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Introduction: This investigation delves into the ambidextrous impacts that shared leadership imparts on the resilience of employees through the incorporation of the Job Demands-Resources framework to delineate the underlying mechanisms. Furthermore, it explores the organizational boundary factors that enhance employees' resilience, so as to explore the ways to improve employees resilience.

Methods: This research chose to use an online questionnaire at two time points with a analysis of 246 valid questionnaires. Surveys were disseminated electronically through esteemed third-party survey platforms so jump.

Results: Empirical findings illustrate that SLP fosters resilience by bolstering FWA while concurrently heightening role overload and hampering resilience. Furthermore, the study examines how goal clarity modifies these conflicting outcomes. Empirical evidence corroborates the positive moderating role of goal clarity in enhancing the influence of SLP on FWA, and the hypothesized moderating impact of goal clarity on the association between SLP and employees' perception of role overload is also affirmed.

Discussion: This research contributes to the scholarly discourse by illuminating a more comprehensive understanding of the relationship between shared leadership and employee resilience, and further deepens insights into the moderating factors influencing employees resilience by assessing the moderating effect of goal clarity. It also offers practical insights into implementing shared leadership in a manner that harnesses its potential while mitigating its downsides on employee resilience.
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1 Introduction

Companies now are facing a more volatile, uncertain, complex, and ambiguous competitive environments (Worley and Jules, 2020). Increasing numbers of practices and research cases show that the traditional centralized leadership style, with a single individual as the leader, can no longer adapt to the existing competitive environment (Ali et al., 2020), and the leadership style in team management is in urgent need of “transformation and upgrading,” notably during the unprecedented challenges (Fernandez and Shaw, 2020). In response, scholars have increasingly advocated for the reorientation of the conventional leadership model, positing collaborative leadership as a mechanism to amplify team effectiveness (Bövers and Hoon, 2020). Furthermore, there is an inclination toward decentralizing traditional leadership roles and distributing leadership responsibilities across the entire team (Hiller et al., 2006). These views coincide with the essence of shared leadership (SLP; Edelmann et al., 2020), which means a dynamic property within a team and characterized by the collective exercise of leader roles in collaborative manner (Carson et al., 2007). This leadership style no longer focuses on the characteristics of a certain individual in a team, but involves a dynamic and interactive relationship (Sinha et al., 2021).

It is revealed SLP could promote organizational performance (Cooper et al., 2014) and strategic performance at the organizational level (Yu et al., 2022), positively predicted team creativity (Ali et al., 2023), team proactivity (Erkutlu, 2012), team innovation (Hoch, 2013; Liang et al., 2021), team effectiveness (Choi et al., 2017), team adaptability (Burke et al., 2003), and could actively stimulate innovative behavior (Hoch, 2013), proactive behaviors (Fu et al., 2020) and so on at the employee level. However, there is a lack of sufficient attention to the individual capability (Liang et al., 2021), especially ignoring the capability of productively responding to changes and setbacks in their work under this VUCA context. What' more, even the inspiration for the effectiveness of SLP once made many researchers and management practitioners sound the “trumpet of cheer,” the negative effects of this kind of leadership are gradually “coming to the surface.” Previous research indicated that SLP can reduce individual creativity (Wang and Peng, 2022) and team performance (Han et al., 2021), while comparing to favorable effects attributed to SLP on organizations and individuals, research on its negative impact is still relatively insufficient. A lack of awareness regarding the potential drawbacks associated with SLP impedes a thorough appreciation of its complex effects on the workforce (Wang and Peng, 2022), but may also pose potential risks for the development of enterprises in the large-scale implementation of SLP. Academia has advocated for an expanded exploration of the adverse aspects of SLP (Zhu et al., 2018). Therefore, this study aimed to delve into the nuanced influences—both advantageous and adverse—of SLP on employee resilience.

The concept of employee resilience refers to the capacity of employees to effectively manage work-related changes and adversities, and subsequently adjust and prosper in new conditions (Caniëls and Hatak, 2022). The contemporary connotation of employee resilience focuses on engaged employee behaviors when facing large-scale crises, as well as changeable and uncertain challenges (Caniëls and Baaten, 2019). Individual capability is essential for the sustainable development of organizations (Mui Hung Kee and Chung, 2021). Considering this significant employee resilience's impact on individuals as well as organizations (Santoro et al., 2021), and the limited exploration of negative leadership factors related to employee resilience, our analysis centers on the paradoxical effects of SLP concerning the resilience of employees. Employee resilience could help individuals effectively cope with changing environments and adversity (Rossi et al., 2013), reduce psychological stress (Chen et al., 2017) and workplace stress (Badu et al., 2020), and buffer against burnout caused by stress (Dunn et al., 2008; Malik and Garg, 2020). Employee resilience can also help employees engage more with work (Cooke et al., 2019) and lead to more organizational resilience (Santoro et al., 2021), all of which have caused employee resilience to receive extensive attention from organizations (Hartmann et al., 2020).

The modern view acknowledges that employee resilience is product of person-environment interaction (Kuntz et al., 2016) and is shaped by the environment (Stokes et al., 2019). Thus, the workplace context is an antecedent factor that enhances or weakens employee resilience (Vera et al., 2017). Among these antecedent variables, leadership style is a key workplace context that affects employee resilience (Franken et al., 2020). Considering SLP can reduce employee creativity (Wang and Peng, 2022), and its active promotion effect on proactive employee behaviors (Fu et al., 2020), voice behavior (Ning and Hui, 2020), it is conceivable SLP could have dual impacts on employee resilience.

The Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model is bifurcated into the components of job resources and job demands (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007; Bakker et al., 2003; Demerouti et al., 2001), and the emergence of motivational developments alongside job-related strain is steered by two psychological pathways: The motivational process and health impairment process (Schaufeli et al., 2009). To be more specifically, SLP can empower team members with more of a leader role (Shane Wood and Fields, 2007), emphasize overall coordination and the exchange of information in a team (Nordbäck and Espinosa, 2019), and encourage mutual support and care among members (Nazarpoori, 2017), all of which allow team members to participate flexibly and make autonomous decisions on their work arrangements, leading to a higher level of flexible work arrangements (FWA). FWA is a typical job resource (Kelly et al., 2020; Yeves et al., 2022) that not only promotes the improvement of individual resources (Duncan and Pettigrew, 2012) and job resources (Förster and Duchek, 2017), but can also actively promote the emotions and attitudes of employees (Pedersen and Jeppesen, 2012; Yucel, 2019), thereby positively affecting their resilience.

From the perspective of the health impairment process, SLP “transfers” traditionally managed tasks to each member (Hiller et al., 2006) and involves “sharing” multiple responsibilities among team members (Pearce and Sims, 2002). These additional leadership roles can result in role overload. Moreover, SLP leads to more in-depth and complex interpersonal relationships (Lau et al., 2021) through its requirements for guiding and helping team members, which could also strengthen the role overload in team members' relationships. Role overload is a typical job demand that could lead to more employee stress (Duxbury et al., 2018), emotional exhaustion (Ahmad, 2010), reduce employee work engagement (Deng et al., 2021), and promote more work interference with family life (Walumbwa et al., 2022), thus adversely affecting employee resilience (Chen et al., 2021; Sommer et al., 2016). Therefore, our perspective is that SLP could inadvertently undermine resilience among employees by escalating role overload.

Previous literature outlines the effect of SLP on employee outcomes is affected by boundary factors (Wu et al., 2020). Specifically, under a higher level of goal clarity can further affirm the association between SLP and job arrangement flexibility through helping individuals better guide managers' behaviors (Rizzo et al., 1970), better fulfill the leadership responsibilities assigned by SLP and makes a greater contribution to information sharing and teamwork (Anderson and West, 1996). Meanwhile, clearer organizational goals can not only help individuals better fulfill their leadership roles (Fürstenberg et al., 2021; Rizzo et al., 1970), but also support them in completing more out-of-role behaviors (Wright et al., 2012) and multitasking management (Patanakul et al., 2016). This can effectively alleviate the role pressure exerted on employees through SLP and promote employee resilience. Thus, we suggest that a higher level of goal clarity can reduce the influence of SLP on role overload.

In summary, we explored the dual impact of SLP on employee resilience and further examined the moderating role of goal clarity in the aforementioned relationship. The theoretical implications may follow three aspects. First, by exploring how SLP promotes employees' resilience through FWA, this study compensates for the lack of an interconnection between SLP practices and employee resilience (Liang et al., 2021), and further enriches our understanding of the impact of SLP on employees. Second, by investigating the research that SLP inhibits employee resilience through role overload, this work enhances our comprehensive understanding of the link between SLP and employee resilience, as well as our comprehension of the potential dark side of SLP. Third, by exploring the moderating effect of goal clarity on the double-edged interplay between SLP practices and employee resilience, we increase our understanding of the boundary utility of the mechanism affecting employee resilience.



2 Theoretical background and hypothesis development


2.1 The relationship between shared leadership and employee resilience

With regard to the relationship between SLP and employee resilience, prior scholarly endeavors have established a robust correlation between employees' emotional intelligence and their resilience (Förster and Duchek, 2017). Existing empirical evidence underscores the significant enhancement of employees' emotional intelligence by SLP (Zhang et al., 2024). Similarly, research has demonstrated that social support from both leaders and peers positively augments employee resilience (Kuntz et al., 2017). SLP, which is characterized by mutual support and care among team members (Nazarpoori, 2017), fosters a work environment conducive to such social support. Building on this rationale, we postulate that the relationship between SLP and employee resilience is positive. Additional studies further corroborate this perspective. For instance, previous research has shown that SLP actively fosters employee engagement in teamwork (Klasmeier and Rowold, 2022). Relevant research on employee resilience indicates that employee engagement, in turn, actively bolsters employee resilience (Ablett and Jones, 2007). Consequently, we formulate the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: The relationship between shared leadership and employee resilience is positive.



2.2 Shared leadership's “bright side” on employee resilience

Flexible work arrangements are a typical job resource (Kelly et al., 2020; Yeves et al., 2022) that has been proven to be affected by leadership style (Jauhar and Suratman, 2022). Based on the JD-R model (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007; Bakker et al., 2003; Demerouti et al., 2001), we believe that SLP enhances the FWA of team employees, making it an important job resource that could trigger the motivational process of JD-R model (Schaufeli et al., 2009) and promote employee resilience.

