of path coefficients, (5) PLS–SEM can be used if other methods provide 

inadmissible solutions, and lastly (6) PLS–SEM is suitable for exploratory research due its emphasis 

on the composite factor model (rather than the common factor), its reliability in providing estimates 

when other methods fail and its ability to be less prone misspecification consequences.  

Conciliating the findings and objectively assessing the merits of both Henseler et al. (2014) 

and Rönkkö and Evermann (2013), McIntosh, Edwards, and Antonakis (2014) concluded that while 

CB–SEM may be optimal for use in common factor measurement and path models, PLS–SEM can 

still be utilized in measuring composite factor measurement and path models but done so with caution. 

This dissertation follows this caveat and adopts the middle road as ascribed by McIntosh et al. (2014). 

In the next sections, I provide results regarding the measurement model comprising of convergent 

validity (i.e. AVE and outer loadings of the indicators), discriminant validity (i.e. Fornell–Larcker 

criterion, Heterotrait–monotrait ratio (HTMT), and internal consistency (i.e. composite reliability). In 

the next step, I assess the structural model by: (a) checking the structural path significance using 

normal bootstrapping, (b) examining the multicollinearity of the constructs, (c) estimating the models 

f² effect size, (d) providing Stone–Geisser’s (Q²) values to ascertain predictive relevance, and lastly (e) 

providing the total effect value (Wong, 2019; Hair et al., 2017a; Hair et al., 2017b).  

Further and as advised by Dijkstra and Henseler (2015), consistent PLS–SEM and consistent 

bootstrapping was specifically undertaken in the study in contrast to the traditional PLS algorithm. 

Simply put, both consistent PLS and consistent bootstrapping were added to SmartPLS to account 

for correlations between reflective factors. Since traditional PLS was initially designed only to handle 

formative factors and not account for correlations among reflective variables, consistent PLS and 

consistent bootstrapping was introduced to assess reflective variables’ correlations. Consistent PLS 

(PLSc) has a distinct advantage over the traditional PLS algorithm as PLSc performs a correction of 

reflective constructs’ correlations to make results consistent with a factor–model (Dijkstra & Henseler, 
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2015). Since the dissertation’s variables are all reflective constructs and the dissertation’s theoretical 

model is relatively complex, PLSc was preferred as it avoids the statistical pitfalls of overestimating 

absolute value loadings and underestimating correlations (multiple and bivariate) between all latent 

variables (Dijkstra & Schermelleh–Engel, 2014).  

 

5.2.2   RATIONALE FOR CONSISTENT PLS–SEM  

As stated in Chapter 5, consistent PLS–SEM (PLSc) will be utilized as opposed to the 

traditional PLS–SEM and CB–SEM. Scholars argue that while these two methods may share the same 

goal (construct and item relationship estimation), there are fundamental differences in how scholars 

understand and interpret statistical conceptions such as: (a) standards of parameter estimates in regard 

to biases, (b) what constitutes as a “latent variable”, (c) standards related to overall fit test, and (d) 

standards related to measurement error (McIntosh et al., 2014; Rönkkö & Evermann, 2013; Sarstedt 

et al., 2016). In this section, I delineate both the significance and rationale regarding the use of PLSc. 

In contrasting the two schools of thought regarding SEM, I aim to reveal why consistent PLSc (a 

corollary of PLS–SEM) was evaluated as more appropriate for the study rather than arguing for one 

technique over the other. This dissertation takes a moderate stance in the current dialogues between 

PLS–SEM and CB–SEM and follows McIntosh et al.’s (2014) as well as Sarstedt et al.’s (2016) caveats 

regarding the usage and limitations of PLS–SEM. Given that McIntosh et al.’s (2014) article was 

written in 2014, several software innovations regarding PLS–SEM such a consistent PLS–SEM and 

consistent bootstrapping have emerged. Dijkstra and Henseler (2015) would contend with McIntosh 

et al.’s (2014) assessment of PLS–SEM as not a true SEM method as these PLS–SEM innovations 

(PLSc and consistent bootstrapping) allow for corrections regarding the correlations of reflective 

constructs in order to make the results consistent with a factor model (See Figure 10). According to 

Dijkstra and Henseler (2015, p. 313), PLSc improves the traditional PLS in three ways: (a) “usage of 

iterative PLS algorithm to obtain construct scores”, (b) employment of “a correction factor to obtain 

consistent construct correlations and consistent indicator loadings if the common factor model holds 

true”, and (c) PLSc allows for the analysis of non–recursive models and considers endogeneity within 

the structural model. 

 CB–SEM and PLS–SEM differs primarily in their estimation method. Specifically, CB–SEM 

generally utilizes maximum likelihood estimation whereas PLS–SEM uses the ordinary least squares 

(OLS) estimation method to determine total variance (Sarstedt et al., 2016). According to Sarstedt et 

al. (2016), CB–SEM splits the variances of each items into two: the common variance and unique 

variance. The common variance is primarily estimated from “the variance shared with other indicators 

in the measurement model” while the unique variance “consists of both the specific and error 

variance” (Sarstedt et al., 2016, p. 4002). Simply put, CB–SEM asserts that in order to ascertain that 
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items derived from theory and empirical literature are consistent with the available data, one must 

calculate the covariances of variables (i.e. common variance) and this common variance is the only 

variance that must be incorporated in any resultant explanations (Sarstedt et al., 2016). CB–SEM, thus, 

supports the common factor model in contrast to PLS–SEM which follows a composite factor model. 

CB–SEM, in essence, aims to reproduce the theoretical covariance matrix (Rönkkö & Evermann, 

2013) whilst the PLS–SEM seeks to optimise the constructs’ explained variance (Sarstedt et al., 2016). 

In this dissertation, it was evaluated that PLS–SEM was more appropriate as the complexity of the 

theoretical model necessitates the need for an exploratory approach as opposed to a confirmatory 

approach.  

 Whilst the plethora of articles that aim to compare estimation performance between CB–SEM 

and PLS–SEM (see Rönkkö & Evermann, 2013, Sarstedt et al., 2016, etc.), it is also important to note 

that PLS–SEM was not originally designed to mimic CB–SEM as the purpose of each approaches 

differ. Hair, Ringle, and Sarstedt (2011) give an excellent rule of thumb in relation to the usage of 

either CB–SEM or PLS–SEM. The authors argue that if the goal is to predict, identify, explore and 

extend prior theories then the usage of PLS–SEM is warranted (Hair et al., 2011). However, if the goal 

is to test, confirm and compare alternative theories, then the usage of CB–SEM should be considered 

(Hair et al., 2011; McIntosh et al. 2014). PLSc was evaluated as appropriate for the dissertation as this 

new PLS–SEM development considers McIntosh et al.’s (2014) critique of traditional PLS–SEM’s lack 

of equality constraints and consideration for endogeneity bias. PLSc has four steps: (Step 1) obtain 

latent variable scores through traditional PLS algorithm and determine inconsistent latent variable 

correlations, (Step 2) Calculate ρA (reliability coefficient) through the formula  

, 

(Step 3) Correct for attenuation by obtaining consistent construct correlations through the formula  

, 

and (Step 4) Estimate path coefficients through the use of OLS for recursive models and two–stage 

least squares for nonrecursive models. Moreover, it was evaluated that PLSc would be beneficial if the 

theoretical model is predominantly exploratory rather than confirmatory (Hair et al., 2017a). Moreover, 

the use of PLS–SEM in business (Lam et al., 2012), leadership (Amankwaa et al., 2019), finance, and 

management in evaluating exploratory theoretical models is well–established. Given that the variables 
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in the study comprise of variables within two inter–related fields (Information Science and 

Organisational Behaviour), PLSc was assessed to be more appropriate than traditional PLS–SEM and 

CB–SEM. 

 

               Figure 8   Dijkstra and Henseler’s (2015, p. 301) Four Steps of Consistent PLS 

5.2.3   GENERAL GUIDELINES FOR PLSc APPLICATIONS 

Wong (2019) proposed some general guidelines in applying PLSc. These guidelines correspond 

to the five topics which will be discussed in this chapter: (Topic 1) Overall model assessment, (Topic 

2) Measurement (outer) model assessment, (Topic 3) Structural (inner) model assessment), (Topic 4) 

Measurement scales, and (Topic 5) Bootstrapping. In relation to topic 1, Henseler, Hubona, and Ray 

(2016) recommend several tests of model fit which responds to McIntosh et al.’s (2014, p. 213–214) 

challenge that  

“researchers need to maintain a distinction between two types of overall model assessment 

criteria: (a) measures of explained variance (e.g., CR, AVE) and (b) model fit statistics 
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(e.g., chi–square, SRMR)…under the composite factor model, researchers should recast the 

detailed assessment of measurement quality in terms of the predictive ability of the composites, 

which should be further verified by cross–validation.”  

The usage of PLSc allows researchers to determine SRMR or standardized root mean square residual 

(This measures the standardized difference between predictive and observed correlations), exact fit 

criteria (d_ULS and d_G) (This measures the discrepancy between the empirical covariance matrix 

and the theoretical covariance matrix), NFI or Normed Fit Index (This measures the χ² value of the 

model and compares it against the χ² value of the null model), χ², and RMS_theta or root mean squared 

residual covariance matrix of the measurement model (This measures the extent to which the residuals 

from the measurement model correlate). Nevertheless, scholars generally advise for caution in 

interpreting model fit in PLS–SEM as these novel criteria need to be further validated by research 

(Hair et al., 2017a, 2017b; Henseler et al., 2016). Before PLSc, critics of PLS–SEM have generally 

argued that the lack of assessment regarding the overall model was a strong reason as to why PLS–

SEM may not be a true SEM approach. With the advent of PLSc, it is now currently possible to 

evaluate the overall goodness–of–fit (GoF) to distinguish invalid models from valid models. Good fit 

implies that the model fits the data well so that respecification would not be necessary (Hair et al., 

2014). For SRMR, lower values imply better model fit and values of .08 or lower are generally 

acceptable (Hair et al., 2014). For exact fit criteria (d_ULS and d_G), lower values are typically desired 

as they indicate better model fit (Henseler et al., 2016). The d_ULS is better known as the squared 

Euclidean distance whilst d_G is known as the geodesic distance (Dijkstra & Henseler, 2015). The 

values are derived from performing a consistent bootstrapping as well as building on eigenvalue 

computations (Dijkstra & Henseler, 2015). For NFI, values above .9 are generally desired since 

demonstrates adequate fit. However, Hu and Bentler (1999) advise that values of .95 should be aimed 

for. For χ², it is (n – 1) * L where n refers to the number of observations and L represents the maximum 

likelihood function (Lohmöller, 2013). Last, RMS_theta values below .12 generally indicate a good 

model (Lohmöller, 2013). Best practice criterion was compiled by Wong (2019).  
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Table 7   General Guidelines for PLSc 

Reflective Measurement Models 

Reflective indicator loadings ≥ 0.708 
Internal consistency reliability Cronbach’s alpha is the lower bound, the composite reliability is the 

upper bound for internal consistent reliability. РA usually lies between 
these bounds and may serve as a good representation of a construct’s 
internal consistency reliability, assuming that the factor model is correct.  
Minimum of 0.70 (or 0.60 in exploratory research) 
Maximum of 0.95 to avoid indicator redundancy, which would 
compromise content validity  
Recommended 0.70-0.90 
Test if the internal consistency reliability is significantly higher (lower) 
than the recommended minimum (maximum) thresholds. Use the 
percentile method to construct the bootstrap-based confidence interval; 
in case of a skewed bootstrap distribution, use the BCa method.  

Convergent validity  AVE≥0.50  
Discriminant validity For conceptually similar constructs: HTMT < 0.90 

For conceptually different constructs: HTMT < 0.85 
Test if the HTMT is significantly lower than the threshold value 

Formative Measurement Models 

Convergent validity (redundancy 
analysis) 

≥ 0.70 correlation 

Collinearity (VIF) Probable collinearity issues when VIF ≥ 5 
Possible collinearity issues when VIF ≥ 3-5 
Ideally show that VIF < 3 

Statistical significance of weights p-value < 0.05 or the 95% confidence interval (based on the percentile 
method or, in case of a skewed bootstrap distribution, the BCa method) 
does not include zero 

Relevance of indicators with a 
significant weight 

Larger significant weights are more relevant (contribute more) 

Relevance of indicators with a non-
significant weight 

Loadings of ≥ 0.50 that are statistically significant are considered relevant 

Structural Model  

Collinearity (VIF) Probable collinearity issues when VIF ≥ 5 
Possible collinearity issues when VIF ≥ 3-5 
Ideally show that VIF < 3  

R² value R² values of 0.75, 0.50, and 0.25 are considered substantial, moderate, 
and weak. R² values of 0.90 and higher are typically indicative of overfit  

Q² value Values larger than zero are meaningful 
Values higher than 0. 0.25, and 0.50 depict small, medium and large 
predictive accuracy of the PLS path model 

PLSpredict Set k = 10, assuming each subgroup meets the minimum required sample 
size 
Use ten repetitions, assuming the sample size is large enough 
Q²predict values  > 0 indicate that the model outperforms the most naïve 
benchmark (i.e. the indicator means from the analysis sample) 
Compare the MAE (or the RMSE) value with the LM value of each 
indicator. Check if the PLS-SEM analysis (compared to the LM) yields 
higher prediction errors in terms of RMSE (or MAE) for all (no 
predictive power), the majority (low predictive power), the minority or 
the same number (medium predictive power) or none of the indicators 
(high predictive power) 

Model comparisons Select the model that minimizes the value in BIC or GM compared to 
the other models in the set 

Robustness Checks  

Measurement models CTA-PLS 
Structural model Nonlinear effects 

Endogeneity 
Unobserved heterogeneity 

Source: (Hair et al., 2019, p. 15–16) 
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Table 8   Criteria for the Structural (Inner Model) 

Criteria Study Definition Acceptable 
Standard 

β coefficient Tabachnik & 
Fidell (2018) 

Also known as the standard regression 
coefficient. Standardized coefficients 
demonstrate the relationship strength as well as 
the variances and covariances of the model’s 
variables. “β coefficient allows for a direct 
comparison between coefficients as to their 
relative explanatory power of the dependent 
variable. Whereas regression coefficients are 
expressed in terms of the units of the associated 
variable, thereby making comparisons 
inappropriate, beta coefficients use standardized 
data and can be directly compared” (Hair et al., 
2014, p. 156) 

T-Values 
T = 2.58 (p < 0.01) 
T = 1.96 (p < 0.05) 
T = 1.64 (p < 0.10) 

R² Hair et al. (2011) 
Henseler et al. 
(2009) 

Coefficient of Determination (R² Value) – “a 
measure of the model’s predictive power and is 
calculated as the squared correlation between a 
specific endogenous construct’s actual and 
predictive values”. It also measures the model’s 
“in-sample predictive power” (Hair et al., 2017a, 
p. 209) 

R² Values 
(0.75) Substantial 
(0.50) Moderate 
(0.25) Weak 
 

R²adj Hair et al. (2011) 
 

Adjusted Coefficient of Determination (R²adj) – 
“…Used as the criterion to avoid bias toward 
complex models. R²adj reduces R² value by the 
number of explaining constructs and the sample 
size” (Hair et al., 2017a, p. 209).      

