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Team Over the past few decades, scientists have increasingly collaborated with colleagues in what is
Effectiveness, known as a research team, as scientific issues have grown more complicated and scientific
Shared knowledge and methodology have improved. This study's main objective was to assess implicit
Leadership, Team | assumptions of how shared leadership and team cohesion evolve to establish the effectiveness of
Cohesion, Task research teams. Individuals from various research teams in universities and research institutions in

Interdependence Indonesia (n=240) participated in a questionnaire study using SEM_PLS to test the hypotheses. The
. findings concluded that there is a strong relationship between team effectiveness and shared
leadership. The implementation of shared leadership within research teams has been shown to
improve team cohesion, which in turn enhances overall team effectiveness, particularly in terms of
member satisfaction, commitment, and team viability. The role of task interdependence had a
negative and insignificant effect as a moderator between shared leadership and team effectiveness.

1. INTRODUCTION

Nowadays, two or more interdisciplinary academics from various universities write almost 90% of all research publications,
which reflects the increasing trend of multidisciplinary collaboration. Diverse scientific and methodological approaches are
integrated by multidisciplinary and interdisciplinary research teams, allowing several people to work together to handle
complicated research problems from different angles (Brown et al., 2023; Cheruvelil & Soranno, 2018; Jones, 2021). As
seen by the rise in co-authored scientific publications, multidisciplinary research teams have become far more common in a
variety of sectors. According to Leahey (2016) and Jones (2021), 74% of research in 2018 was done in collaboration, and
the results were more beneficial and had more citations than articles authored alone.

Previous studies have shown that collaborative research positively influences academic performance (Hall et al., 2018) due
to a positive relationship between members and research outcomes, particularly in terms of productivity, higher publication,
the novelty of findings, and research quality (Hall & Huang, 2018; Schwarz, R., & Bennett, 2021; Seeber et al., 2020; Seok
& Lee, 2021).

Therefore, in order to promote an innovative and collaborative work environment and high-quality research output that is
published in reputable scientific journals and has a greater impact, team effectiveness optimization needs to be strengthened
in accordance with the growing demand for Indonesian researchers to participate in collaborative research, which accounts
for only 20.38 percent of the total of 296,040 lecturers in Indonesia in 2023.

A successful research team can fulfill its members' expectations of scientific recognition, collaborative research experience,
abilities, and skills. Members become more dedicated and are more likely to rejoin the team in future projects. Several
organizational factors (team composition, structure, communication, rewards, etc.) as well as individual factors (member
abilities, trust in the team, teamwork, team leadership, etc.) have been shown to influence the research model regarding team
effectiveness (Arkesteijn, 2020; Ashley M. Khawama et al., 2017; Council, 2015; Handini, 2021).

Based on the previous studies, some factors encourage the effectiveness of a research team, such as the clarity of the team's
goals and directions, the authority and autonomy in making decisions, the ability to maintain member cohesiveness, trust
between members, the active participation and contribution of each member in the team, and the rewards for the team's
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achievements. All of these factors have an impact on the team's output, both intangible and tangible, such as publications
and citations (Bennett & H.Marchand, 2018; X. Zhang, 2018).

Based on article mapping with Vos-Viewer, the analysis highlights key research themes and shows that few studies examine
multidisciplinary or interdisciplinary research teams and their effectiveness, according to a Google Scholar search (2014—
2024) using the term “research team”. Studies on research-team effectiveness often overlook the behavioral dynamics of new
members and focus primarily on outputs such as publications.

A meta-analysis by Mathieu et al. (2019), covering 658 articles across cross-sectional, longitudinal, experimental,
qualitative, and mixed-method designs in Scopus-indexed journals, identified three major themes: team tasks, member
characteristics and composition, and team processes. Team processes, including trust, communication, conflict management,
satisfaction, efficacy, creativity, commitment, rewards, and cohesion, play a key role in transforming inputs into outcomes.
Given the numerous variables that influence team effectiveness, this study focuses specifically on the roles of shared
leadership in enhancing team effectiveness, with team cohesion as a mediating variable and task interdependence as a
moderating variable.