We believe that SLP promotes employees' FWA. The specific reasons are as two follows. First, SLP endows employees with more leadership roles (Pearce and Conger, 2003), which not only leads to more active decision-making participation in arranging work (Muethel and Hoegl, 2011), but can also help improve their power and influence in teams and organizations (Azeem et al., 2021; DeRue, 2011; Sinha et al., 2021), which are indicated to be important promotion factors of FWA (Rousseau et al., 2006). SLP has transitioned from focusing on individual-level phenomena and leader-centric approaches to a dynamic, collaborative, and group-level perspective (Pearce, 2004). It emphasizes the collective exertion of leadership, which is perceived as a collection of roles that any team member can undertake (Shane Wood and Fields, 2007). In leadership work tasks, decision-making and allocation occupy a certain proportion, which largely determines the direction and distribution of team resources. Therefore, teams implementing SLP not only passively receive arrangements, but also actively participate in decision-making by arranging their own work (Muethel and Hoegl, 2011). Moreover, previous research indicated that employees who were of high status and highly valued are contributed to higher FWA (Rousseau et al., 2006), and an extra leader role could help improve their power and influence in teams and organizations (Azeem et al., 2021; DeRue, 2011; Sinha et al., 2021), allowing individuals to gain more access to a higher level of FWA.

Second, SLP places great emphasis on overall coordination and information sharing within a team (Hoch, 2014; Imam and Zaheer, 2021), and emphasizes mutual support and care among members (Nazarpoori, 2017), all of which promote FWA with more information resources and member supports. SLP motivates the workforce to partake in joint decision-making and support one another in the pursuit of common objectives (Carson et al., 2007). This culture of information sharing (Imam and Zaheer, 2021) and collaborative decision-making allows employees to be aware of specific work arrangements and enables employees to understand the capabilities and needs of other team members. This allows individuals to make work arrangements with more detailed and specific information resources and further enhances their FWA. What's more, the SLP atmosphere of assisting in completing work tasks allows for better communication among employees (Hiller et al., 2006) and helps members handle emergencies outside work, thus promoting individual FWA.

In summary, SLP empowers employees with higher decision-making power, emphasizes information flow to make employees aware of the team's capabilities and arrangements, and creates a harmonious atmosphere of mutual assistance within the team, all of which could provide employees with higher FWA. This study proposed that SLP promotes FWA among employees.

Hypothesis 2: SLP promotes employees' FWA.

Based on the JD–R model (Demerouti et al., 2001), we also believe that FWA motivated by a higher level of SLP could trigger the motivational process (Schaufeli et al., 2009) and make it benefit to employee resilience (Kuntz et al., 2017). The JD–R model proposes that the factors that individuals obtain in the workplace that are beneficial to their physical or psychological wellbeing can be classified as job resources (Demerouti et al., 2001). It serves as fuel to initiate motivational processes in individuals. By obtaining certain job resources, individuals feel that their health, development, and growth are guaranteed, which leads to greater engagement in subsequent work processes and positive work outcomes (Bauer et al., 2014).

Previous studies have shown that individual resilience is influenced by personal and job resources (Hartmann et al., 2020). Job resources include physiological, psychological, organizational, and social resources provided to individuals at work. FWA enables employees to arrange work independently, which can promote an internal locus of control under a higher level of FWA. Moreover, FWA can positively contribute to employee job satisfaction (Yucel, 2019) and mental health (Yeves et al., 2022). All of those make FWA is regarded as a typical job resource (Kelly et al., 2020; Yeves et al., 2022) and is indicated to promote employee work and organizational engagement (Pedersen and Jeppesen, 2012). This makes FWA which is stimulated by a higher level of SLP fit the motivational process of JD-R model that could lead more positive work outcomes (Bauer et al., 2014). More specially, previous research showed that internal control locus (Türk-Kurtça and Kocatürk, 2020), work engagement (Ablett and Jones, 2007), and positive emotions (Sommer et al., 2016) can promote employee resilience. In this logic, we believe that more job resources provided by higher FWA promote individuals' positive development (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007) and engagement in work processes (Pedersen and Jeppesen, 2012), which triggers the motivational process and make it benefit to employee resilience (Kuntz et al., 2017).

In summary, this study suggests that SLP promotes employee resilience by increasing employees' perceived FWA.

Hypothesis 3: The promotion of FWA by SLP can positively affect employee resilience, thus FWA positively mediating the link between SLP and employees resilience.



2.3 Shared leadership's “dark side” on employee resilience

Previous investigations have indicated that different leadership approaches can significantly impact the likelihood of role overload (Vullinghs et al., 2020). From the perspective of the JD-R model (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007; Bakker et al., 2003; Demerouti et al., 2001), we believed that SLP could also lead employees have more additional leadership roles and extra interpersonal responsibilities, all of those could increase role overload for employees, which could trigger the health impairment process of JD-R model (Schaufeli et al., 2009) and inhibit their resilience.

The specific reasons for how SLP could increase employee role overload are as two follows. On the one hand, sharing leadership assigns additional leadership roles and demands to employees, which increases their role overload. the adoption of a The approach of SLP empowers members to collectively wield influence, participate in decision-making, and undertake responsibilities typically designated to higher management in pursuit of team goals (Shane Wood and Fields, 2007). The additional roles of leaders include not only power, but also multiple responsibilities (Pearce and Sims, 2002). In teams implementing SLP, tasks such as setting work goals and improving work methods, which were traditionally managed by superiors, are “transferred” to each member (Hiller et al., 2006). From an individual perspective, this means taking on more leadership roles and fulfilling additional leadership responsibilities, which can, to some extent, create leadership role overload for individuals. The core idea of SLP is to allow leadership to be shared or “rotated” among team members, which requires active cooperation from employees (Shane Wood and Fields, 2007). Previous research has shown that frequent interaction and influence between multiple leaders can create an “arena” (Greer et al., 2018), and members may vie for their power territory in this “arena,” leading to conflicts (Greer et al., 2017). This struggle for power requires employees to exert additional mental effort, leading to the aggravation of leader role overload.