“Used for 
comparing PLS-
SEM results 
involving models 
with different 
numbers of 
exogenous latent 
variables and/or 
data sets with 
different sample 
sizes.” (Hair et al., 
2017a, p. 210) 

f² Cohen (1988) 
Chin (1998) 

Effect size – “the change in R² value when a 
specified exogenous construct is omitted from 
the model can be used to evaluate whether the 
omitted construct has a substantive impact on 
the endogenous constructs” (Hair et al., 2017a, 
p. 211)  

f² (.02) weak effect 
f² (.15) weak effect 
f² (.35) weak effect 
 

Q² Chin (1998) 
Geisser (1974) 
Stone (1974) 

Stone-Geisser’s Q² value – “an indicator of the 
model’s out of sample predictive power or 
predictive relevance.” Stone-Geisser’s Q² value 
evaluates the model’s capability to predict R² 
through sample reuse/cross-validation. Models 
demonstrating predictive relevance may 
accurately predict data not used in model 
estimation (Hair et al., 2017a, p. 212) 

Q² value 
(.35) strong effect 
(.15) medium 
effect 
(.02) weak effect 

 

(Developed by the author) 
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Table 9   Assessment of the Measurement Model 

 

Note. λ = Factor Loadings, α = Cronbach’s Alpha, rho_A = Rho A Coefficient, CR = Composite Reliability, AVE = 

Average Variance Extracted.  

Table 10   Control Variables and Loadings 
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                                                       Table 11   Inter Item Correlation Matrix 
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Table 14   Pearson’s Correlation Matrix 

Variable Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. Optimism 5.03 .67 -        

2. ICT 
Implementation 4.97 .62 

 
.10 

 
- 

      

3. Information 
Interpretation 5.46 .78 

 
.14 

 
.23 

 
- 

     

4. Feedback Self-
efficacy 5.45 .72 

 
.20 

 
.22 

 
.18 

 
- 

    

5. Team 
Performance 4.89 .73 

 
.13 

 
.21 

 
.15 

 
.32 

 
- 

   

6. IT Experience 4.83 .66 
 

.25 
 

.14 
 

.21 
 

.23 
 

.11 
 
- 

  

7. Perspective-
taking 4.12 .74 

 
.22 

 
.16 

 
.22 

 
.22 

 
.23 

 
.13 

 
- 

 

8. LMX 5.25 .68 
 

.18 
 

.22 
 

.23 
 

.24 
 

.26 
 

.09 
 

.12 
 
- 

 



117 

 

 

5.3   EVALUATION OF THE MEASUREMENT MODEL 

In evaluating the measurement model, I discuss four important issues related to reliability and 

validity. These are (1) item–level reliability, (2) construct–level reliability, (3) convergent validity, and 

(4) discriminant validity. Item–level reliability is typically measured to evaluate the observed items’ 

internal consistency with other items and indicates the item’s variance which can be explained by the 

latent variable (Gotz, Liehr–Gobbers, & Krafft, 2010). Construct–level reliability, on the other hand, 

refers to the idea that items must be appropriately correlated to other set of items pertaining to the 

same construct. Convergent validity is defined as the extent a set of items appropriately represents a 

theoretical concept whilst discriminant validity refers to the idea that the measure is unrelated to other 

measures of different constructs (Hair et al., 2017a). Table 12 presents the overall assessment of the 

measurement model. Specifically, this table displays the factor loadings, Cronbach’s Alpha, Composite 

Reliability as well as AVE for the FsE, ICT Implementation, IT Experience, Information 

Interpretation, LMX, Optimism, Perspective–taking, and Team Performance variables. Further, Table 

14 displays the inter–item correlations for the different items. In relation to the item factor loadings 

in table 12, the results validate initial support for convergent validity for the eight variables.  

 

5.3.1   ITEM–LEVEL RELIABILITY 

Item–level Reliability. Table 12 shows the factor loading of the different items. According to Henseler et 

al. (2017), values more than .4 are generally recommended. In this study, factor loadings ranged from 

.58 to .89 which met the requirements of the item level reliability test (See Table 12 Assessment of the 

Measurement Model).  

 

5.3.2   CONSTRUCT–LEVEL RELIABILITY 

Construct–level Reliability. Table 12 also shows the values related to the measurement of 

construct–level reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha, Composite Reliability, AVE, and rho_A). According to 

Hair et al. (2017a), Cronbach’s Alpha is generally regarded as a conservative measure of reliability based 

on observed indicator variables’ intercorrelations. However, Wong (2019) observed that in addition 

to Cronbach’s Alpha, one should also consider other measures of internal consistency reliability such 

as rho_A coefficient and AVE. Rho_A coefficients larger than .7 and AVE larger than .5 are generally 

acceptable (Dijkstra & Henseler, 2015; Hair et al., 2017a, 2017b). Furthermore, Cronbach’s Alpha and 

Construct Reliability values above .7 generally indicate an adequate consistency reliability (Nunnally & 

Bernstein, 1994). The formula for CR was proposed by Chin (2010, p. 671) where λi, F, and ϴii are the 
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factor loading, variance and error variance and i represents the construct’s indicator variable (Avrikan, 

2018, p. 8).  

 

According to Fornell and Larcker (1981), AVE refers the level of variance represented by a construct 

in relation to the level of measurement error variance. AVE can be calculated by: 

 

where k, λi and Var(ei) the no. of items, factor loading and error variance of the error item i.  

 

5.3.3   CONVERGENT VALIDITY 

Convergent Validity. Convergent validity refers “to the extent to which a measure correlates 

positively with alternative measures of the same construct” and the common measure to confirm 

validity is AVE (Hair et al., 2015b, p. 137). Table 12 displays the AVE for each of the constructs. AVE 

(Average Variance Extracted). Values ranged from .52 (LMX) to .78 (Feedback Self–Efficacy) which 

means that every variable can adequately explain more than 50% of the variance of its items (See Table 

12 Assessment of the Measurement Model). 

 

5.3.4   DISCRIMINANT VALIDITY 

Discriminant Validity. Discriminant validity refers to the extent a construct is authentically 

distinct and differentiated from other theoretically similar (or dissimilar) constructs (Hair et al., 2014). 

It is essential to establish discriminant validity in order to ascertain that structural paths are not 

spurious and the outcome of statistical discrepancies (Wong, 2019). Wong (2019) suggested three 

standards for measuring discriminant validity: HTMT (Heterotrait–Monotrait Ratio), Fornell–Larcker 

(1981) criterion and (partial) cross–loadings. Table 17 shows HTMT while table 16 shows the Fornell–

Larcker (1981) criterion. Initially proposed by Henseler, Ringle, and Sarstedt, (2015), HTMT is a novel 

approach for assessing discriminant validity and is primarily based on the multitrait–multimethod 

matrix. HTMT has been shown to outperform Fornell–Larcker criterion (Hair et al., 2017a, 2017b). 

HTMT values less than 1 are generally acceptable. Discussing the Fornell–Larcker (1981) criterion, 
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this value evaluates the degree of shared variance between the latent variables of the model. Ringle, 

Sarstedt, and Mooi (2010) asserted that discriminant validity can be established if AVE for each 

variable is more than the values of other bivariate correlations.  
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                                                                                       Table 15   Cross Loadings 
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                                                                         Table 16   Fornell and Larcker’s (1981) Criterion 

 

                                                                          Table 17   Heterotrait–Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) 
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5.3.5   ASSESSING MULTICOLLINEARITY 

Prior to significance testing of both the inner and outer model, Hair et al. (2016) argue that collinearity 

must be also assessed. Multicollinearity (also known as collinearity) refers to the occurrence when 

predictors in multiple regression model are highly correlated which, in turn, produces instability of the 

coefficient estimates due to the small model changes (Hair et al., 2017a; 2017b). Multicollinearity poses 

as a serious problem to validity as models with high collinearity are unable to provide valid results 

regarding independent variables as well as identify redundant independent variables. In PLSc, the VIF 

(Variance Inflation Factor) is provided to measure multicollinearity (Wong, 2019). As general rule of 

thumb, VIF values less than 10 are sought after and values of more than 10 are perceived as evidence 

of problematic multicollinearity (Hair et al., 2017a). The formula for VIF is 

 

where R²i refers to the coefficient of determination (Hair et al., 2017a). In the present study, outer 

VIFs range between 1.05 and 2.62 which is below the 10 threshold. The inner VIF was also calculated 

and the results suggest that there is minimal collinearity.  
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Table 18   Collinearity (Outer VIF) 

 

 

Table 19   Collinearity Assessment (Inner VIF) 

 

 

5.4   EVALUATION OF THE STRUCTURAL MODEL  

After evaluating the measurement model, the following stage is to conduct a path analysis 

which examines the relationships (both causal and covariance) between independent and dependent 

variables (Hair et al., 2017a, 2017b; Wong, 2019). According to Bollen (2005, p. 1), path analysis 

“provides an algorithm to understand the direct, indirect, and total effect of one variable on another 

in a hypothesized model”. The measurement model has shown in the previous sections that all of the 

eight constructs have adequate reliability for path analysis. In this study, the exogenous (independent) 
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variables are optimism, perspective–taking and ICT implementation. On the other hand, the 

endogenous (dependent) variables comprise of team performance, LMX, feedback self–efficacy and 

IT experience. Furthermore, the evaluation of the structural model is done in SmartPLS through the 

bootstrapping procedure which generates T–statistics that test the significance of both the 

measurement and structural model (Wong, 2019). The type of bootstrapping procedure in SmartPLS 

is nonparametric which means that the procedure does not assume a normal distribution of the data 

(Streukens & Leroi–Werelds, 2016). More specifically, consistent bootstrapping creates a large number 

of subsamples from the original data set to provide bootstrap standard errors. Consequently, these 

bootstrap standard errors also provide T–values required for significance testing. Streukens and Leroi–

Werelds (2016, p. 625) provide some PLS–SEM bootstrap recommendations in the following table.  

Table 20   PLS–SEM Bootstrap Recommendations 

 

Source: (Streukens & Leroi–Werelds, 2016, p. 625) 

 

This dissertation follows Streukens and Leroi–Werelds’ (2016) recommendations by: (a) choosing 

bootstrapping over jackknifing, (b) using 10,000 bootstrap samples (Andrews & Buchinsky, 2002), (c) 

matching the size of the bootstrap samples with the original sample, (d) using bias–corrected percentile 

bootstrap CIs over regular percentile and standard normal bootstrap CIs (Williams & McKinnon, 

2008), (e) using the “No sign change option” as well as the BCa (bias–corrected and accelerated 

bootstrap) and (f) reporting the necessary statistics (Streukens & Leroi–Werelds, 2016). In this study, 

there are 334 valid observations in the data set so the cases were also set to 334. The parameters for 

the bootstrapping algorithm include no sign changes, cases (334) and samples (10,000). In the next 

section, I outline the study’s model fit.  

 

5.4.1   MODEL FIT 

Similar to CB–SEM, PLSc supports the measurement of overall goodness of fit (Hair et al., 2017). It 

can be evaluated through inferential or through fit indices (Avkiran & Ringle, 2018). As a reference, 
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PLSc gives out two outputs: estimated and the saturated model. The saturated model simply means 

that all the variables were freely correlated while the estimated model provides actual fit measure. 

Additionally, PLSc relies on Consistent Bootstrapping (Dijkstra & Henseler, 2015; Dijkstra & 

Schermelleh–Engel, 2014). Nevertheless, Hair et al. (2017) warns researchers to take the reports with 

caution as model fit reporting in PLSc is still at its early stage and would require further research for 

validation (Hair et al., 2019). In CB–SEM, goodness–of–fit is predominantly based on a comparison 

of covariance matrices of the saturated vs estimated model (Hair et al., 2014). However in PLS–SEM, 

the covariances matrices are not what the model is built on which makes it difficult for PLS–SEM 

scholars to justify GoF for CB–SEM scholars (Rönkkö & Evermann, 2013; Sarstedt et al., 2016). There 

are six important measures of fit in PLSc are SRMR, d_ULS, d_G, NFI, and RMS_Theta. The table 

is also shown below (See Table 20).  
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Table 21   Model Fit and Values Obtained 

Fit Index Definition Criteria Value Obtained 

SRMR Standardized difference between 
observed correlation and predicted 
correlation 
 

Less than .08 (Hu & 
Bentler, 1999) 

.058 

d_ULS squared Euclidean distance Use Bollen-Stine 
bootstrapping and 
compare original value 
against CI created from 
sampling distribution 
 

Upper bound CI larger 
than the original value. 
Has good fit. 

d_G Geodesic distance Use Bollen-Stine 
bootstrapping and 
compare original value 
against CI created from 
sampling distribution 
 

Upper bound CI larger 
than the original value. 
Has good fit. 