The placement of team cohesion as a mediator is supported by previous research showing that distributing leadership roles
and functions encourages closeness and cohesion within the team. In turn, this cohesion helps members remain focused on
task completion, thereby improving overall team effectiveness. The moderating role of task interdependence is likewise
grounded in prior findings that shared leadership exerts a stronger influence when team members’ work requires high levels
of mutual reliance. Clear coordination and integration among members during the team process ultimately enhance overall
team performance.

2. METHOD

Research Design

The study was conducted in order to find out how shared leadership affects team effectiveness in Indonesian research teams.
The study used a quantitative survey research strategy to confirm and deduce the hypothesis to explain how a change in
independent variables, shared leadership, affects the dependent variables, team effectiveness, directly or indirectly through
team cohesion as the mediating variable, and task interdependence as the moderating variable. To test hypotheses about
human behavior perceptions, this strategy involves collecting and evaluating numerical data. These data were collected at
one time from a large sample of different variables in order to satisfy the data analysis requirements for hypothesis testing.

Measures
Measurement of team effectiveness

Team effectiveness is defined as the perceptions of research team members on the capacity of a team to complement and
interact with a high level of task dependence to work together to achieve the goals and objectives of the research team, with
3 dimensions (team members' satisfaction, team members' commitment, team viability) and 8 indicators. Items were
answered on a five-point Likert scale, from “fully disagree” (1) to “fully agree" (5).

Based on descriptive analysis findings, with an average score above 4 on each indication, the Team members' satisfaction
dimension demonstrates a very high level of satisfaction. Team members feel supported and gain a lot from teamwork, as
evidenced by indicators like "Joining the team improved my research skills" and "Teammates help me when I have
difficulties". Overall, this dimension demonstrates good team member satisfaction, despite certain indicators that indicate
minor unhappiness, such as "I am NOT given the opportunity to express ideas for the team's progress”, which got a relatively
low score.

The average scores for the Team members' commitment dimension show a rather high level of commitment. Team members
are highly committed to team goals, as evidenced by indicators like "My competencies are instrumental to the achievement
of team goals" and "I mobilize all my resources for the success of the team". Even though they don't have particularly low
scores, indicators like "I want to leave the team" and "I am hesitant to criticize mistakes that occur in the team process" point
to a lack of openness or discomfort in the team dynamics that need more attention.

With high average scores above 4 for all parameters, the Team viability dimension demonstrated promising outcomes.
Results like "I am willing to rejoin the research team in the future" and "Working with the team increased my passion for
research" demonstrate how eager and prepared team members are to work together going forward. While team members are
capable of handling errors, the indicators "I am responsive to changes that occur during the team process" and "I am able to
bounce back quickly if something goes wrong in the team process" indicate that there is still an opportunity to increase
flexibility and speed in overcoming obstacles.

Measurement of shared leadership

The social network approach is used to measure shared leadership, and each team member is asked to rate each other
according to how much the team depends on them for influence and leadership positions (Mathieu et al., 2015; Nicolaides,
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LaPort, & Chen, 2014). In order to determine which explicit leadership behaviors team members adopt, items were developed
for this study that closely correspond with the task- and relations-oriented leadership behaviors.

With average scores above 4 for each indicator, the Task-Oriented Shared Leadership dimension has very favorable average
values. This suggests that team members believe the team's leadership prioritizes effectively accomplishing tasks and
objectives. Indicators like "Team members work efficiently and focus on achieving team goals" and "Team members have
clear responsibilities in completing assigned tasks" demonstrate that team leaders are successful in providing clear
instructions and ensuring that each team member can work with focus. The indications "Each team member has a clear role
and supports each other in completing team tasks" and "Team leader provides clear guidance in completing complex tasks"
further highlight how empowered team members feel in accomplishing shared objectives with clear roles and structures in
the team.