On the other hand, SLP also immerses employees in more in-depth and complex interpersonal relationships, increases the fulfillment of extra interpersonal responsibilities and requirement, and further aggravates their role overload. Compared with traditional leadership styles, SLP requires team members to provide guidance to each other at appropriate times, resulting in closer relationships between employees (Evans et al., 2021). This increased contact and assistance can make employees' interpersonal relationships more in-depth and complex (Lau et al., 2021). This may increase the work of the employee's interpersonal responsibilities, thus creating a role overload from the interpersonal relationship role. Moreover, SLP encourages a mutually supportive environment to allow investments in team members' leadership (Ali et al., 2020). It encourages employees to take responsibility for creating positive interpersonal relationships (DeRue and Ashford, 2010) and jointly fulfill organizational responsibilities (Wu et al., 2020), which leads them to take on more interpersonal responsibilities (Evans et al., 2021), resulting in more individual sacrifices and fulfilling responsibilities that colleagues have failed to fulfill (Sanner et al., 2022). This could further exacerbate the interpersonal role overload on employees. In summary, SLP, which advocates leadership “rotation,” assigns additional leadership roles and responsibilities to employees, and increases employees the fulfillment of extra interpersonal responsibilities may bring role overload to employees.

Hypothesis 4: SLP increases employee role overload.

Based on the JD-R model (Demerouti et al., 2001), we also believe that Role overload, as a consequence of SLP, which is regard as a classic job requirement variable (Duxbury and Halinski, 2014), could trigger the health impairment process of JD-R model (Schaufeli et al., 2009) and reduce employee resilience (Kuntz et al., 2017). JD–R model believes the continuous demands placed on individuals can be categorized as job demands, such as heavy workloads and role conflicts (Demerouti et al., 2001). The accumulation of these “negative factors” can lead individuals to develop defensive strategies (Chen and Qi, 2022; Hetty Van Emmerik et al., 2009), which can weaken their motivation to exert effort at work, reduce their proactivity, and adversely affect subsequent work outcomes (Demerouti et al., 2001).

Role overload refers to the pressure that employees experience owing to time constraints or difficulty in supporting the completion of various role tasks (Bolino and Turnley, 2005), which is a classic job requirement variable (Duxbury and Halinski, 2014). Role overload's excessive job requirements and scarce job resources could trigger health impairment process, which reveals that employees' energy will be constantly depleted in the excessive job requirements and scarce job resources, which may eventually lead to energy exhaustion then have a negative impact on employees (Schaufeli et al., 2009; Lewig et al., 2007). Specific to this study, the excessive role task requirements of role overload could lead to more employee stress (Duxbury et al., 2018) emotional exhaustion (Ahmad, 2010) and less work engagement (Deng et al., 2021). Too much stress could deplete individual physical and mental resources (Mui Hung Kee et al., 2024). Existing literature has identified stress as a significant inhibitor of employee resilience (Wu et al., 2013), proved the negative emotional states reduce employee resilience (Green et al., 2011) and also indicated that promoting effect of work engagement on employee resilience (Ablett and Jones, 2007), it is expected that role overload could further reduce employee resilience by trigger health impairment process.

Thus, based on the JD-R model (Demerouti et al., 2001), it is rationale to expect that SLP leads to more role overload among employees, thereby trigger the health impairment process (Schaufeli et al., 2009) and reducing their resilience. Thus, employee role overload mediates the negative effect of SLP on employee resilience.

Hypothesis 5: Role overload, as a consequence of SLP, could reduce employee resilience, with role overload serving as a negative mediator in the SLP-employee resilience nexus.



2.4 Moderating effect of goal clarity

Goal clarity refers to work outcomes, objectives, and purposes within an organization are explicitly stated and defined (Sawyer, 1992). Goal clarity is a type of work resource provided by organization (Fürstenberg et al., 2021). Goal clarity, as a core requirement for employees in a rapidly changing era (Stouten et al., 2018), can positively affect employees' decisions and outcomes.

Specifically, we believed that goal clarity positively moderated the link between SLP and FWA, further promoting employee resilience. First, SLP assigns employees more leadership roles, and we believe that under a higher goal clarity further strengthens employees' leadership role power and influence, empowering employees higher FWA and resilience. Goal clarity positively affects individual work enthusiasm (Perry and Porter, 1982). Goals influence performance by guiding focus, stimulating effort, increasing persistence, and fostering strategic development (Locke et al., 1981). Due to the greater management power and influence bestowed upon employees by SLP, it promotes employees flexibility in work arrangements (Rousseau et al., 2006). Existing research shows that the existence of clear behavioral requirements in an organization are of great help in guiding managers' behavior (Rizzo et al., 1970). Under higher goal clarity, not only will subordinates' work autonomy and engagement significantly improve (Fürstenberg et al., 2021), but team performance will also be greatly enhanced (Sun et al., 2014). Therefore, the influence of SLP on employee leadership roles is further strengthened under higher goal clarity.