NFI 1 minus the Chi² value of the 
proposed model divided by the Chi² 
values of the null model (Hair et al., 
2019).   
 

Values close to 1 indicate 
excellent fit (Hair et al., 
2019).  

.85 (has good fit) 

RMS_theta Root mean squared residual 
covariance matrix of the outer model 
residuals (Lohmöller, 1989). 
Assesses the degree the outer model 
residuals correlate (Hair et al., 2019).   

RMS_theta values 
below .12 indicate a well-
fitting model, whereas 
higher values indicate a 
lack of fit (Henseler et al., 
2014).  

.10 (has good fit) 

 

(Developed by the author) 

 

5.4.2   DETERMINATION OF R² 

Path coefficients between variables are derived through an estimation of a series of regression 

equations specifically OLS (ordinary least squares) within PLSc (Hair et al., 2019). Once 

multicollinearity has been determined to not be an issue in the measurement model, investigating the 

R² value (coefficient of determination) is the next logical step. The formula for the R² value is 

, 

where SSres refers to the residual sum of squares and SStot refers to the total sum of squares. The R² 

value refers to the % variation within the endogenous variables (dependent) which can be accounted 

for by the exogenous variables (independent) (Hair et al., 2017a). Thus, the R² values are only pertinent 

for dependent variables (see Table 22). According to Rigdon (2012), the R² value is an excellent 

measure of the model’s explanatory power as it effectively measures the variance level of the latent 

variable. R² values generally range between 0 and 1 with values closer to 1 signifying superior 
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explanatory power (Hair et al., 2017b). Henseler et al. (2009) suggests that R² values of .75 and higher 

are typically considered strong whereas values of .50 and .25 can be identified as moderate and weak 

respectively. Table 22 indicates the R² and R² Adjusted results for FsE (R² = .221 or 22.1%), ICT 

Implementation (R² = .793 or 79.3%), IT Experience (R² = .710 or 71%), LMX (R² = .841 or 84%), 

and team performance (R² = .390 or 39%). The R² adjusted values also shared similar findings. The 

results suggest that LMX has the largest explained variance with ICT implementation and IT 

Experience having a moderate explained variance. Additionally, FsE can be categorized as having a 

weak explained variance. The results were expected given the complexity of the model. For instance, 

Hair et al. (2019, p. 11) asserted that models which predict “human attitudes, perceptions and 

intentions are likely to indicate an overfit”.  

                                                      Table 22   R² and R² Adjusted 

 R Square R Square Adjusted 

Feedback Self-Efficacy 0.221 0.220 

ICT Implementation 0.793 0.792 

IT Experience 0.710 0.706 

Leader-member Exchange 0.841 0.839 

Team Performance 0.390 0.383 
 

 

5.4.3   PATH ESTIMATION (β) 

Path estimation refers to the analysis of the hypothesized relationships’ nomological validity 

through an examination of the path’s significance in the structural model (Hair et al., 2014). In 

SmartPLS, path coefficients (β) are attained through the traditional bootstrapping or through the 

consistent bootstrapping approach (Wong, 2019). The consistent bootstrapping approach was utilized 

as none of the constructs in the model were formative (Dijkstra & Henseler, 2015). Bootstrapping 

creates subsamples from the original data set and scholars typically advise large number of bootstrap 

subsamples (e.g. more than 5000) (Streukens & Leroi–Werelds, 2016). Andrews and Buchinsky (2000, 

2001, 2002) advise that the number of bootstrap subsamples should be at least 10 000. As discussed 

earlier, this dissertation follows Streukens and Leroi–Werelds’ (2016) recommendations.  

Table 23 demonstrates that ten hypotheses were significant (H3, H4, H6–H13) whilst six 

hypotheses were insignificant (H1, H2, H5, H14, H15, H16). Visual representation of the paths are 

shown in Figure 11. H3 (β = .350  and t = 8.133 ), H4 (β = .251  and t = 2.818 ), H6 (β = .727 and t 

= 10.391), H7 (β = .355 and t = 6.753), H8 (β = .265 and t = 3.417), H9 (β = .243 and t = 3.090), H10 

(β = .230 and t = 3.385), and H13 (β = .445 and t = 5.84) demonstrated high significance (p < 0.01) 

while H11 demonstrated significance at (p < 0.05) (β =  .46 and t = 1.990). The results indicate that 

perspective–taking has a strong influence on leader–member exchange, feedback self–efficacy and 

ICT implementation. Moreover, the results also suggest that information interpretation strongly 
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influences leader–member exchange, feedback self–efficacy, IT experience as well as ICT 

implementation.  
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                                                           Table 23   Path Coefficients 
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                                                                    Figure 9   Path Model Results
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5.4.4   EFFECT SIZE (f²) 

Effect size (f²) refers to “the change in the R² value when a specified exogenous construct is 

omitted from the model which can be used to evaluate whether the omitted construct as a substantive 

impact on the endogenous constructs” (Hair et al., 2017a, p. 211). According to Cohen (1988), values 

of .02, .15 and .35 can be classified as representing weak, moderate, and substantial effects of an 

exogenous variable on an endogenous latent variable. In comparison to the traditional F test, f² directly 

indicates to the population within the analysis which does not require the use of any degrees of 

freedom. According to Hair et al. (2019), reporting f² may be useful in explaining the presence of 

mediated relationships (either full or partial) and may also help explain if the presence of additional 

path(s) will have either an observable or no observable effect. In table 23, the column for f² indicates 

that the majority of the hypothesized paths had a moderate effect.  

More specifically, the f² for the significant paths towards FsE (Feedback Self–Efficacy) 

comprised of pT (.167) and InftInt (.164). These results indicate that the β has a moderate effect on 

FsE. Additionally, the paths toward LMX demonstrated significance (H3 (.167) and H7 (.219)) with 

the exception of H1 (.001). In regard to ITExp, only two paths demonstrated significance (H9 (.221)) 

and H11 (.168)) with H5 not showing any significance. In regard to ICT Implementation, the f² 

comprised of (.301) for H6 and (.230) for H10. Lastly for team performance, two paths demonstrated 

a significant f² with H13 (.217) and H12 (269). Hypotheses which had zero effect were H15 (.001), 

H14 (.000), H16 (.000), H5 (.000), H2 (.001), and H1 (.001).   

 

 

5.4.5   PREDICTION RELEVANCE, CV–COMMUNALITY AND CV–

REDUNDANCY 

In this section, I discuss prediction relevance, communality, as well as redundancy. I also 

report key values associated with these metrics. First, prediction relevance (Q²) simply refers to the 

model’s predictive capability in replicating the model’s observed values and parameters (Geisser, 1975; 

Stone, 1974). Prediction relevance is also calculated through Stone–Geisser’s standard which asserts 

that a structural model must be capable of predicting endogenous variables’ items through a synthesis 

of cross–validation and function fitting (Hair et al., 2019). Moreover, finding Q² relies on using 

SmartPLS’ blindfolding procedure which eliminates single points within the matrix and replaces the 

eliminated points with the model parameters’ estimates as well as the mean (Rigdon, 2014).  The 

formula for prediction relevance is:  

                           q² = (Q²included - Q²excluded)/( 1 - Q²included) 

, 
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where ΣE represents the sum square of prediction error for omitted data and ΣO represents the sum 

square of observed error for the remaining data. As a rule of thumb, Q² with values larger than 0 

indicates high predictive relevance while Q² with values less than 0 implies a lack of predictive 

relevance (Hair et al., 2017a). More specifically, values which are between 0 and .25 are considered to 

have weak predictive relevance while values between .25 and .50 are considered to have moderate 

predictive relevance. Values larger .50 are considered to have strong predictive relevance (Hair et al., 

2019).  

 Second, communality (H²) and redundancy (F²) are also metrics related to the predictive 

relevance but for the measurement model. Communality refers to the outer model’s ability to evaluate 

the path model through the application of items directly taken from their own latent variable whereas 

redundancy refers to the quality of the inner model (Vinzi et al., 2010). The results indicate in Table 

25 that all the variables exhibited acceptable redundancy and communality.  

 

                                               Table 24   Predictive Relevance 
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Table 12   Communality and Redundancy 

 

 

5.4.6   ASSESSING COMMON METHOD VARIANCE IN PLSc 

The issue of common method variance (CMV) is an important concern in this study 

particularly as both nurse leaders and nurse team members have utilized self–reported questionnaires. 

Edwards (2008, p. 476) define common method variance as the “variance in measures of different 

constructs that results from sharing the same method of measurement”. Common method variance 

can occur when data is collected by a using a single instrument and at the same time which can alter 

the true correlations among the observed variables. Furthermore, Edwards (2008) noted that other 

sources can also include similarities in wording which can induce similar responses, response 

tendencies from participants, item proximity as well as timing and location similarities. Common 

method variance in this study is also problematic because it reduces the inferential strength drawn 

from the findings by obfuscating the relationship between the constructs with other factors (e.g. 

source of CMV). As such, CMV can inflate or deflate the relationships between the measures such 

that actual relationships between the variables may actually be smaller (or larger). Current best practice 

in organisational and leadership scholarship suggests four remedies in resolving the issue of CMV: (a) 

usage of other informational sources, (b) mixing item order, (c) appropriate specification of the 

regression models and (d) usage of statistical methods to identify and control CMV (Edwards, 2008; 

Hair et al., 2014). Within this study, CMV was primarily addressed by adopting best practices in the 

design of the measure (i.e. utilizing both leader and members’ data), administration of the surveys as 

well as the application of statistical procedures inherent in SmartPLS (e.g. VIF greater than 3.3 may 

indicate common method variance contamination). More specifically, Podsakoff et al. (2012) suggest 

carrying out the survey in two different waves in order to mitigate CMV. This dissertation followed 

this approach by splitting the data collection in two waves. The first wave consisted of collecting data 

from leaders while the second wave was collected after three weeks from the leaders’ corresponding 
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members. In addition, VIF values in this study were well below 3.3 which imply a non–threat of 

common method variance.  

 

5.4.7   TESTING FOR NON–LINEAR EFFECTS, ENDOGENEITY AND 

UNOBSERVED HETEROGENEITY 

According to Sarstedt et al. (2019), researchers should also test their structural models for (a) 

non–linear effects, (b) endogeneity, and (c) unobserved heterogeneity. Checking for nonlinear effects 

refers to the assumption that effects which are generally translated in path models are linear by nature 

(Sarstedt et al., 2019). Nonlinear effects are problematic in complex models as effect sizes between 

constructs depend on both the magnitude of change and value of the independent variable(s) (Sarstedt 

et al., 2019). Moreover, nonlinear effects can also be considered as a form of “self–moderation” which 

is derived by utilizing a two–stage approach similar to a moderation analysis (Rigdon et al., 2010). In 

this study, I ran Ramsey’s (1969) RESET (regression equation specification error test) which tests the 

model for both quadratic and cubic effects. As a general rule of thumb, nonsignificance of the 

interaction provides evidence of linearity as opposed to nonlinearity. In this study, the p–value was 

determined to be a .072 which was not significant. This also implies the robustness of the model. In 

relation to endogeneity problem, endogeneity refers to a situation whereby an independent variable is 

correlated with the error term which unduly violates the exogeneity assumption as outlined by the 

Gauss–Markov theorem (Clougherty, Duso, & Muck, 2016). In management and organisational 

research, it may also be referred to as “self–selection-based endogeneity bias”. Endogeneity bias may 

lead to biased parameters which may lead to incorrect empirical results as well as mistaken conclusions 

in relation to one’s theoretical assertions (Clougherty et al., 2016). As recommended by Hult et al. 

(2018), endogeneity was addressed in this study by discussing the PLSc results and aligns it with prior 

research that discusses endogeneity issues. Hult et al. (2018) also recommends running a Gaussian 

Copula in order detect endogeneity issues. Last, unobserved heterogeneity refers to a situation when 

“subgroups of data exist that produce substantially different model estimates” (Hair et al., 2019, p. 16). 

In this study, unobserved heterogeneity was assessed via Finite Mixture PLS (FIMIX–PLS) using the 

SmartPLS software.  