The dimension of Relation-Oriented Shared Leadership shows a positive level of leadership, even though the average score
is marginally lower than the preceding dimension. Even though the average score of 4.033 for the criterion "Team leader
shows concern for team members' well-being" is marginally lower than the other indicators, team members still believe that
their leader cares about their welfare. The signs "Team leader encourages members to share ideas and opinions" and "Team
members feel valued in team communication" demonstrate that the team leader prioritizes building relationships with team
members, promoting transparency and close cooperation.

Measurement of team cohesion

Cohesiveness in the team was measured by an 11-item questionnaire of two dimensions: task cohesion (7 items) and social
cohesion (4 items). Respondents were prompted to rate each item on a five-point scale (1 for strongly disagree to 5 for
strongly agree) based on their experiences in joining a research team.

A very high degree of team member participation in finishing the work is indicated by the average score for the task cohesion
component. With the indication "I need cooperation with all team members in completing tasks" receiving the highest score
(4.612), all of the indicators in this dimension received scores more than 4, suggesting that team members place a high value
on collaboration when performing shared work. The indicator "I am passionate about my team responsibilities and tasks",
which received a score of 4.525 and demonstrated team members' excitement in doing their work, supported this.

The Social Cohesion dimension showed more varied results, with several indications registering lower scores compared to
Task Cohesion. The indicators “I ask how my teammates are doing even when outside of teamwork” and “Other team
members and I spend time relaxing together outside of work™ scored lower (3.979 and 3.788, respectively), indicating that
social interactions outside of the work context were not as well developed in this team. This may signal that although there
are solid ties within the team, more casual social contacts outside of the work context are less actively practiced.

Measurement of task interdependence

Task interdependences in the team were measured by a 6-item questionnaire. Respondents were prompted to rate each item
on a five-point scale (1 for strongly disagree to 5 for strongly agree) based on their experiences in joining a research team.

The average task dependence score shows a very high level of dependence among team members in completing their tasks.
All indicators recorded a very high average score, which shows that the success of teamwork does not only rely on individual
contributions but also on collective coordination and synergy among members. The high level of dependency also reflects
effective communication, clarity of roles, and a shared understanding that achieving team goals can only be realized through
good cooperation among team members.

Sampling Technique

The study uses a non-probability sample, and the respondents are selected using a purposive sampling technique. The unit
analysis is a member of a collaborative research team from academics or research institutions in Indonesia. Questionnaires
were administered to respondents and informed that the study aimed to investigate the effectiveness of a research team.

Population and Sample Size

The study targeted participants who work as lecturers or researchers at research institutions in Indonesia, have experience
joining a collaborative research team, and/or have had a research grant from the government or academic institutions. The
minimum sample size that the researchers found was 240 respondents, according to the formula provided by Hair et al.
(2021), which was adjusted by multiplying the number of indicators in the questionnaire by 10 or 10 times the number of the
largest structural paths that lead to a construct in the model (the 10-times rule).

The data was collected in March 2025. With the highest age range of 46 to 55 years and graduated at the master's degree
(50.8%) and doctoral degree (40.8%), the majority of respondents in this study are female (52.9%). The majority of those
surveyed have obtained research grants and published their findings in both international and national journals (76%).

3. RESULT AND DISCUSSION
Reliability and validity
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The validity test for second-order analysis starts with a measurement of each variable's outer loading value, which should be
more than 0.7 but can still be between 0.5 and 0.7. The table of outer loading values for each concept and the accompanying
dimensions show the outcomes of the testing of second-order constructs:

Tabel 1

Outer loading value on the Second Order

Variables Dimension Outer loading
Shared Leadership (X1) TOSL 0.924
ROSL 0.899
Team Cohesion (Z) TC 0.928
SC 0.875
MS 0.908
Team Effectiveness (Y) Mc 0.875
TV 0.914

Source: SEM PLS (2025)