Second, existing research suggests that higher goal clarity lead to better performance (Heine et al., 2023; Sonnentag and Volmer, 2010), indicating the correlation between higher goal clarity and higher effectiveness and efficiency (Van der Hoek et al., 2018). Since higher goal clarity not only includes clearer information about individual work goals and responsibilities, but also includes effective information about the process of how individuals complete work goals and responsibility (Sawyer, 1992), employees will receive clearer and more effective work information under higher goal clarity, which helps them better arrange work based on those effective information. Conversely, lower goal clarity may lead employees to face conflicting information (Heine et al., 2023), this will bring confusion to employee information processing and greatly reduce the SLP's benefit to FWA through information sharing. What's more, existing research shows that with higher goal clarity, the team's collaboration function and open communication will be further strengthened (Saavedra et al., 1993), so with clearer goals, the team cooperation advocated by SLP will be further strengthened. As such, we proposed the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 6: The presence of goal clarity intensifies the beneficial link between SLP and FWA. As goal clarity escalates, so does the strength of this positive interconnection.

We also believe that goal clarity negatively moderated the positive link between SLP and role overload. First, in terms of the role overload brought by additional leadership roles to employees, under a higher goal clarity can not only better guide leadership behavior (Frese et al., 1997), but also actively promote the work autonomy and work engagement of subordinates (Fürstenberg et al., 2021) and promote team performance (Lui et al., 2023), all of which could help employees better complete the tasks of leadership roles. This greatly reduces the role overload associated with additional leadership roles, and further enhances employee resilience.

Second, higher goal clarity represents members' clearer understanding and mutual recognition of organizational goals (Perry and Porter, 1982), as well as individuals' clearer cognition of the relationship between individual goals and overall goals (Sawyer, 1992), which will greatly reduce the negative impact caused by individuals' competition for power. At the same time, it will further clarify the goal boundaries among team members, separate individuals from the complex interpersonal network of colleagues, and reduce the impact of the extra interpersonal responsibilities from SLP on individual resilience.

Existing research also shows that goal clarity can not only help employees stay focused at work (Quinn, 2005), but it can also increase their work engagement (Whitaker et al., 2007), and higher goal clarity will actively promote employees' extra-role behavior (Wright et al., 2012) and support their multi-project management (Patanakul et al., 2016). All these results show that higher goal clarity will not only help individuals reduce the pressure brought about by role overload, but also help them perform better in multi-role tasks, thus reducing the negative effect of extra role responsibilities assigned by SLP.

Hypothesis 7: Goal clarity negatively moderates the adversarial interaction between SLP and role overload. As clarity regarding objectives escalates, the unfavorable link between these elements diminishes.



2.5 An integrative moderated mediation model

Building upon the aforementioned hypotheses, we propose an integrated moderated mediation model (See Figure 1). The increased levels of SLP are expected to enhance employees' FWA, consequently benefiting their resilience. However, simultaneously, SLP may also lead to higher levels of role overload, which can negatively impact employee resilience. In light of this, the presence of high goal clarity can guide managers' behavior (Rizzo et al., 1970), improve performance (Gonzalez-Mulé et al., 2016), and support multi-project management (Patanakul et al., 2016), and could further strengthened the positive link between SLP and FWA. Goal clarity will also positively moderate the positive effect of SLP on employees' role overload, subsequently enhancing employee resilience. Consequently, we propose the following integrated moderated mediation model:

Hypothesis 8: SLP have positive effects on employee resilience through increased FWA, while SLP also have potential negative effects on employee resilience through increased role overload. The first link of this mediation process will be moderated by goal clarity, such that under conditions of high goal clarity, the positive indirect effects will be stronger, and the negative indirect effect of SLP on role overload will be mitigated. These combined effects ultimately contribute to improved employee resilience.
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FIGURE 1
 Overview of the hypothesized moderated mediation model.





3 Methodology


3.1 Participants and procedure

First, drawing upon prior research on SLP (Chiu et al., 2016; Lyndon et al., 2020), we confirmed that the selected companies and their members met the following four criteria: (1) Participants' work content must address diverse customer needs; (2) Participants' work content is interdependent among team members; (3) Participants can assume leadership roles in various areas based on work dimensions; and (4) Participants have a leader responsible for team performance (Chiu et al., 2016; Lyndon et al., 2020).

Second, according to the above requirements, to ensure the randomness and representativeness of the sample, qualified convenience sampling samples were selected at the whole mainland of China, and finally eight companies were selected registered in Beijing, Shanghai, Hunan, Chongqing, Sichuan, Zhejiang, Guangdong, and Fujian. Five of the eight selected companies are state-owned enterprises and the remaining three are private enterprises. These companies encompassed eight industries, including internet, real estate, education and training, clothing manufacturing, finance, machinery manufacturing, food processing, and others.

Third, we communicated with company senior management regarding the purpose and significance of this research, garnering their support to ensure the seamless progression of the project. Subsequently, we collaborated with each company's human resource managers to randomly select participants who met the aforementioned criteria. Participants were sourced from administrative management, human resources management, training and education, project, and consulting departments. Notably, our survey target primarily focused on employees rather than teams.

Fourth, surveys were electronically disseminated through the reputable third-party survey platform Sojump, which facilitated sample recruitment from its online user base and through referrals. Incentives were provided to enhance participant engagement. After determining the number of participants and their respective enterprise information. To ensure anonymity and minimize potential common method biases, we collected the last four digits of each subject's mobile phone number as its unique code in the study to facilitate data collection over two distinct intervals. We confirmed the written informed consent of each subject to participate in this study through the contact information of the participants. The research team logged into the Sojump online questionnaire collection platform to prepare and conduct a trial run of the questionnaire at both time points. Sojump has been accepted and recognized by top international journals, such as the Academy of Management Journal (Zhang et al., 2023) and the Journal of Applied Psychology (Ferris et al., 2018).