FIMIX–PLS reveals unobserved heterogeneity within the structural model through estimation 

of the segment’s probabilities for each observation as well as concurrently estimating all segments’ 

path coefficients (Hair et al., 2019). When applying PLSc, there is an implicit assumption that the data 

comes from a homogenous population, but this assumption is not predicated in reality as variances 

exist within organisations, teams, and individuals. Sources of heterogeneity within management and 

leadership research may stem from the creation of data groups based on observable characteristics 
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(i.e. ethnicity, tenure, experience, gender, etc.) and failure to consider these sources of heterogeneity 

may equate to high threats to validity. There are two forms of heterogeneity in research: observed and 

unobserved heterogeneity. Observed heterogeneity simply means that variances between groups of 

data can be attributed to observable characteristics (e.g. ethnicity, age, etc.) while unobserved 

heterogeneity refers to differences which are not contingent on a priori observable characteristics. In 

observed heterogeneity, we conduct a MGA (multigroup analysis) which examines data groups’ 

differences within group–specific parameter estimates such as path coefficients and outer loadings. In 

regard to interpreting MGA results particularly p–Values, values of .05 and smaller indicate significant 

differences and values of .95 and higher demonstrate significant differences of the group’s specific 

PLSc path model estimations.  
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                                                                                    Table 25   Total Effects 
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5.4.8   MEDIATION ANALYSES 

According to Baron and Kenny (1986), mediation occurs when a third variable intervenes 

between two or more variables. Specifically, variances in an exogenous variable produces a change in 

the mediating variable. This variance in the mediating variable, in turn, also produces variances in the 

endogenous variable. Although there were no specific hypotheses related to mediation, mediation 

analysis is nonetheless necessary as it allows us to strength of mediating variables’ relationships with 

team performance. The mediating variables of interest in our PLS path model comprises of LMX, 

FsE and ICT Implementation. I followed Hair et al.’s (2017a) systematic mediator analysis process in 

PLS–SEM as Hayes (2018) point out problematic conceptual and methodological issues associated 

with Baron and Kenny’s (1986) approach. For example, one problem that researchers normally 

encounter in CB–SEM (such as AMOS, Mplus) is that one is unable to specify multiple mediation 

effects. Typical CB–SEM packages will estimate both the total and indirect effects. However, these 

indirect effects can be considered only “net” indirect effects as it will not consider other alternative 

paths. In PLS–SEM and particularly using SmartPLS, one can actually consider all possible mediators 

in the PLS path model. As indicated in Table 28, there are significant path coefficients in the paths 

InfInt→FsE→ITExp (t = 2.693, p < .01), pT→FsE→ITExp (t = 2.512, p < .01), InfInt→FsE→LMX 

(t = 2.309, p < .01), pT→FsE→LMX (t = 2.298, p < .01), InfInt→FsE→team performance (t = 2.978, 

p < .01), and pT→FsE→team performance (t = 2.512, p < .01). Consistent PLS bootstrapping was 

undertaken in order to get the parameter estimates. Additionally, all six pathways demonstrated 

complementary partial mediation. Complementary partial mediation occurs when both the direct and 

indirect effect face the same direction (Hair et al., 2017a). In the next section, I outline the results for 

importance–performance map analysis (IPMA). 

 

5.4.9   IMPORTANCE–PERFORMANCE MAP ANALYSIS 

Importance–performance map analysis (IPMA) is typically undertaken in order to expand on 

the standard PLSc results (i.e. path coefficient estimates) (Streukens, Leroi–Werelds, & Willems, 2017). 

Whereas the standard PLSc analysis gives information on the key variables’ significance and 

importance, IPMA adds further details on the key variables’ importance by also considering key 

variables’ performance. This is done by adopting the IPA method in which crucial constructs are 

ranked. The total effects of the variables’ importance are compared with the target construct’s average 

latent scores which represent their performance. The importance–performance map analysis 

juxtaposes the unstandardized total effects in the x–axis with the y–axis (latent construct scores) on a 

scale ranging from 0 to 100. The unstandardized total effects represent the predecessor variables’ 
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importance in influencing the target variable whilst the average latent variable scores represent their 

performance (Hair et al., p. 273). Table 30 summarizes the LV performances and the total effects of 

the predecessor constructs for team performance. We find that FsE has a particularly high importance 

(.74) followed by moderate importance in the constructs pT, IT Exp and InfInt (See Table 31). The 

constructs which have low importance comprise of ICT implementation (.06), LMX (.08), and 

Optimism (.04).   
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                                                                               Table 26   Total Indirect Effects                                                              
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Table 27   LV Performances and Total Effects 

 LV Performances Total Effects 

Feedback Self-Efficacy 75.25 0.74 
ICT Implementation 68.25 0.06 
IT Experience 58.14 0.19 
Information Interpretation 50.91 0.25 
Leader-member Exchange 67.69 0.08 
Optimism 72.90 0.04 
Perspective-taking 72.79 0.33 
Team Performance 77.02  

 

 
 
                             Table 28   Importance–Performance Map of Team Performance 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



141 

 

5.5   CHAPTER SUMMARY 

This chapter offered a comprehensive discussion of the findings of the PLSc analyses. Results from 

team member and leader surveys were reported. A total of 439 (n = 105 for leaders and n = 334 for 

members) surveys were fully completed which reflected a 15.39% total response rate. This response 

is consistent with prior studies which have utilized the healthcare context. The respondents were 

predominantly female (390 women and 49 men). The analytical approach used follows Hair et al.’s 

(2017) suggestion of the use of PLS–SEM particularly for early–stage theory development and 

hypothesis testing. Furthermore, consistent PLS–SEM (PLSc) and consistent bootstrapping was 

specifically undertaken in the study in contrast to the traditional PLS algorithm. Results indicate 

support for convergent validity, discriminant validity, construct–level reliability, and item–level 

reliability for the eight variables. In regard to model fit, values obtained indicated good fit (SRMR = 

.058, NFI = .85, RMS_theta = .10). For the determination of R², results indicate: FsE (R² = .221 or 

22.1%), ICT Implementation (R² = .793 or 79.3%), IT Experience (R² = .710 or 71%), LMX (R² = 

.841 or 84%), and team performance (R² = .390 or 39%). The results suggest that LMX has the largest 

explained variance with ICT implementation and IT Experience having a moderate explained variance. 

In relation to hypotheses testing, ten hypotheses were significant. These are H3 (pT→LMX), 

H4 (pT→FsE), H6 (pT→ICT_Imp), H7 (InfInt→LMX), H8 (InfInt→FsE), H9 (InfInt→ITExp), 

H10 (InfInt→ICT_Imp), H11 (ICT_Imp→ITExp), H12 (ITExp→team_perf), and H13 

(FsE→team_perf). Six hypotheses were insignificant: H1 (Opt→LMX), H2 (Opt→FsE), H5 

(pT→ITExp), H13a (FsE moderates (ICT_Imp→ITExp)), H14 (LMX→teamperf), and H14a (LMX 

moderates (ITExp→teamperf). More specifically, the f² for the significant paths towards FsE 

(Feedback Self–Efficacy) comprised of pT (.167) and InftInt (.164). These results indicate that the β 

has a moderate effect on FsE. Additionally, the paths toward LMX demonstrated significance (H3 

(.167) and H7 (.219)) except for H1 (.001). For ITExp, only two paths demonstrated significance (H9 

(.221)) and H11 (.168)) with H5 not showing any significance. For ICT Implementation, the f² 

comprised of (.301) for H6 and (.230) for H10. Lastly for team performance, two paths demonstrated 

a significant f² with H13 (.217) and H12 (269). Regarding prediction relevance, communality, and 

redundancy results indicate that all the variables exhibited acceptable redundancy and communality. 

Within this study, CMV (common method variance) was primarily addressed by adopting best 

practices in the design of the measure (i.e. utilizing both leader and members’ data), administration of 

the surveys as well as the application of statistical procedures inherent in SmartPLS (e.g. VIF greater 

than 3.3 may indicate common method variance contamination). More specifically, Podsakoff et al. 

(2012) suggest carrying out the survey in two different waves in order to mitigate CMV. This 

dissertation followed this approach by splitting the data collection in two waves. In regards to 

mediation analyses, there are significant path coefficients found in the paths InfInt→FsE→ITExp (t 
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= 2.693, p < .01), pT→FsE→ITExp (t = 2.512, p < .01), InfInt→FsE→LMX (t = 2.309, p < .01), 

pT→FsE→LMX (t = 2.298, p < .01), InfInt→FsE→team performance (t = 2.978, p < .01), and 

pT→FsE→team performance (t = 2.512, p < .01). 
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CHAPTER SIX:   DISCUSSION 
 

 

“Empathy enables you to know if the people you’re trying to reach are actually reached. It allows you to 

predict the effect of your decisions and actions will have on core audiences and strategize accordingly. Without empathy, 

you can’t build a team or nurture a new generation of leaders.” 

Prudy Gourguechon (2017) 

 

“…levels of perspective–taking are not directly focused on the content of another's view, ie, the accuracy of person 

perception, the correctness of an empathic judgment, or the insight into another's thoughts, feelings, or motivation. 

Rather, they are focused on the more general structure of the individual's understanding of the nature of persons and 

relations between persons' perspectives. (Selman, 1975, p. 41)” 

 

In this chapter, I integrate the findings from the previous chapter in order the answer the 

overall research question within the study: (1) What are the roles of socio–emotional competencies 

(optimism, perspective–taking, and information interpretation) on ICT implementation, IT experience 

and team performance?. Incorporating arguments from COR (Conservation of Resources Theory), 

SCT (Social Cognitive Theory) and UTAUT (Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology), 

I constructed a novel theoretical framework that implicates crucial moderating variables in the 

relationship between socio–emotional competencies, ICT implementation, IT experience, and team 

performance. Furthermore, I discuss and interpret the study’s findings regarding socio–emotional 

competencies, ICT implementation, IT experience and team performance. In the second section, I 

interpret findings from both the nurse leader and nurse team member survey. Additionally, this section 

also compares and contrasts the findings. In the third section, I elaborate on theoretical as well as the 

managerial implications of the study. The strengths and limitations of this thesis will also be elaborated 

in the third section.  

 

6.1   PRINCIPAL FEATURES OF THE STUDY  

Whilst it is essential for leaders to recognize the value of perspective–taking when making 

decisions related to information technology and communication (Boland & Tenkasi, 1995; Langer, 

2018), members may commonly encounter communication and information technological 

discrepancies which may potential make one’s tasks more difficult. Within the New Zealand healthcare 

setting and particularly in the nursing sector, nurse leaders and their corresponding team members 

must find ways to work together in addressing these types of discrepancies through clinical and 

administrative approaches. To date, there is limited but growing research attention to in examining 

how leaders’ socio–emotional competencies contribute in shaping technological acceptance, 



144 

 

implementation and experience (Avolio et al., 2000, 2014; Landers, 2019; Zaccaro & Bader, 2003). 

This dissertation’s findings thus reveal an important contribution to the promising research direction 

of integrating leadership, management, and IS theories specifically in constructing information 

technology as a strategic resource for leaders and members alike.  

 In this study, I explored whether leaders’ socio–emotional competencies (optimism, 

perspective–taking, and information interpretation) as well as members’ leader–member exchange and 

feedback self–efficacy were related to ICT implementation, IT experience and the overall team 

performance. Through the usage of survey methodology and PLS–SEM, I showed that leaders who 

had high levels of perspective–taking were more inclined to produce greater quality of relationships 

with their members (Hypothesis 3), facilitate confidence in their members’ feedback seeking 

behaviours (Hypothesis 4), and were more likely to score higher in ICT implementation (Hypothesis 

6). Furthermore, leaders high in information interpretation were found to be strongly associated with 

LMX (Hypothesis 7), with members’ feedback self–efficacy (Hypothesis 8), with members’ perception 

of IT experience (Hypothesis 9), and with ICT implementation (Hypothesis 10). Last and in relation 

to team performance, I also demonstrated that members’ IT experience were strongly associated with 

team performance (Hypothesis 12) as well as members’ feedback self–efficacy (Hypothesis 13).  

 This dissertation is unique as it is among the first to empirically explore how facets of leaders’ 

and members’ socio–emotional competencies were related to IT implementation, IT experience as 

well as team performance. In the development of the study’s hypotheses, I utilized established theories 

within social psychology (Hobfoll’s (1989) Conservation of Resources Theory and Bandura’s (1985) 

Social Cognitive Theory) and Information Science (Venkatesh et al.’s (2016) Unified Theory of 

Acceptance and Use of Technology Model). Specifically, I posited that leaders’ socio–emotional 

competencies have importance implications for their members’ perception of relationship quality 

(LMX), members’ ability to handle feedback (FsE), members’ perception of information technology 

experience (IT Exp) and subsequent team performance. Aligned with previous research which 

underscore the relevance of perspective–taking within organisations (e.g. Boland & Tenkasi, 1995; Ku 

et al., 2015; Litchfield & Gentry, 2010; Parker et al., 2008), I found that leaders’ perspective–taking 

contributes strongly towards members’ perceived appraisal of the relationship quality members have 

with their leader, which suggest perspective–taking’s association with information sharing behaviours 

(Flinchbaugh et al., 2016), on feedback seeking and adjusting one’s frame of reference in accordance 

with novel information gathered from perspective–taking (Falk & Johnson, 1977; Parker & Axtell, 

2001). Importantly, leaders’ usage of information interpretation also led to changes in the members’ 

perception of relationship quality (LMX) which indicates that a leader’s ability to appropriate 

internalize and simplify complex ideas for their members may also produce a continual refinement of 

organisational heuristics, increased meaning negotiation, and improved goal co–creation. Indeed, this 
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study’s results indicate that leaders who score high perspective–taking and information interpretation 

adapt their frames of reference well to fit their members’ needs.   