Each dimension's validity in reflecting the associated latent construct are displayed in the above table. Values above 0.9
imply very great construct validity, whereas values above 0.7 are generally regarded as very good outer loading values. The
ROSL and TOSL indicators in the Shared Leadership (X1) construct have high outer loading values of 0.899 and 0.924,
respectively. This suggests that the Shared Leadership construct is well-represented by the two dimensions. The TC
dimension (0.928) is somewhat more prominent than the SC dimension (0.875) in the Team Cohesion (Z) construct,
suggesting that task cohesion is a better indicator of team cohesion than social cohesion. Dimension’s validity of Member’s
Satisfaction (MS) 0.908, Team Viability (TV) 0.914, and Member’s Commitment (MC) 0.875 demonstrate outstanding and
balanced contribution to the measurement of Team Effectiveness (Y) construct.

These high outer loading values indicate that all indicators and constructs in the model have good reliability and convergent
validity, so the measurement model can be trusted for further analysis. The following table shows the results of the reliability
and convergent validity tests on the second-order model:

Tabel 2 Convergent Validity and Reliability Test Results

Construct Cronbach's  |tho A Composite AVE
Alpha Reliability

Team Effectiveness (Y) 0.882 0.884 0.927 0.809

Shared Leadership (Xi 0.797 0.807 0.908 0.831

Team Cohesion (Z) 0.774 0.810 0.897 0.813

Task Interdependences (M) 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

Source: SEM PLS (2025)

The following table indicates that all constructs have Cronbach's Alpha values over 0.7, the standard cutoff point for adequate
internal dependability. Team Cohesion has the lowest score (0.774), yet it is still deemed sufficient. Strong construct
reliability was indicated by the fact that all constructions had rho A values above 0.8. All constructs have Composite
Reliability (CR) above 0.8, and nearly all are above 0.9, indicating that the indicators consistently measure the latent construct
and that construct reliability is quite high (Hair Jr et al., 2021).
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All constructs have AVE values more than 0.5, which means that they can account for over half of the variance of their
indicators. Convergent validity of the notion is supported by a high AVE. Every construct in the model satisfies the
requirements for convergent validity and reliability. The results of additional research, such as examining the link between
constructs, can be believed because the indicators employed are able to measure constructs consistently and representative.
The outcome of discriminant validity of the three variables is shown in the following table:

Table 3.
Discriminant Validity (HTMT)
Construct Shared Task Team Team
Leadership interdep endence Cohesion Effectiveness

Shared Leadership (X1) 0.657 0.961 0.941
Task Interdependence 0.806 0.659
M) 0.911
Team Cohesion (Z)

Source: SEM PLS (2025)

All HTMT values between constructs are less than 1.0, according to the results of the Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT)
test, which is used to examine discriminant validity in SEM_PLS analysis. This suggests that the measurement model used
in this study does not have a discriminant validity issue. According to Heseler et al. (2015), HTMT values on the examined
constructs that are less than 0.90 or 1.0 are typically regarded as having strong discriminant validity, meaning that each
construct actually measures a distinct concept and does not overlap excessively.

Structural model

The structural model examines the dependent construct's R-squared (indicator reliability) and the path coefficient's t-
statistics. In hypothesis testing, the path coefficient value shows the degree of significance of the relationship between
variables. R Square (R?) indicates the percentage of the dependent variable's variance that can be accounted for by the
independent variables in the study model. Therefore, the better the model explains the variation in the dependent variable
data, the higher the R2 value. A higher R2 value suggests that the model is more predictive.

Table 4.