The overall distribution was finalized after confirmation by the research team. At the first time point, we collected evaluations from individual employees on SLP, goal clarity, and control variables (including employee age, gender, and education level). A total of 504 questionnaires were sent out, with 402 collected at the first time point (response rate = 79.7%).

Fifth, after 2 weeks later, a second time-point questionnaire was distributed to the 402 employees who participated in the first time-point survey, measuring their perceived role overload, family-work conflict (FWC), and employee resilience. A total of 246 questionnaires were collected at the second time point (response rate = 61.2%). The participants comprised employees aged 22–55, with a mean age of 32.25 years (SD = 7.87). Among them, 35.3% held non-management positions, 43.9% were in front-line management positions, 58.1% had a bachelor's degree, and 23.5% had a graduate degree or higher.



3.2 Measurements

The items of the questionnaire scales were all comes from established scales in international top journals with high content validity and reliability. Since the scales are all in English, while we conducted the research in the Chinese context, we used the conventional method of translation-back translation (Brislin, 1986) to ensure accuracy of the measures. The English scales were translated into Chinese by two bilingual Ph.D. students and then were translated back into English by two other bilingual Ph.D. students. The four students discussed and resolved the discrepancies and finalized the Chinese scales. Employee resilience, FWA and goal clarity rated on a 5-point Likert scale, where responses range from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), while SLP and role overload employed a 7-point Likert scale, extending from 1 (highly inconsistent) to 7 (highly consistent). The Cronbach's alpha of SLP, FWA, employee resilience, role overload, and goal clarity is 0.959, 0.823, 0.887, 0.837, and 0.868. At the same time, we further explain the number, source and sample questions items contained in these scales.


3.2.1 Shared leadership

The assessment of SLP was conducted through a multifaceted 25-item instrument (Hiller et al., 2006). An illustrative item is “Team members Diagnosing problems quickly.”



3.2.2 Employee resilience

The construct of employee resilience was evaluated using a 9-item instrument established by Caniëls and Hatak (2022). One question items, for example, is “I bear a heavy workload without getting discouraged.”



3.2.3 Flexible work arrangements

The measure of work arrangement flexibility employed a unidimensional 4-item scale, designed by Piszczek et al. (2021). A sample item is “I have input into making my schedule.”



3.2.4 Role overload

Role overload was determined using an 8-item, single dimension scale formulated by Jensen et al. (2013). A sample item is “I have unrealistic time pressures.”



3.2.5 Goal clarity

The clarity of organizational goals was quantified utilizing a 5-item, one-dimensional scale devised by Sawyer (1992). An illustrative example is “I know clearly about the expected results of my work.”



3.2.6 Control variables

In light of the various studies implying gender (Bridges et al., 2023; Huang et al., 2019) could significantly affect employee resilience, and age (Scheibe et al., 2022) education level (Ang et al., 2018) have a positive effect on employee resilience. The current research refer to Pink-Harper and Rauhaus' research on the antecedents of employee resilience (Pink-Harper and Rauhaus, 2017), and accounted for gender, age, level of education, and position as control variables.





4 Results


4.1 Common method variance

Regarding the statistical method employed, the current investigation utilized the SPSS25.0 for executing a Harman's single-factor test to assess potential common method bias within the measurement instruments. Subsequently, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted using AMOS24.0 to ascertain the construct validity of the instruments. Following previous leader style empirical studies (Mui Hung Kee et al., 2020), descriptive statistics, assessments of inter-variable correlations were also carried out via SPSS25.0. To probe into the mediating, moderating effects and conditional indirect effects posited in our hypothesis, hierarchical regression analyses by PROCESS macro for SPSS (model 4 for hypothesis 1–4 and model 7 for hypothesis 5–7), along with Bootstrap procedures (reiterations set at 5,000 samples) were conducted.

Utilizing AMOS24.0, a confirmatory factor analysis was undertaken on variables including SLP, employee resilience, FWA, role overload, and goal clarity in Table 1. As see in Table 1 the hypothesized five-factor model exhibited the most robust fit (χ2/df = 1.127, CFI = 0.989, TLI = 0.988, IFI = 0.990, RMSEA = 0.021), outperforming other models including one-factor model (Δχ2 = 2429.256, Δdf = 10, p < 0.001), and demonstrating sound discriminant validity for each factor examined.


TABLE 1 Confirmatory factor analysis result.

[image: Table 1]

This research relied on self-reported data, which may introduce biases such as social desirability bias or recall bias. To mitigate these potential biases, we employed anonymous survey methods, assigning each participant a unique identifier across the two time points to ensure anonymity and match responses over time. Furthermore, we utilized scales with high reliability and validity from top journals to further reduce potential common method biases arising from self-reporting. Previous research indicated that the common method bias is not a major concern if the result of Harman single-factor test were below 40% (Podsakoff et al., 2003). This study's Harman single-factor test indicated that the cumulative variance explanation of the first factor in this research is 27.23%, below the rule of thumb threshold of 40%, indicated that common method bias is not a major concern in this study.



4.2 Descriptive statistics

As shown in Table 2, SLP is significantly positively correlated with FWA (r = 0.312, p < 0.001); and FWA is positive related to employee resilience (r = 0.457, p < 0.001). Furthermore, SLP is significantly positively correlated with role overload (r = 0.186, p < 0.01); and role overload is negative correlated with employees resilience (r = −0.131, p < 0.05). The above results provide preliminary data support for the hypothesis 1–4 of this study.