 The context of this dissertation is also atypical in that it examines socio–emotional 

competencies within the New Zealand healthcare sector and how these socio–emotional 

competencies relate to technological experience and implementation. As discussed in Chapter 1, the 

study of leadership within the context of information technology has garnered strong scholarly interest 

(Avolio et al., 2000, 2014) and produced fascinating research on the intersection between leadership 

and advanced information technology aptly named as E–Leadership. Utilizing E–Leadership as well 

as Venkatesh et al.’s (2016) UTAUT model, the present results contribute to an extended integration 

of information science, leadership, and management. This dissertation’s implementation of utilizing 

specific constructs related to leadership and managerial competencies and examining their relationship 

with information technology fits appropriately in responding to several calls in the leadership and IS 

literature to bridge theoretical and empirical gaps between the two distinct disciplines (See Langer, 

2018; Raveendhran & Fast, 2019; Reyt & Wiesenfeld, 2015). Undeniably, a critical element of excellent 

organisational practices involving leaders and members is one’s ability to utilize influence, inspire, and 

motivate others (Avolio & Yammarino, 2013; Bauer & Erdogan, 2015b), an aim that is well realized 

through socio–emotional competencies. The beneficial impact of leaders’ socio–emotional 

competencies on team performance is partially mediated among members whose feedback self–

efficacy (i.e. confidence in dealing with situations involving receiving as well as giving feedback) is 

high, leading to an upward spiral of greater quality leader–member exchanges. Additionally, leaders’ 

information interpretation has a positive impact on one’s ability to implement IT–related processes, 

on members’ perception of IT experience and members’ feedback self–efficacy. On the other hand, 

leaders’ optimism is not significantly related to leader–member exchange or feedback self–efficacy. 

This may imply that there may be other important or mediating factors at play. In this regard, leaders’ 

ability to take others’ perspectives as well as their ability to explicate accurate information can be 

considered as active efforts to achieve optimal organisational performance through high quality 

leader–member exchanges and appropriately giving feedback should be regarded as essential resources 

necessary for excellent leadership. Additionally, leaders’ perspective–taking and information 

interpretation should also be considered as important factors related to information technology 

adoption and implementation. 

 This study epitomizes a vibrant outlook on both leadership and information science by its 

mutual emphasis on the influence of both members as well as leaders’ attributes on the enactment of 

ICT implementation, members’ IT experience and team performance. The fields of leadership, 

management and IS must become aware that the relationship dynamics as well as leader and member 

attributes must be considered as critical factors that decide if and how organisations are capable in 
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transforming their vision towards concrete policies that empower leaders and members to develop 

into innovative and collaborative actors (Zaccaro & Bader, 2003). This dissertation finds that the 

enactment of ICT implementation, IT experience and team performance are functions of both 

members’ feedback self–efficacy and LMX as well as leaders’ perspective–taking and information 

interpretation. Additionally, leaders’ optimism was not found to be a significant predictor of members’ 

FsE and LMX. The present finding suggests that socio–emotional competencies and ICT–related 

factors are not one–sided mechanisms but finds itself within the relational dynamics between leaders 

and members (Azad & Faraj, 2011). In the next sections, I outline and interpret the results from the 

hypotheses in greater detail.  

 

6.2   SOCIO–EMOTIONAL COMPETENCIES 

This study’s focus on the role of socio–emotional competencies (perspective–taking and 

information interpretation) in influencing members’ perception of relationship quality (LMX), 

members’ feedback self–efficacy, and members’ perception of IT experience supports the idea that 

socio–emotional competencies such as perspective–taking and information interpretation may lead to 

cognitive and behavioural changes towards information technology which may unduly also affect 

organisational performance. Referring back to the hypotheses, this study found support for 

perspective–taking’s significant relationship with LMX (hypothesis 3), with FsE (hypothesis 4), and 

with ICT Imp (hypothesis 6) but did not find any support that links leader optimism with LMX 

(hypothesis 1) nor with FsE (hypothesis 2). In regard to information interpretation, this study 

demonstrated confirmation regarding leader’s information interpretation capabilities significant 

relationship with LMX (hypothesis 7), with FsE (hypothesis 8), with IT Exp (hypothesis 9) and with 

ICT Imp (hypothesis 10).  

I postulate three reasons which could elucidate the positive findings regarding perspective–

taking and information interpretation as well as the negative findings regarding optimism. First and 

from a Conservation of Resources perspective, perspective–taking and information interpretation may 

generate a positive resource gain spiral (i.e. gaining of psychological and other resources) among 

members which, in turn, brings about transmission of positive experiences within the workplace 

(Halbesleben et al., 2014; Hobfoll et al., 2018). This transmission of positive experiences may relate to 

prior positive experiences regarding past leader–member relationships, learning experiences, and even 

experiences related to technology at work. These crossover of resources between leaders and members 

may also evoke positive rationalizing processes which consequently produces self–efficacies such as 

greater feedback–seeking and proactive behaviour. These rationalizing processes may be maintained 

by a drive to express greater levels of reciprocal behaviour specifically in exchanging key information 

which are critical components of a work goal. For example, nurse team leaders who demonstrate high 
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perspective–taking skills may be more motivated to express empathy towards members who are 

struggling with their workload by elaborating on their past struggles as a former team member. Leaders 

may describe how they have proactively coped in the past which may encourage team members and, 

thus, the act of perspective–taking becomes a positive resource gain spiral for the team members. This 

idea indicates that not only does perspective–taking act as a scaffold for leader–member relationship 

building processes but also implies perspective–taking’s resource potential particularly as a catalyst for 

positive resource gain spirals required in high interdependency work situations such as in the 

healthcare sector (Ku et al., 2015; Parker et al., 2008). Although perspective–taking facilitates the 

creation and maintenance of social bonds (Ku et al., 2015), information interpretation, but not 

perspective–taking, was found to be significantly related to IT experience. This finding suggests that 

IT experience may engage a different pathway within leaders particularly in elucidating the perceptual 

gap between how leaders’ understand their members’ perspectives and the members’ actual frames of 

reference regarding information technology.  

Second, perspective–taking and information interpretation from leaders may also signal 

perceptions of resource availability to their corresponding members. Resource availability, according 

to COR theory, refers to one’s appraisal of the availability of resources necessary for a given task, job, 

or project and may comprise of material artefacts (e.g. technological work tools) and external 

organisational climate conditions (e.g. toxic vs non–toxic work environments) (Hobfoll et al., 2018). 

Since COR theory postulates that individuals (both members and leaders) are driven to seek as well as 

conserve resources, this drive may become more particularly prominent when members anticipate 

potential resource loss stemming from physical and psychological capital outflows. In a healthcare 

setting, nurse team members who perceive their leaders as unempathetic may tend to associate their 

leaders’ behaviour as a sign of low levels of psychological capital resource which can be a strong proxy 

for weak signals of resource availability. In this case, resource exchanges between the leader and 

member will be minimal and doubtful at best. Low levels of resource exchange may also decline into 

what is called “degenerative leader–member relationships” which are defined as relationships which 

have low trust, affect, contribution and respect (Harvey et al., 2007). Simply put, degenerative 

relationships at work are low social exchange relationships punctuated with low signal intentions from 

both leader and member of potential positive reciprocity. These degenerative leader–member 

relationships may be unable to create new resources as interactions may be viewed competitively rather 

than collaboratively which alters existing resources’ perception of availability.  

 The third reason centres on how perspective–taking and information interpretation may 

produce different outcomes for ICT implementation and IT experience. For instance, leaders’ 

perspective–taking may shape members and employees’ psychological experience related to 

information technologies through expediting expressions of organisational learning that kindles both 
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reflective and reflexive thinking. On the other hand, information interpretation may influence 

members’ IT experience through cognition and explication of complex ideas which can lead to 

potential positive evaluations from the members. In this regard, perspective–taking may have affective 

elements since it requires being aware of others’ emotional in addition to cognitive differences among 

members. Perspective–taking may not necessarily affect members’ IT experience as IT experience may 

primarily depend on more socio–cognitive characteristics which may unduly influence how members 

evaluate their IT experience. When leaders demonstrate competencies related to information 

technology, information interpretation may be a better predictor than perspective–taking as members 

would generally expect their leader to be well acquainted with the technology as opposed to the leader 

just be able to take their members’ perspectives. This may come about as information interpretation 

requires the knowledge as well as the practical usage of communication channels that enable members’ 

sharing processes. There may be other mediating factors that underlie the relationship between 

perspective–taking and IT experience. One variable of interest, ICT implementation, may fit this 

criterion as ICT implementation may be concerned with how the overall information technology is 

related to the goals of the organisation and, on a smaller scale, the team. Thus, when ICT 

implementation goals are perceived by the members as directly related to performance, the members’ 

perception of IT experience may become more oriented towards positive appraisals even when IT–

related issues are faced. Members may rationalize that solving these IT–related issues are worth solving 

as they are strongly related to performance. However, if ICT implementation is perceived as weak, 

IT–related experiences may develop to be psychologically stressful and aversive as these experiences 

potentially add more cognitive load on top of actual job requirements. In the next section, I elaborate 

on the hypotheses related to leader–member exchange and feedback self–efficacy.  

 

6.2.1   LEADER–MEMBER EXCHANGE AND FEEDBACK SELF–EFFICACY  

Leader–member exchange theory postulates the important dyadic nature of relationships 

within organisations to the extent that every relationship that occurs within organisations (leader–

leader, leader–member, member–member) are unique, inimitable, and distinct (Bauer & Erdogan, 

2015a; Dansereau et al., 1975; Liden & Graen, 1980). Feedback self–efficacy, on the other hand, posits 

that individuals’ confidence levels related to receiving and giving feedback vary. In addition, factors 

such as one’s relatability, respect, and psychological capital may also shape one’s feedback self–efficacy 

(Anand et al., 2015; Chen et al., 2007). For LMX, studies have confirmed the value of positive 

interactions between leaders and members towards the formation of high quality LMX (Ilies et al., 

2007). On the other hand, the influence of accumulated negative interactions may also contribute to 

the development of low quality LMX (Kuvaas & Buch, 2017). Similarly, studies regarding feedback 

self–efficacy and other related constructs (e.g. feedback–seeking behaviours) also corroborate that 
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effective members who excel in receiving feedback may demonstrate characteristics such as (a) 

perceiving their leader as a credible and legitimate source of information, (b) perceiving their leader as 

trust–worthy, (c) perceiving their leader as having positive intentions, (d) perceiving their leader as 

sensitive to contextual cues (i.e. timing and social appropriateness), and (e) perceiving their leader as 

open to dialogues.   

In this dissertation, there were eight hypotheses related to LMX and feedback self–efficacy. 

The hypotheses which were not supported comprised of H1 (Opt→LMX), H2 (Opt→FsE), and H14 

(LMX→team performance). In regard to H1 and H2, one possible interpretation which can account 

for the outcome would be optimism’s impact on nurse practitioners’ evaluation of risks and 

possibilities related to task performance. Optimism tends to produce risk blindness and optimism bias 

in individuals (Weinstein & Klein, 1996). Risk blindness refers to our predisposition to prioritize and 

overvalue potential rewards associated with a given decision while underestimating involved risks. In 

a healthcare setting for instance, things may go well for some duration (e.g. meeting organisational 

KPIs) which can consequently lull team members’ sensitivity to risks and possibly inflate their self–

confidence to handle fatigue associated with healthcare decision–making. In this sense, nurse 

practitioners may actually be more attuned in identifying risks rather than anticipate good outcomes 

and this propensity to anticipate risks may be more conducive to a pessimistic attribution rather than 

an optimistic attribution approach. Within a healthcare context, a pessimistic attribution may actually 

lead to LMX as opposed to optimism as pessimism may predispose health practitioners to anticipate 

negative outcomes and create a plan of action to mitigate these potential adverse situations. In a similar 

vein, pessimistic team members, in contrast to optimists, may actually be more open to do feedback 

particularly negative feedback which may consist of identifying complications associated with the 

administration of medications, management of intravenous lines for patients, and monitoring patients’ 

condition.  

 Thus far, I have explicated optimism’s non–significance to LMX and to FsE. However, this 

outcome was not found to be the case for pT and InfInt. In both H3 (pT→LMX) and H4 (pT→FsE), 

results indicate significance which validate prior studies that have looked at the relationship between 

perspective–taking and its effect on LMX (Moates, 2007) and perspective–taking’s relationship with 

feedback orientation (Lam et al., 2017). Leader perspective–taking enhances leader–member 

relationships by placing emphasis on the intrinsic value of the individual prior to their value as an 

“organisational asset”. Within the study, I have found that nurse team members who felt respected by 

their leaders evaluated their relationship with their leader/supervisor as positive and beneficial. 

Leaders who rated high in pT demonstrated behaviours which were attuned to the perspectives of 

their team members which consequently produced greater emotional harmony between the leader and 

member. Additionally, high pT leaders facilitate productive relationships with members through the 
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creation and maintenance of healthy psychological work climates such that members reciprocate 

through greater effort and engagement in their work.  

Information interpretation within leaders is significantly associated with both leader–member 

exchange (H7) and feedback self–efficacy (H8). Leaders who demonstrate excellent capabilities in 

information interpretation were better able to form positive and beneficial relationships with their 

members. Members may evaluate greater LMX to leaders with whom they know to be reliable 

particularly in simplifying complex information. This finding echo prior studies which show that 

employees are more likely to trust leaders who demonstrate high levels of verbal, quantitative, and 

abstract reasoning (e.g. Neves, 2011; Payne, 2005). However, it is not just enough to have “general 

intelligence” within a healthcare team. Nurse team leaders, for instance, are required to communicate 

complex situational, clinical, and personnel–related information effectively to their team. Information 

interpretation is found to be related to both LMX and FsE by: (a) strengthening goal alignment with 

communication strategies, (c) identifying critical receivers, (c) customizing information–sharing 

strategies according to the audience, and (d) modifying messages in consideration to the receivers’ 

experience and background.  

 Last, FsE was found to be significantly associated with team performance (H13) whilst LMX 

was not found to be significantly associated with team performance (H14). In regard to FsE and team 

performance, this relationship delineates the importance feedback, feedback–orientation and 

feedback–seeking behaviours on organisational performance (Ashford et al., 2003). Members’ level of 

FsE may impact team performance due to the fact that it opens the nurse team members’ awareness 

of their strengths and weaknesses related to clinical competencies. This approach enhances intellectual 

authenticity as it protects against both destructive global self–deprecating appraisals and against a 

narcissistic and hubristic approach to work. For instance, when a member identifies key areas for 

his/her improvement, they obtain valuable information that can be used to support a learning mindset. 