Results of the full collinearity assessment

VIF
H1: Shared Leadership (X1) — Team Effectiveness (Y) 2.793
H4: Shared Leadership (X1) — Team Cohesion (Z) 2.264
HS: Interactions of Shared Leadership * Task Independence — Team|1.059
Effectiveness (Y)
H3: Team Cohesion (Z) — Team Effectiveness (Y) 3.267

Source: SEM PLS (2025)

In PLS-SEM literature, a VIF value <3.0 is considered not to cause significant problems in multi-collinearity, while values
between 3.0 and 5.0 are still considered moderate and acceptable if not accompanied by other problems (Hair et al., 2019).
In the table above, the majority of VIF values are <3.0 (between 1.059 and 2.793), except for the constructs of Team Cohesion
(Z) to Team Effectiveness (Y) at 3.267, which are in the moderate category, but still within relatively safe limits.
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Table S.
Analysis of Variance R-Square (R?)
Construct R Square (R?) R Square Adjusted
Team Cohesion (Z) 0.702 0.700
Team Effectiveness (Y) 0.710 0.704

Source: SEM PLS (2025)

An R? score of 0.702, Team cohesion indicates that the predictor factors in the model (Shared Leadership) account for 70.2%
of the variance in team cohesiveness. A solid model is indicated by the Adjusted R Square value of 0.7, which shows that
the proportion of variance explained is moderate after accounting for the number of predictor variables and sample size.
Team Effectiveness shows an R? value of 0.710, meaning that 71% of the variance in team effectiveness can be explained
by the predictor variables in the model (including Shared Leadership and Team Cohesion). The close Adjusted R? value
(0.704) confirms that the model has good predictive ability and is less affected by model complexity.

Table 6.
F-Square (f?) Values

Construct Team Cohesion (Z) Team Effectiveness (Y)
Shared Leadership (X1) 0.212 0.221
Team Cohesion (Z) 0.040
Task Interdependences (M) 0.007

Source: SEM PLS (2025)

The F? value calculates the effect size of each construct on the dependent variable, or how much the construct helps to explain
the variance of the dependent variable. Shared Leadership (X1) has a moderate effect on Team Effectiveness (Y) with an f?
of 0.221, indicating the important role shared leadership plays in improving team effectiveness. Team Cohesion (Z) made a
small contribution with an f> of 0.040 on team effectiveness.

Model fit

Model Fit refers to various statistical indices that indicate how well a particular model represents real data. The following
table summarizes the results of testing the fit model of the Saturated and Estimated models:

Table 7
Model Fit Test Results
Fit Model Indicator Saturated Model Estimated Model
SRMR 0.065 0.087
INFI (Normed Fit Index) 0.826 0.816

Source: SEM PLS (2025)

Adequate model fit is indicated by SMRM values of 0.065 (saturated) and 0.069 (estimated), while moderate to good model
fit, albeit not optimal, is indicated by NFI values of 0.826 (saturated) and 0.816 (estimated). All things considered, the
estimated and saturated models are reliable and appropriate for additional research.

Hypothesis Testing
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Table 8.
Direct Effect Hypothesis Test Results
Hypothesis Original Sample |T Statistics t-tabel (5%) [P Values
H1: Shared Leadership (X1) 0.422 6.670 1.967 0.000

-> Team Effectiveness (Y)

H2: Team Cohesion (Z) 0.213 2.847 1.967 0.004

-> Team Effectiveness (Y)

H3: Shared Leadership (X1) 0.379 5.410 1.967 0.000
-> Team Cohesion (Z)
H5: Task Interdependence*Shared -0.018 0.563 1.967 0.574

Leadership -> Team Effectiveness (Y)

Source: SEM PLS (2025)

According to the findings using the structural equation of the above Direct Effect hypothesis test, it is known as follows:
H1: Team effectiveness is positively impacted by shared leadership.

The findings indicate a positive direction of influence with a path coefficient of 0.422. This association is significant, and
the hypothesis is accepted, as indicated by the t-statistic value of 6.670 and the p-value of 0.000. Therefore, it can be said
that shared leadership has a positive and significant direct impact on team effectiveness. In other words, team effectiveness
tends to rise dramatically with stronger shared leadership. Accepted H1

H2: Team cohesion directly improves team effectiveness. The findings indicate that team cohesion is crucial for boosting
team effectiveness, with a path coefficient of 0.213, a t-statistic of 2.847, and a p-value of 0.004. Therefore, it can be said
that team cohesion has a positive and considerable direct impact on team effectiveness. This indicates that a team's sense of
unity and cohesion directly promotes higher output and better teamwork outcomes. H2 confirmed.