TABLE 2 Means, standard deviations, and correlations between variables.
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4.3 Hypothesis testing

Based on the method of Preacher et al. (2007), we use the PROCESS macro of Hayes (2012) to test this mediation mode. The SPSS PROCESS macro is widely used to test moderating and mediating effects, and the hypotheses of this study constitute a mediating model (Hayes, 2012). Specifically, this study uses PROCESS Model 4 to test and analyze the mediating effect, and PROCESS Model 7 to test and analyze the moderating effect. Five thousand iterations were used to generate bootstrap-based 95% CI (confidence intervals) and bias correction for indirect effects. The outcomes of our regression analysis confirm that the direct effect of SLP on employee resilience is indeed positive, with an effect size of 0.149 (Bsimple = 0.149, p < 0.01, 95% CI = [0.052, 0.246]). The results support our hypothesis 1 that the relationship between SLP and employee resilience is positive. Hypothesis 2 proposed that SLP have a positive effect on FWA. As shown in Table 3, results of model 2 indicate that SLP positively contribute to a higher level of FWA (Model 2, Bsimple = 0.318, p < 0.001, 95% CI = [0.195, 0.442]), supported hypothesis 2. Model 3 showed that FWA is positive related to employees resilience (Model 3, Bsimple = 0.341, p < 0.001, 95% CI = [0.246, 0.435]), and the positive mediating effect of FWA on the link between SLP and employee resilience was also confirmed (indirect effect = 0.108, 95% CI = [0.061, 0.161]), supported hypothesis 3.


TABLE 3 Regression results for main, mediation effects (model 1–model 5).

[image: Table 3]

Hypothesis 4 believed that SLP could lead employees have more overload. Results of model 4 indicate that SLP is positively related to role overload when added role overload as another mediator (Model 4, Bsimple = 0.163, p < 0.01, 95% CI = [0.047, 0.279]), supported hypothesis 4. Model 5 showed that role overload is negative related to employees resilience (Model 5, Bsimple = −0.156, p < 0.01, 95% CI = [−0.256, −0.056]), and the negative mediating effect of role overload on the link between SLP and employee resilience was also confirmed (indirect effect = −0.026, 95% CI = [−0.054, −0.006]), supported hypothesis 5.

This study investigated the conditional influence of goal clarity on the dynamics between SLP and employee resilience. As shown in Table 4, the analysis unveiled that a fusion of SLP and high goal clarity markedly enhanced FWA, denoted by a significant moderation effect (moderation effect = 0.209, Model 6, Bsimple = 0.273, p < 0.001, 95% CI = [0.144, 0.402]), suggesting that a higher level of goal clarity amplifies the beneficial link between SLP and FWA. As depicted in Figure 2, the facilitative impact of SLP on FWA was notably pronounced at an elevated level of goal clarity (1 SD above the mean, Bsimple = 0.086, 95% CI = [0.286, 0.625], p < 0.001), yet this association did not hold true when goal clarity was diminished (1 SD below the mean, Bsimple = 0.114, 95% CI = [−0.133, 0.316], p = 0.423). Hence, Hypothesis 6 garnered empirical support.


TABLE 4 Regression results for moderation and mediation effects (model 5–model 8).
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FIGURE 2
 Moderating effect of goal clarity on the relationship between SLP and flexible work arrangement.


Hypothesis 7 posited a negative moderation by goal clarity on the link between SLP and role overload. The interaction between SLP and goal clarity was found to significantly reduce role overload (moderation effect = −0.217, Model 8, Bsimple = 0.205, p < 0.001, 95% CI = [−0.380, −0.055]). As depicted in Figure 2, the impact of SLP on role overload was not pronounced at an elevated level of goal clarity (1 SD above the mean, Bsimple = 0.165, 95% CI = [−0.142, 0.175]), yet this association was strengthen when goal clarity was diminished (1 SD below the mean, Bsimple = 0.394, 95% CI = [0.185, 0.604], p < 0.001), supported hypothesis 7.

As shown in Figure 2, when under a high level of goal clarity, the result showed a significantly positive conditional indirect effect of SLP on employees resilience through FWA (1 SD above the mean, indirect effect = 0.155, 95% CI = [0.092, 0.226]), however it was not significantly at a lower level of goal clarity t (1 SD below the mean, indirect effect = 0.031, 95% CI = [−0.042, 0.109]). As shown in Figure 3, the moderated mediation index of the FWA was 0.071 (95% CI = [0.017, 0.128]). Meanwhile, the conditional indirect effect of role overload was negatively and significant in the full moderated mediation model under a lower level of goal clarity (1 SD below the mean, indirect effect = −0.062, 95% CI = [−0.11, −0.022]), whereas it was not significant under a higher level of goal clarity (1 SD above the mean, indirect effect = −0.03, 95% CI = [−0.032, 0.022]). The moderated mediation index of role overload was 0.034 (95% CI = [0.008, 0.065]). Hypothesis 8 was supported.


[image: Figure 3]
FIGURE 3
 Moderating effect of goal clarity on the relationship between SLP and role overload.