This behaviour acts as a signal to leaders that this member is actively striving for excellence and highly 

motivated to exert themselves. In regard to LMX and team performance, several reasons may explain 

this finding. First, there is an underlying assumption within LMX theory that all members are 

perceived as equal in the leader’s eyes. Simply put, LMX assumes that members start with the same 

baseline. Nevertheless, every member as well as leader is unique and brings different implicit biases 

which may affect their behaviour towards their members. As a result, team performance may be 

affected as some members have greater innate respect and trust from the leader due to similar cultural 

backgrounds, education, and gender (see Martin et al., 2016; Matta & Van Dyne, 2015). Second, LMX 

may actually be harmful to performance in specific situations that require team cohesion. For example, 

a high LMX member who gets preferential treatment and gets treated as an equal by the leader may 

utilize their preferred status as a resource which may consequently alienate low LMX members. Last, 
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LMX may also be disadvantageous towards team performance if leaders and members are not aware 

of healthy boundaries between what constitutes as a friend in contrast to a colleague. Conflicting role 

identities may it make it difficult for both leaders and members to have authentic relationships. For 

instance, a leader who is viewed as a close friend by a member may have difficulty delineating their 

organisational from their personal identity. In this case, leaders may only get information from their 

“trusted” inner circle which may prevent discrepant information from “outer circle” members. In the 

next section, I outline the results and interpretation related to the variables of ICT implementation, 

IT experience and team performance using the UTAUT model.   

 

6.2.2   ICT IMPLEMENTATION, IT EXPERIENCE AND TEAM 

PERFORMANCE  

Decisions involving the interface between technologies and human behaviour are often based 

on historical data. However, the nature of a rapidly changing technological environment combined 

with the complex nature of leader–member dynamics have made it more difficult for analytical models 

to compute how variables such as ICT implementation and IT experience may be related to 

performance (i.e. organisational, team, and individual–level). The adoption of novel technologies has 

impacted how clinical processes are undertaken and compelled healthcare organisations to adjust their 

organisational learning routines in response to their IT systems. Furthermore, increase of 

technological usage will continue to be a significant component in helping health practitioners create 

innovative medical tools such using 3D virtual models for complex surgical practice, predictive 

analytics, and VR tech. Within the healthcare sector, there is a strong tendency for leaders to be 

“always on, always connected” particularly as urgent matters regarding patient information updates, 

health policy, and human resource management issues typically arise in day–to–day operations. As a 

result, leaders and members in the healthcare sector would also need to consider how IT may be 

experienced and promoted in addition to undertaking clinical tasks. In this dissertation, there were 

two hypotheses related to ICT implementation, IT experience, and team performance (H11 and H12). 

Both hypotheses were supported in this study.  

 The findings support prior studies which have examined the relationship between ICT 

implementation and IT experience (e.g.  Oliveira & Roth, 2012; Selander & Henfridsson, 2012). Since 

leaders can be considered as legitimate sources of authority within organisations, it was expected that 

ICT implementation should play a substantial role in influencing members’ IT experience. Leaders 

were able to promote collective learning by providing the members with a strong business/operational 

justification for the technology. Members may initially dislike the technology learning process which 

is expected as the majority of changes in organisational routines are generally evaluated as stressful. 

Nevertheless, leaders who hold a positive cognitive frame regarding how IT is implemented in their 
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organisation are more likely to affect their members’ perceptions positively if members sense their 

leaders’ authenticity and objectivity. When leaders convey their evaluations (positive and negative) 

regarding resource tools (e.g. IT software) to their members, this demonstrates awareness of the need 

to provide sufficient IT training in order to keep with ongoing technological adoptive pacing. Whereas 

IT experience refers to an individual’s qualitative appraisal of IT use, the results indicate in this study 

that a strong predictor of IT experience is the leader’s implementation of the information technology. 

ICT implementation requires the dual mechanisms of social power and business justification. Social 

power affects the motivation of the team members because it selects information which are aligned 

to the team’s goals. However, team members may also resist this social power if it is not employed 

appropriately by the leader. Team members who perceive a leader’s attempt to manipulate may often 

resist against any new information.  

Applied in the study, leaders who are perceived to be unempathetic (i.e. lacking perspective–

taking) may face more resistance to novel technological acceptance in comparison to leaders who 

demonstrate high levels of perspective–taking. It is also not enough of the leaders to justify changes 

based on business justification alone. Leaders can be categorized as power holders who can choose to 

either be flexible or rigid in their deployment of IT–related decisions. If leaders are also cognizant of 

the power of social acceptance and belonging, team members’ beliefs and attitudes particularly towards 

any changes in their organisation (e.g. use of new technologies, processes, etc.) may be better linked 

to the goals of the organisation. This anticipative strategy as a form of social influence may then 

facilitate members’ propensity for novel technological adoption. When team members interact with 

information technology, they may feel apprehensive about being perceived as incompetent and 

consequently being negatively evaluated by others particularly by their leaders. These concerns may 

stem from being in a situation (i.e. such as learning a new software interface) which can be scrutinized 

by leaders/managers. For example, virtual interactions (e.g. email, online chat, forums, etc.) where the 

text/message is the focus of others’ attention, the possibility of errors and communication 

misunderstanding is high for individuals who may be deficient in communication within a virtual 

environment. These individuals may not necessarily be weak in general communication but just not 

“technologically–savvy”. Given the situation, the anticipation of being evaluated may actually produce 

a more stressful and psychologically discomforting experience for the team member. Thus, we can 

understand why more “technologically–savvy” members who have a positive experience with IT may 

actually rate team performance to be higher than members who struggle with information technology. 

Potential negative evaluations, especially in relation to IT–related tasks, may make members who are 

unfamiliar with novel technologies feel inadequate. In contrast, members who feel competent in IT–

related tasks may anticipate more potential positive evaluations which, in turn, affects how others 

(leaders and other members) perceive them as competent members. Positive social evaluations may 
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be seen as psychologically rewarding as it leads to a range of positive affectivity such as feelings of 

empowerment, social belonging, and self–respect. In the next section, I outline the theoretical 

implications for my study’s findings.  

 

6.3 OVERVIEW OF THE THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS  

This study has several theoretical implications. First, investigating how perspective–taking and 

information interpretation may be related to leader–member exchange extends current research in 

leadership by considering how these types of socio–emotional competencies contribute to meaningful 

and transformative exchanges at work. Given the sweeping technological changes and increased 

reliance on technologies for communication, it is of critical importance that theorists and practitioners 

consider how socio–emotional competencies interact with technical and technological competencies 

within organisations. Whilst the usage of ICT has the capacity to increase the overall organisational 

efficiency, performance, and productivity, ICT’s usage may also include potential disadvantages and 

trade–offs such as increasing the number of distractions and greater risk vulnerabilities related to 

sensitive information. Greater reliance on ICT may often result in increased productivity but its 

influence on human resource capital are only becoming known recently (Zaccaro & Bader, 2003). This 

dissertation argues for the examination of mediators (FsE and LMX) that may explain the relationship 

between socio–emotional competencies and team performance. Specifically, this dissertation argues 

for the examination of perspective–taking, information interpretation, and optimism as critical 

variables for leader–member exchange and feedback self–efficacy. However, I have found that 

optimism (among leaders) did not necessarily lead to greater perception of quality leader–member 

relationships (H1) and members’ feedback self–efficacy (H2). My findings explicate the complex 

nature of optimism particularly in a healthcare organisational context. Whereas prior studies have 

associated optimism as associated with increased capabilities in the management of emotions (e.g. Li 

et al., 2019; Carver & Scheier, 2001; Luthans et al., 2008), further research may be needed to validate 

how optimism may strengthen leader and member metacognitive capabilities which may be necessary 

for collaborative behaviours at work. I discuss the limitations of optimism in greater detail in 

limitations section of this study.  

 Second, this dissertation expands on Ku et al.’s (2015) mixed motive model of perspective–

taking by considering how FsE and LMX functions as mediators that influence affective and cognitive 

mechanisms that facilitate team performance. According to Ku et al. (2015, p. 95), “perspective–taking 

helps to facilitate effective navigation; it equips individuals to diagnose and react to a wide range of 

situations that involve different motives, depending on the perspective–taker’s characteristics, target’s 

characteristics, and relationship context.” Since organisations (particularly healthcare organisations) 

comprise of numerous situations which entail mixed motives, efficacious social navigation is an 
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interpersonal and intrapersonal necessity. The results of this study affirm perspective–taking’s strong 

influence on leader–member exchange, feedback self–efficacy, and ICT implementation. The findings 

confirm prior research that establishes the importance of reading nonverbal social signals as crucial 

components of a healthy work relationship (Bauer & Erdogan, 2015b), that individuals’ sense of self–

confidence in receiving feedback is contingent on psychological safety and psychological capital 

resources (Hobfoll et al., 2018; Luthans et al., 2006), and that perspective–taking among leaders can 

be considered as a form of social influence that indirectly affects organisational learning (Litchfield & 

Gentry, 2010).  

 This dissertation also furthers prior theorization concerning information technology 

implementation particularly within a healthcare context (Goh et al., 2011; Martin & DiMatteo, 2013). 

According to Ramanujam and Rousseau (2006), healthcare organisations are complex environments 

which have multiple and differentiated constituents which paradoxically compete as well as collaborate 

to influence how the organisation executes their mission whilst delivering high–quality patient care 

and managing overworked personnel. Organisational and technological complexities press the 

necessity for resilience leadership at different levels. Thus, the leaders’ influence impacts not just the 

working experience of healthcare practitioners but also patients’ well–being. According to Goh et al. 

(2011), the complex interactions of how beliefs, attitudes, and behaviours associated with IT/ICT and 

their application in healthcare presents a unique challenge to how healthcare organisations. The dual 

roles of healthcare practitioners as both “gatekeepers” and “providers” contribute to the complexity 

of how to consider IT/ICT in the context of leaders’ socio–emotional competencies. This dissertation 

specifically focuses in exploring nurse managers and nurse team members’ attitudes towards IT 

applications and how these attitudes are affected by perspective–taking and LMX. Moreover, I look 

at how these attitudes influence team performance. While prior literature has studied the impact of 

communication in management (Gajendran & Joshi, 2012), there is a dearth of studies which have 

looked at how IT experience and IT implementation are associated with leader–member exchanges 

and perspective–taking. By studying these relationships, this dissertation establishes the importance 

of not isolating leadership development practices from the organisation’s commitment to 

technological innovation. Substantial investments in IT projects within the healthcare sector has 

enabled practitioners to document, analyse and even share patient data. Theorization as to how current 

technological advances (such as AI) and how these are linked to leadership practices are underexplored 

in both management and leadership literature. In the next sections, I elaborate more on this 

dissertation’s findings and how it relates to IT within healthcare and also to leadership.  
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6.3.1   INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY IMPLEMENTATION AND IT 

EXPERIENCE IN HEALTHCARE 

The two constructs related to IT which were examined in this dissertation were ICT 

implementation and IT experience. As researchers and academics have noted, the emergence of IT 

has evolved into a substantial component of organisations particularly in the healthcare industry. 

Consequently, organisational scholars have also maintained that healthcare practitioners were not 

exempt from the information technology issues that typically agitate technology and knowledge–

intensive firms (Ramanujam & Rousseau, 2006). Competent personnel are indeed crucial to the 

success of healthcare organisations, especially with the current effects of disruptive IT on every facet 

of the healthcare delivery lifecycle. Nevertheless, it is also not just important to consider actual 

“objective” IT processes but to also consider organisational behavioural responses to such changes. 

For instance, scholars have indicated the importance of qualitative experiences of end–users especially 

as these individuals primarily bear the burden of using such technologies in order to achieve 

productivity and meet organisational quotas (Ayyagari, Grover, & Purvis, 2011; Cascio & Montealegre, 

2016). In their study on IT implementation and social power, Azad and Faraj (2011) emphasized that 

issues of both resource power, process power, and meaning power may play important roles during 

the IT implementation process. Resource power plays an important role because there is an 

asymmetrical balance of resources inherent within actors in organisations. Applied in this dissertation, 

nurse leaders are generally assumed to have higher resource power in contrast to nurse team members. 

A similar assertion can be made to process power which “refers to the control of decision–making 

and its associated rules and procedures” (Azad & Faraj, 2011, p. 35). Nurse leaders’ decision–making 

affects team members in relation to IT issues, for instance, because leaders generally align their 

decision–making towards the achievement of a productive end goal. However, leaders must also 

authentically recognize that they themselves must “buy–in” towards their own decisions. Simply put, 

team members who recognize that leaders who do not abide by their own standards and decisions will 

ultimate lose respect and trust for that leader. Meaning power, which “refers to the control of shared 

meaning among a group of social actors” (Azad & Faraj, 2011, p. 35), also entails that leaders and 

team members must agree on the meaning (i.e. the “why”) of the IT implementation especially as it 

relates to the health delivery process.  