H3: Team cohesion is positively impacted by shared leadership. With a path coefficient of 0.379, a t-statistic of 5.410, and a
p-value of 0.000, it is confirmed that shared leadership significantly and favorably affects team cohesion. Thus, it can be said
that shared leadership has a good and noteworthy direct impact on team cohesion. In other words, shared leadership makes
the team feel more cohesive and cooperative. Accepted H3.

HS: There is a positive direct effect of shared leadership on team effectiveness moderated by task interdependence. The path
coefficient is negative at -0.018, t-statistic 0.563, and p-value 0.574, indicating that the interaction between Task
Interdependence and Shared Leadership does not have a significant effect on team effectiveness. Therefore, it can be
concluded that the role of task interdependence in moderating shared leadership on team effectiveness is weakening and
insignificant. Task interdependence do not play a role in moderating the relationship between shared leadership and team
effectiveness. HS is rejected.

Table 9.
Indirect Effect Hypothesis Test Result

Hypotheses Original t t-tabel (P
Sample Statistics  |(5%) [Values

H4: Shared Leadership (X1) — Team Cohesion| 0.081 2.396 1.967

(Z) — Team Effectiveness (Y) 0.017

Sumber: Hasil Olah Data SEM PLS
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H4: Through team cohesion, shared leadership directly improves team effectiveness.

The t-statistic value of 2.396, the p-value of 0.017, and the path coefficient of 0.081 show that shared leadership significantly
influences team cohesion, which in turn affects team effectiveness. From a conceptual standpoint, this indicates that the
degree of cohesiveness within the team plays a major role in mediating the impact of shared leadership on team effectiveness.
H4 is approved.

Total effect analysis

When one variable has an impact on other variables, either directly or indirectly effect through one mediator variable, the
total effect value is the sum of all of those influences. The overall effect results in this research model is compiled in the
table below:

Table 10
Total Effect Values Summary
Path Original Sample (O) t-Statistic P-Value
Shared Leadership (X1) — 0.502 8.413 0.000

Team Effectiveness (Y)

Team Cohesion (Z) — 0.213 2.847 0.004
Team Effectiveness (Y)

Shared Leadership (X1) — 0.379 5.410 0.000
Team Cohesion (Z)

Interaction of Task

Interdependence*Shared Leadership — 0018 0563 0574

Team Effectiveness

Source: SEM PLS (2025)

From the preceding table, it can be concluded that: The relationship between Team Effectiveness (Y) and Shared Leadership
(X1) has a p-value of 0.000, a high t-statistic of 8.413, and a total effect value of 0.502. This demonstrates that team
effectiveness is strongly positively impacted by shared leadership in general. This value emphasizes the critical role that
shared leadership roles in team performance by taking into account both direct and indirect consequences (via Team
Cohesion).

The effect of Shared Leadership on team cohesion has a p-value of 0.000, a t-statistic of 5.040, and a total effect value of
0.379. This suggests that team cohesion is a key component of improved team effectiveness, is greatly enhanced by shared
leadership. The effect of Team Cohesion on Team Effectiveness has a total of 0.213. It concluded that team cohesion
contributes significantly and positively to improving team effectiveness. This reinforces the mediator role previously
analyzed. Additionally, this partial mediation demonstrates that although team success is significantly impacted directly by
shared leadership, cohesiveness continues to play a critical role as a conduit that reinforces this effect. The intricacy of the
interactions between variables in team and organizational contexts is amply demonstrated by this model.