 By understanding how ICT implementation and IT experience interact with variables within 

the HR/OB paradigm (i.e. leader–member exchange, optimism, information interpretation), this 

dissertation contributes to the growing interdisciplinary field that espouses the vital role of IT towards 

personnel development and organisational learning. Organisations can no longer differentiate non–

technological personnel from technological personnel due to the embeddedness of technology as 

socio–material artefacts that permeate and directly affect individual–level, team–level, and 
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organisational–level outcomes. At its core, issues concerning ICT implementation and IT experience 

can be traced back to the problems of (a) organisational acculturation (i.e. instilling values and 

behaviours that contribute to the psychological climate of an organisation) and the (b) incorporation 

of technologies towards the achievement of organisational goals. As information technology continues 

to develop at a torrid pace, organisational capabilities have to constantly adapt in finding a balance 

between these two fundamental issues. Traditional approaches to these two issues generally rely on a 

siloed approach which emphasize leadership development in one area while putting technological 

skillsets in another area. However, organisations have evolved towards a new paradigm which focuses 

on the need to integrate organisational culture with technological action learning. In line with this new 

paradigm, this dissertation builds on this integration by examining the underlying foundations of these 

two issues. The theoretical contribution of this dissertation for information technology focuses 

specifically on the relationship between ICT implementation and IT experience. This relationship 

exemplifies the growing theoretical and empirical expansion of OB/HR in adapting towards rapid 

technological change and the new reality of disruptive information technologies (Landers, 2019; 

Langer, 2018). Leaders and members’ expectations regarding IT can be different particularly as leaders 

may fail to recognize that members’ (i.e. end–user’s) expectations are dependent on how the leaders 

themselves justify and communicate the usage, need, and urgency for the technology. Leaders’ 

anticipative strategy in acquiring both technical and social information regarding IT implementation 

may, in fact, affect members’ qualitative experiences of the technology. This dissertation, to this end, 

aims to reconcile and reconceptualize how we see the two issues—that is, the optimization of 

organisational acculturation and IT integration via the concurrent implementation of socio–emotional 

competencies and organisational learning. Socio–emotional competencies and organisational learning 

are concepts that cannot be realized independently. Therefore, this dissertation posits that the 

development of both socio–emotional competencies and organisational learning requires cognizance 

of theoretical frameworks such as Hobfoll’s (1989) Conservation of Resources Theory, Bandura’s 

(1985) Social Cognitive Theory, and Venkatesh et al.’s (2003; 2016) Unified Theory of Acceptance and 

Use of Technology Model. Healthcare organisations, fundamentally, are knowledge–intensive and 

highly dependent on technology for healthcare deliveries, handling voluminous amount of data, and 

for healthcare administration processes. As such, these organisations are typically at the forefront of 

novel technologies and thus experiences the realities of technological change as an important 

component of day–to–day activities. By developing both socio–emotional and organisational learning 

competencies, healthcare organisations can better identify how to improve leaders’ ICT 

implementation by connecting it through their members’ experiences. Leaders should not just 

exclusively concentrate their resources on replacing older IT platforms with new ones. Rather, leaders 

should also learn that the “justification” for new IT platforms are not “black–and–white” but 
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incremental and requires the development of anticipative strategies that precede the actual IT 

implementation itself. Excellent utilization of IT from both the leader and members’ perspectives is 

subtle and thus requires a reconceptualization of human resource management practices that blend IT 

strategy with socio–emotional competencies development. With this in mind, organisations may then 

respond and create a sustainable system in which leaders and members can experience a positive 

organisational climate conducive for collaboration and strategic integration.   

 

6.3.2   IMPLICATIONS FOR LEADERSHIP 

Considering the findings in this dissertation, the theoretical implications for leadership and by 

extension leadership development are threefold. First, it is essential for organisations to acknowledge 

that how members perceive their LMX quality with their leaders has importance outcomes for team 

performance. Despite the insignificant result of the hypothesis found in this study, I posit that LMX 

still has important implications (both benefits and disadvantages) at the individual, dyad, group, and 

organisational levels. The non–significant findings may also provide some hints of possible mediating 

and moderating factors that may underlie the complex relationship between LMX and team 

performance. For example, Martin et al. (2016) found in their meta–analysis that factors such as trust 

in the leader, followers’ level of motivation, follower’s sense of empowerment and followers’ job 

satisfaction mediated the relationship between LMX and work performance. Trust in one’s leader 

denotes a high degree of mutual respect and likely fulfils members’ psychological safety needs 

particularly by providing members with assurance that their leader will “have their backs” when there 

are high possibilities of failure. Motivation mediates the relationship between LMX and work 

performance via the leaders and followers’ mutual trust which in turn shapes members’ interpretations 

of how individuals get rewarded within the organisation. This thinking is also aligned to followers’ 

sense of empowerment such that followers who feel that they have a say in their work or particular 

work task simultaneously increases the follower’s positive affective connection to the task. Job 

satisfaction also mediates the relationship between LMX and work performance as job satisfaction 

increases the followers’ sense of organisational identification. All in all, these factors are essential in 

outlining the complex relationship between LMX and performance (Martin et al., 2016).  

 The second theoretical implication emphasizes the importance of how leaders and members 

view leadership and by extension followership. Leaders typically understand leadership as intrinsically 

tied with decision–making especially making decisions that are deemed to be critical to the 

organisation’s success. On the other hand, members and followers may emphasize factors which are 

central to the experience of being a member of the organisation such as perceived fairness as well as 

competency of the leader. Furthermore, the findings found in this study contribute to a better 

understanding of how these perspectives differ but also in how they overlap. When organisations plan 
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for changes related to IT, leaders and decision–makers should first be cognizant of how leaders’ 

mental models of organisations may differ from their members’ mental models before assuming that 

both leaders and members’ mental models regarding organisational changes overlap significantly. By 

creating this distinction prior to integration, organisations effectively enact a shared understanding of 

leadership that exceeds reactive approaches which primarily focus on (a) gaining members to comply, 

(2) controlling/dominating others’ perspectives, and (3) protecting one’s sense of superiority in order 

to feel adequate. In this regard, authentic organisational changes go above and beyond mere self–

reports of leaders regarding their perceived levels of optimism, perspective–taking, information 

interpretation, and ICT implementation. These organisational changes are contingent on acquiring 

members’ feedback in order for leaders to accurately apply the type of mental model required for the 

situation and need. Members’ mental models regarding relationship quality and feedback self–efficacy, 

for instance, can be better understood as systemic variables that leaders need to account for in order 

to grasp root causes of observable and unobservable gaps between the organisation’s desired 

performance metrics and the organisation’s current working state.  

Lastly, this thesis points to promising interdisciplinary research in the nexus between 

technologies and organisational actors (Avolio et al., 2014; Zaccaro & Bader, 2003). According to 

Avolio et al. (2014, p. 115–116), there are five types of general changes occurring at work: “(1) 

increasing use of AIT (advanced information technology) in organisations, (2) greater transparency 

and openness, (3) the rise of social networks, (4) constant contact, and (5) increase use of tracking 

devices”. In this dissertation, I endeavoured to focus on some of these general changes related to the 

complexity of integrating technology with human factors within the NZ healthcare industry. In 

particular, I have focused on the notion that socio–emotional and socio–cognitive competencies 

(optimism, perspective–taking, and information interpretation) intrinsically allows opportunities for 

organisational actors to indirectly shape work performance. Whilst prior studies in OB/HR and 

Information Science have looked at mediating factors that link work performance with KSAs 

(knowledge, skills, and abilities) (e.g. Driskell, Radtke, & Salas, 2003; Misra & Srivastava, 2018), this 

study takes an interdisciplinary approach similar to studies conducted by Aral and Weill’s (2007) study 

on the relationship between IT assets, organisational capabilities, and firm performance, by Barley’s 

(2015) work on how technologies alter work systems, and by Boudreau and Robey’s (2005) study on 

how integrated technologies may both paradoxically constrain and enable user enactments. Meso–

level consequences of technological and organisational actors’ interaction which were emphasized in 

this dissertation comprised solely of leader and member perception of team performance. Micro–level 

consequences, on the other hand, included LMX, feedback self–efficacy and IT experience. Growing 

interdisciplinary approaches within OB/HR and IS have richly contributed to insights to both 

disciplines especially as “traditional” siloed approaches have primarily focused on variables that were 
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assessed as exclusive to that specific discipline. The insights garnered in this dissertation, I argue, spans 

disciplinary boundaries and knowledge divides which stem from epistemological and ontological 

distinctions. Nissani (1997, p. 203) defined a discipline as “any comparatively self–contained and 

isolated domain of human experience which possesses its own community of experts” and 

interdisciplinarity as a “bringing together of distinctive components of two or more disciplines” which 

generates “creation of new knowledge, operations, or artistic expressions.” The interdisciplinary 

position of the dissertation asserts that socio–emotional and socio–cognitive competencies create 

micro–level and meso–level positive outcomes. Furthermore, these competencies play important roles 

in feedback self–efficacies that are important for information and communication technology 

experience such as knowledge transfers. By understanding linkages between theoretical models in the 

OB/HR and IS disciplinary domains, scholars as well as practitioners are in a better position to provide 

practical means of dealing with “wicked” complex organisational problems (e.g. IT experience gaps 

between leaders and members and its implication for the organisation) through organic, integrative, 

and interdisciplinary approaches.  

 

6.4   PRACTICAL AND MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS  

The findings in this dissertation have some important practical and managerial implications. 

First, organisations should re–evaluate and consider how to best integrate socio–emotional 

competencies (particularly perspective–taking) in their leadership development programmes and as 

part of the broader organisational development strategies concerning digital and technological 

adoption (Cascio & Montealegre, 2016; Landers, 2019; Langer, 2018; Zaccaro & Bader, 2003). In 

addition, the deployment of such programmes must be aligned with the organisation’s values and 

long–term goals which consequently brings about greater precision in allocating resources to specific 

individual–level, team–level, and organisational–level needs. For example, organisations can assess 

both leaders and members’ personality profiles (e.g. measuring individual’s optimism, perspective–

taking, and information interpretation to name a few), level of technological openness, and previous 

career histories in order to better identify which individuals are likely to gain tangible benefits from e–

leadership and socio–emotional competency training. By distinguishing potential candidates likely to 

benefit from such training programmes, organisations can better improve their ROI on leadership 

development initiatives.  

Applied in healthcare organisations, it is vital to realize that leaders’ socio–emotional 

competencies are not just secondary skills that clinicians and practitioners can choose to overlook. 

Too often large organisations (such as healthcare organisations) can become myopic on emphasizing 

business process optimization such that other critical factors such as developing meaningful and 

humane interactions with others (i.e. supervisors, employees, patients, external stakeholders) may be 
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relegated as non–essentials. As the healthcare sector become more competitive and volatile, there are 

considerable risks in neglecting the importance of relationships particularly between and within 

leaders, members, and other key stakeholders. 

Despite the non–significant findings of optimism’s relationship to LMX and FsE, optimism 

still has practical implications for organisations such as minimizing the likelihood of reactive negative 

emotions, emphasizing humane treatment of colleagues, and future goal orientation. Furthermore, 

there may be possible mediating factors which may underlie optimism’s relationship with LMX and 

FsE which were not covered in this dissertation. For leaders and members who do not have matching 

personality profiles, it is also incumbent on the organisation to provide alternative leadership 

programmes that can cater to the individual’s unique backgrounds, socialization, and competencies 

(both socio–emotional and technological). Leadership capabilities related to deeply understanding and 

anticipating needs (perspective–taking, information interpretation) has substantial influence on how 

employees and team members evaluated relationship quality and how they receive and interpret 

feedback. In this aspect, organisations may also want to train their leaders in the art of giving feedback 

especially as it relates to performance expectations and reality. Finding the balance between tone, 

deliver, and message are lifelong teaching lessons for managers, leaders, and team members. If 

managers rely too tediously on factual content, communication may become obstructed by the 

receiver’s defensive emotional reaction to the leader’s perceived lack of humane consideration. 

However, communication which relies too heavily on the preservation of social harmony may lack 

substance which is needed for innovation. Fundamentally, organisational outcomes are predominantly 

typified by an emphasis on short-term returns with the mindset of “winning at all costs.” This mindset, 

nevertheless, can be tempered with the development of perspective–taking and other related socio–

emotional skillsets that can effectively shift attention from short–term to long–term mindsets.  

Second and as a corollary to the first implication, organisations should continue to focus on 

building the workforce of the future by combining socio–emotional competencies towards 

organisational learning involving information technologies. Organisations must not isolate the 

development of socio–emotional competencies with current information management technological 

advances in their field. Whilst individual factors are important determinants of technological 

acceptance, it is equally important to identify unit–level factors that produce acceptance, perceived 

usability and perceived value of information technology within healthcare. Managers and practitioners 

are thus compelled to identify drivers of technological acceptance which undergird patient care 

processes. As new technologies emerge within healthcare, the development of socio–emotional 

competencies should be concurrent with this progression. In order to understand this important 

interface, end–users should acknowledge that there is an inherent design issue along which healthcare 
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teams differentiate and accept different IT project initiatives, particularly in greater acceptance of more 

“user–friendly” interfaces as opposed to more complex ones. 

Within the healthcare industry, the rise of automation, usage of big data, artificial intelligence, 

and IoT (internet of things) will fundamentally change the nature of healthcare delivery. Since increase 

of usage of IT will accelerate in the next decade, organisations will consequently require leaders and 

members who understand the conceptual overlaps between socio–emotional competencies and higher 

cognitive skillsets (such as basic knowledge of programming languages, project management lifecycles, 

etc.) in order to transform their corresponding organisations. Organisations should encourage leaders 

and members to take responsibility of their organisational learning by engaging in reflexive practices 

that: (a) helps organisational actors structure perspective–making and sensemaking processes, (b) leads 

directly or indirectly towards workable practical solutions, (c) facilitate meaningful communication 

within a community of practice, and (d) anticipates future workplace demands. Furthermore, 

augmenting IT training with reflexive practices allows the organisation to disentangle the deeper issues 

inherent within the functionalist–interpretivist tensions.  