These findings also indicate that while task interdependence can reflect good collaboration, boundaries are necessary to
maintain a balanced coordination burden. One recommended approach is to divide the work in parallel (especially in certain
types of research), allowing each member to complete their part independently without having to wait for results from other
members. This strategy is expected to reduce bottlenecks in the workflow, accelerate task completion, and minimize potential
conflicts caused by delays.

Theoretical Implications

These results support theories of team effectiveness that highlight the significance of distributed leadership, psychological
safety, and team member trust. The viewpoints of social exchange and self-determination theories, which hold that trust and
autonomy increase member commitment and happiness, are supported by the early alignment of individual and team goals.
Assigning task-oriented leadership responsibilities among team members is crucial for preserving coordination and
minimizing work overlap.

Practical Implications
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Start by aligning goals through team discussions so every researcher knows their work matters. Build trust and psychological
safety with open communication, praise for success, and quick conflict resolution. Share leadership by giving members
freedom to plan, organize, supervise, and help make decisions. Strengthen social bonds by encouraging respect and
recognizing each person’s achievements to boost motivation. Finally, set clear roles and responsibilities so coordination is
smooth and everyone understands their tasks.

Limitations and Suggestion for Future Research

The team members subjectively evaluated the effectiveness of the team, which implies that various biases could affect the
evaluation. Second, this study used a cross-sectional design, meaning that variables were not manipulated and data were
gathered during a single assessment. The study was carried out via an online survey, meaning that participants answered
questions about their unique experiences working there. Though the participants were not from the same organization, it was
challenging to systematically account for disruptive elements due to the work environment, even though this gave the
intended insights into the influence of shared leadership at the individual level. In order to exclude related disruptive
influences, future research on the effects of shared leadership at the person level might choose a sample of individuals from
the same workplace. As a result, there is no concrete proof in this study that shared leadership, team cohesion, and team
effectiveness criteria are causally related. To get more conclusive findings regarding the definition of causality, experimental
and longitudinal research should now be carried out in light of the study's encouraging findings.

4. CONCLUSION

In leadership concepts, it is essential for members to guide and influencing one another and their activities to guarantee that
team goals and objectives are fulfilled while improving team cohesion. Leadership is now seen as explicitly organized rather
than merely hierarchical due to the complexity it generates. One suitable approach to leading research teams is the concept
of shared leadership, in which leadership responsibilities are distributed among multiple team members.

Prior research has demonstrated the positive impact of shared leadership on team productivity and various team outcome
variables (Han et al., 2021; Nordback & Espinosa, 2019; Siangchokyoo & Klinger, 2022; Wu et al., 2020). Task and relations-
oriented shared leadership behaviors among team members have a significant impact on member’s satisfaction, member’s
commitment and team viability, with shared task-oriented leadership behaviors more impact-full to improve these outcomes.

Shared leadership fosters a greater sense of belonging, collaboration, and integration among team members (team
cohesiveness), which in turn boosts output and overall team success (team effectiveness). This mediating mechanism implies
that good leadership enhances the social atmosphere and internal cohesiveness, which boosts team synergy, in addition to
having a direct effect. In terms of management practice, this highlights the necessity of leadership approaches that promote
unity and cohesiveness within teams in addition to individual leadership.

Other significant conclusions is how team cohesion affects team effectiveness and how it acts as a mediator between shared
leadership and team effectiveness. The function of team cohesion as a mediator variable in this research is based on the
earlier studies that the closeness and cohesiveness among team members can be facilitated by the divided of leadership roles
and responsibilities. In order to boost team success and productivity, cohesiveness within the team might eventually motivate
team members to maintain concentrate on finishing duties.

Task Interdependence among team members regarding resources, information, and tasks is a characteristic that, according to
previous research findings, generally strengthens teamwork processes. However, the results of the hypothesis test in this
study indicate that task interdependence actually weakens the relationship between shared leadership and team effectiveness.
This finding indicates that excessive levels of task interdependence can actually hinder the decision-making process and
increase the potential for conflict. This condition ultimately has negative implications for overall team performance...
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