Last, this dissertation also has implications for mentoring and coaching within organisations. 

Facilitating high–quality leader–member exchanges are conducive to high–quality mentoring 

relationships because LMX sets the table through which leaders and members can discuss topics and 

issues related to career, feedback responsiveness, and self–efficacy development (Ragins & Verbos, 

2007; Scandura & Schriesheim, 1994). In particular, the mediating mechanism of feedback self–

efficacy between information interpretation and leader–member exchange explicates the important 

notion of leader communication as a potential pathway to effective workplace mentoring. 

Organisations can focus on articulating their own leadership interpretive frameworks particularly as 

the frameworks provide the leader with communication principles that, in turn, produces a clearer 

sense of reality for followers and members. Best practices concerning information interpretation by 

leaders can comprise of: (a) team scanning exercises, (b) information gathering training such as how 

to conduct interviews, surveys, analysing archival data, and (c) group communication exercises such 

as brainstorming and De Bono’s (2007) thinking hats exercises. Applied in healthcare, organisations 

should also consider the social construction of information technology as not just the physical and 

material embodiment of best–practices but also as a layer of meaning–making and meaning–taking 

processes. These processes have important consequences in the way that health information is 

understood, transmitted and enacted. Thus, managers as well as practitioners who have conflicting 

agendas (e.g. medical insurance providers, nurses, physicians, technicians, etc.) should understand that 

information exchanges are typically both data–laden and complex. Differing roles are strongly affected 

by unit/departmental concerns, professional/union standards and organisational hierarchies. 

Moreover, the application of IT in healthcare may range at multiple levels (e.g. from clinicians to upper 
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management) which indirectly influences requirements as well as information availability. The extent 

healthcare practitioners are motivated to apply modern IT applications may affect organisational 

outcomes such as team performance, leader–member exchanges and other consequent organisational 

behaviours. In this aspect, practitioners should be empowered to develop their IT skills especially in 

encouraging peer–support networks to increase engagement with new IT applications. I outline the 

limitations of the study and future research in the next section.  

 

6.5 LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY AND FUTURE RESEARCH  

Regardless of the contributions found in this study, there are also potential opportunities to 

expand the findings of this research. These opportunities can be found in the study’s limitations. First 

and from a theoretical standpoint, more empirical and theoretical work is needed to confirm how the 

constructs in the study function particularly in delineating the role of socio–emotional competencies 

towards technological acceptance, IT experience, and organisational learning associated with IT 

systems (Cascio & Montealegre, 2016; Landers, 2019; Menor & Roth, 2007). Given organisations’ 

mounting and irreversible dependence on IT systems, the issues of “why, how, and what” aspects of 

technology contribute towards organisational performance, sustainability, and innovation will become 

more prominent for both OB/HR and IS scholars alike. In this study, the theoretical model is built 

on data acquired from nurse team leaders and their corresponding team members. In this regard, the 

theoretical model can be extended in other similar (or different) organisational contexts. For instance, 

does the theoretical model demonstrate greater validity and reliability in industries which utilize more 

knowledge–intensive and information technological dependence such as social media companies (i.e. 

Facebook, LinkedIn), video game companies, and management consulting companies (i.e. Deloitte, 

Ernst & Young, etc.)? Consequently, future studies can look at examining the theoretical overlaps 

between Venkatesh et al. (2003) UTAUT model and the hybrid research model adopted in this thesis. 

Furthermore, are there any differences in adopting a unidimensional approach to complex constructs 

(e.g. LMX, perspective–taking, etc.) in contrast to a multidimensional approach? What are the 

advantages and disadvantages of the unidimensional and a multidimensional approach? What are the 

relationships between managerial ICT implementation and members’ IT experience with Venkatesh 

et al.’s (2003) UTAUT model dimensions (performance expectancy, effort expectancy, social influence, 

and facilitating conditions)? What are the relationships between leaders’ optimism, perspective–taking, 

and information interpretation with Venkatesh et al.’s (2003) UTAUT model? Further work is needed 

especially in delineating the contextual, situational, and environmental factors that may affect the 

research model’s theoretical and empirical tenability.   

Second and from a methodological standpoint, this dissertation has adopted a post–positivist 

approach in investigating complex social phenomena and how these relate to information technology 
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(implementation and experience) and organisational performance. Given some of the methodology’s 

weaknesses (e.g. lack of depth and richness of interpretation), it may be useful for future research to 

utilize methodologies such as mixed methods social network analysis (SNA) which combine the rigor 

of a quantitative approach with the strengths of the qualitative research design (Williams & Shepherd, 

2017). Williams and Shepherd (2017, p. 269–270) asserts four rationales for the adoption of a mixed 

methods: (1) SNA ensures a novel means of data collection, (2) SNA facilitates the exploration of 

context in the interpretation of quantitative data by providing insight into the nature of a network tie 

(i.e. connections between actors), (3) SNA facilitates the triangulation of network ties on multiple 

levels (individual–level, dyadic–level, group–level, and organisational–level), and (4) SNA can assess 

relationships over time to investigate longitudinal research questions. In this regard, future research 

can also look at how the constructs are qualitatively experienced by both leaders and members. For 

example, how do leaders’ different construction and interpretation of “team performance” vary from 

their members? Furthermore, rich qualitative on how leaders and members’ experience of different 

IT communication platforms may be able to elucidate how implementation strategies can be 

customized according to the needs of the individual, group, and the organisation. Other 

methodological alternatives may include ethnographies, dramaturgical analysis, case studies, quasi–

experimental designs, and ESM (experience sampling methods). Ethnographic studies on socio–

emotional competencies may be able to provide greater insights on the everyday experiences of leaders 

and members regarding their observations and implicit theories regarding optimism, perspective–

taking, and information interpretation. Dramaturgical analysis, on the other hand, emphasizes the 

fundamental importance of role, role–taking, and role–making within organisations. Dramaturgical 

analysis, in this regard, may be able to expand in greater depth how leader–member exchanges 

holistically shape the work system in which information technology is embedded. The usage of ESM 

(experience sampling methods) may also contribute in understanding the linkages between socio–

emotional competencies and information technology by capturing variations in leaders’ and members’ 

daily organisational experiences. Moreover, ESM can be utilized towards higher levels of analysis 

through data aggregation of individual–level variables (e.g. measuring leader optimism several hours a 

day for 2 weeks).  

 Last, this dissertation has not fully examined the complex relationship between socio–

emotional competencies, ICT implement, IT experience, and team performance as the data collected 

is not true longitudinal data. Consequently, this limitation restricts our deeper understanding of how 

leaders’ socio–emotional competencies influences members’ perception of LMX, FsE, ICT 

implementation, IT experience, and team performance over time. Whilst extant scholarship may 

confirm the effects of high quality LMX and high levels of feedback orientation on organisational 

performance (London & Smither, 2002; Rockstuhl et al., 2012), it is also plausible that reverse causality 
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(endogeneity) may have occurred because of the cross–sectional design of the study. For instance, 

perceived high levels of LMX among members may actually contribute towards high levels of leader 

(or managerial) levels of commitment. To investigate this possibility, Hult et al. (2018) recommends 

the discussion of PLSc results by aligning it with prior studies. Further research then may investigate 

and run a Gaussian Copula in order to detect possible endogeneity issues. PLSc results in this study 

have indicated reverse causality has not occurred. In order to better understand the relationships 

within the constructs in this study, future research may also look at: (a) how role making and role 

taking influences ICT implementation and consequent IT experience, (b) how positive (or negative) 

intention attributions affect LMX quality and feedback orientation, (c) how social comparison within 

the group affects likelihood of technology adoption, (d) how Simmelian ties (i.e. ties embedded in a 

clique) influence the three dimensions of trust (calculative, knowledge–based, and identification–

based)? 

 

6.6 CONCLUSION 

Socio-emotional competencies are fundamental values of a holistic, resilient, and transformational 

model of healthcare. Nevertheless and in recent years, the quest for greater effectiveness and 

organizational performance in healthcare, in order to optimize efficiencies and minimize operational 

costs, has often resulted in the relegation of socio-emotional competencies as secondary only to core 

clinical capabilities consequently (and unintentionally) creating barriers for healthcare practitioners. 

The emergence of digital transformation has also risen particularly in response to the current 

pandemic. The intensification of major technological advances (such as IoT – Internet of Things, 

Machine Learning, Big Data Analytics, Artificial Intelligence) have established abundant applications 

in healthcare management—particularly in addressing opportunities related to the development and 

distribution of COVID-19 vaccines. Furthermore, digitalization has helped improve diagnosis and 

treatment accuracy of COVID-19 patients, streamline clinical workflow processes as well as speed up 

the operations of clinics and hospital departments to future viral outbreaks. The hope is that by 

improving efficiency, time and energy will be freed for healthcare practitioners to concentrate more 

fully on the human side of care. This involves fostering trust relationships with one’s team which 

consequently brings about increased positive outcomes for patients. In this aspect, the force of 

digitalization in healthcare has the potential to disrupt the relationship between healthcare 

practitioners as well as the relationship between healthcare practitioners and patients. One of the great 

promises of digital transformation is that by increasing clinical efficacies, diagnosis, and greater levels 

of personalization, digital transformation will succeed in replacing trust with uncertainty. The potential 

impact of IT implementation and IT experience on healthcare is robust particularly in improving 

clinical efficiency and effectiveness. However, it is also important to consider the role of socio-
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emotional competencies as intangible resources which are critical to the delivery of efficacious patient-

centred care. Broadly put, it is integral to consider what kind of healthcare organizations and 

institutions should promote and how new technologies (such as AI, mobile apps) may help to achieve 

it. 
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Appendices:  
 

Appendix A: Nurse Team Member Questionnaire 

The objective of the examine the role of socio–emotional competencies (optimism, perspective–

taking, and information interpretation) on IT (information technology) implementation, IT 

experience, and team performance. I would appreciate your participation in this study. The following 

questionnaire should take approximately 15 minutes of your time to complete. I am asking you to 

complete all questions and answer them as accurately as possible. Confidentiality and anonymity of 

your answers are guaranteed. Thank you in advance.  

Feedback Self–Efficacy Scale 

Instruction: The following questions relate to feedback self–efficacy. Please answer according to the 

level of agreement that best reflects your standpoint, where 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = 

Somewhat Disagree, 4 = Neither Agree or Disagree, 5 = Somewhat Agree, 6 = Agree, and 7 = Strongly 

Agree.  

 

LMX–7 Questionnaire 

Instruction: The following questions relate to leader–member exchange. Please answer according to 

the level of agreement that best reflects your standpoint, where 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 

3 = Somewhat Disagree, 4 = Neither Agree or Disagree, 5 = Somewhat Agree, 6 = Agree, and 7 = 

Strongly Agree. 
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IT Experience 

Instruction: The following questions relate to IT experience. Please answer according to the level of 

agreement that best reflects your standpoint, where 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = 

Somewhat Disagree, 4 = Neither Agree or Disagree, 5 = Somewhat Agree, 6 = Agree, and 7 = Strongly 

Agree. 

 

 

Team Performance 

Instruction: The following questions relate to IT experience. Please answer according to the level of 

agreement that best reflects your standpoint, where 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = 

Somewhat Disagree, 4 = Neither Agree or Disagree, 5 = Somewhat Agree, 6 = Agree, and 7 = Strongly 

Agree. 
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Personal Background 

Instruction: Please answer the following questions by selecting the best option that best describes 

yourself. 
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Appendix B: Nurse Leader Questionnaire 

The objective of the examine the role of socio–emotional competencies (optimism, perspective–

taking, and information interpretation) on IT (information technology) implementation, IT 

experience, and team performance. I would appreciate your participation in this study. The following 

questionnaire should take approximately 15 minutes of your time to complete. I am asking you to 

complete all questions and answer them as accurately as possible. Confidentiality and anonymity of 

your answers are guaranteed. Thank you in advance.  

Optimism Scale 

Instruction: The following questions relate to optimism. Please answer according to the level of 

agreement that best reflects your standpoint, where 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = 

Somewhat Disagree, 4 = Neither Agree or Disagree, 5 = Somewhat Agree, 6 = Agree, and 7 = Strongly 

Agree.  

 

Perspective–taking Scale 

Instruction: The following questions relate to perspective–taking. Please answer according to the level 

of agreement that best reflects your standpoint, where 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = 

Somewhat Disagree, 4 = Neither Agree or Disagree, 5 = Somewhat Agree, 6 = Agree, and 7 = Strongly 

Agree.  
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Information Interpretation Scale 

Instruction: The following questions relate to information interpretation. Please answer according to 

the level of agreement that best reflects your standpoint, where 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 

3 = Somewhat Disagree, 4 = Neither Agree or Disagree, 5 = Somewhat Agree, 6 = Agree, and 7 = 

Strongly Agree.  
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Information and Communication Technologies Implementation (ICT) Scale 

Instruction: The following questions relate to ICT Implementation. Please answer according to 

the level of agreement that best reflects your standpoint, where 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = 

Disagree, 3 = Somewhat Disagree, 4 = Neither Agree or Disagree, 5 = Somewhat Agree, 6 = 

Agree, and 7 = Strongly Agree.  

 

Team Performance 

Instruction: The following questions relate to IT experience. Please answer according to the level 

of agreement that best reflects your standpoint, where 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = 

Somewhat Disagree, 4 = Neither Agree or Disagree, 5 = Somewhat Agree, 6 = Agree, and 7 = 

Strongly Agree. 
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Personal Background 

Instruction: Please answer the following questions by selecting the best option that best describes 

yourself. 
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Appendix C: Participant Information Sheet – For Leaders 
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Appendix D: Participant Information Sheet – For Members 
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Appendix E: Consent Form 
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