5 Discussion


5.1 General discussion

This investigation centers on employee resilience, constructing a moderated dual-edged model under the framework of the Job Demands-Resources Model to explore the dual-edged influence of SLP on employee resilience and its boundary conditions. The findings indicate that the relationship between SLP and employee resilience is positive. Furthermore, SLP's bright side, that is, its enhancement of employee resilience through increased FWA, substantiates Hypotheses 2 and 3. These results align with existing research on the positive effects of SLP at the employee level (e.g., Hoch, 2013; Fu et al., 2020), and made up for the insufficient research on SLP to the individual capability (Liang et al., 2021). Conversely, the potential dark side of SLP was examined, revealing that it might increase employees' role overload, consequently diminishing their resilience, supporting Hypotheses 4 and 5. This echoed the dark side of SLP research that SLP may lead to reduce individual creativity (Wang and Peng, 2022) and team performance (Han et al., 2021), and further expanded on the dark side of SLP for employee resilience. Moreover, the study finding that organizational goal clarity not only positively moderates the effect of SLP on promoting FWA but also mitigates its impact on employee role overload, confirming Hypotheses 6–8. This further enriches previous research on the boundary factors of employee resilience (e.g., Kuntz et al., 2017; Varshney, 2022; Welbourne et al., 2015; Zhou and Zheng, 2022) and SLP (e.g., Liu et al., 2022). As a pivotal work resource, organizational goal clarity not only fosters leadership capabilities in employees, significantly enhancing subordinate engagement (Fürstenberg et al., 2021), but also envisions a greater contribution to information sharing and teamwork (Anderson and West, 1996). This can further assist employees in fulfilling leadership responsibilities delegated by SLP, augmenting their influence and reinforcing the positive effect of SLP on FWA (Rousseau et al., 2006) and employee resilience. Furthermore, under heightened organizational goal clarity, it also supports employees in executing additional leadership roles assigned by SLP more effectively, engaging in more out-of-role behaviors (Wright et al., 2012), and managing multitasking (Patanakul et al., 2016). This can attenuate the negative impact of SLP on employee role overload, thereby suppressing its adverse influence on employee resilience.



5.2 Theoretical contributions

First, this research explored the link between SLP and employees resilience. This contribute to our understanding of SLP's effects on employees work capability, and broaden the scope of inquiry into the antecedents of employee resilience. Previous research indicated that little attention have paid to how SLP affect employees capability (Liang et al., 2021), and scholars' call for further exploration the link between SLP and wellbeing (Zhu et al., 2018). This research responded to those research calls, enriches the exploration of the SLP's after-effects on employees capability. Moreover, antecedent variables on employee resilience generally focuses on individually centered leadership, such as narcissistic leadership (Li and Tong, 2021), sustainable leadership (Iqbal and Piwowar-Sulej, 2022), and authentic leadership (Mao et al., 2022), while neglecting the SLP styles. In addition, the existing research on SLP and resilience explored the impact of SLP on organizational resilience (Gichuhi, 2021) and team resilience (Salas-Vallina et al., 2022). The current lack of in-depth investigation of shared relationships with employee resilience was also addressed in this study. Therefore, this study also broadens research on the leadership antecedents of employee resilience.

Second, the negative effects of SLP on employee resilience was explored. Such insights further enrich our nuanced comprehension of SLP's repercussions on employee-related consequences. While there is some controversy in prior studies examining how SLP may alleviate job role conflict and reduce role ambiguity (Shane Wood and Fields, 2007), as well as role conflict among employees (Wang and Peng, 2022). According to our empirical results, shared roles may lead to greater employee role overload and reduce employee resilience. This further enhances our understanding of the antecedents that inhibit employee resilience. Significantly, most of previous research focus on the “bright side” of SLP, for example, SLP could improved organizational performance (Cooper et al., 2014), team innovation (Hoch, 2013; Liang et al., 2021), team performance (Siangchokyoo and Klinger, 2022), team creativity (Ali et al., 2020), fair reward (Grille et al., 2015), employee innovative behavior (Hoch, 2013), proactive behaviors (Fu et al., 2020), and so on. While only a few studies focusing on the “dark side” (e.g., Wang and Peng, 2022). Scholars may have exaggerated the benefits of SLP while ignoring its costs (Zhu et al., 2018). Previous studies indicate this leadership may not be as perfect as imagined (Wang and Peng, 2022). This study integrates the perspectives of reinforcement and weakening effects and believes that SLP not only increases employee resilience by increasing their FWA, but may also make employees perceive role overload and reduce their resilience. This helps to adopt a balanced approach to the potential risks and advantages of SLP, and a more holistic comprehension of its correlation with employee resilience can be attained.

Third, by assessing the moderating effect of goal, we not only extends the SLP practical relevance, but also deepens insights into the moderating factors influencing employees resilience. Previous moderating role in this filed focus on the individual or team level, such as opportunity recognition (Yu et al., 2022) and innovative self-efficacy (Liu et al., 2022). By introducing goal clarity as a moderating factor, our study not only uncovers the organizational factors that can optimize the effectiveness of SLP, but also find the boundary factors that reduce the potential negative impact of sharing type. This study also contributes to research on employee resilience. Most previous research on the role of boundaries affecting individual resilience has focused on ethnicity (Welbourne et al., 2015), work adaptability (Zhou and Zheng, 2022), machiavellianism (Varshney, 2022), promotion and prevention focus (Kuntz et al., 2017), and so on. This research not only offers fresh boundaries condition at organizational level, but also enriches our understanding of the boundary factors that benefit to employee resilience.



5.3 Managerial implications

First, our research indicates that SLP enhances employee resilience by promoting FWA. This may provide HR managers who want to improve employees' resilience with new practice ideas from the perspective of leadership style. On the one hand, Policy-makers in organizations can incorporate guidelines that encourage leadership styles that promote higher levels of SLP, such as by further increasing employees' job security. On the other hand, existing research shows that companies can increase the flexibility of employees' work arrangements through highly professional “I-Deals” terms in employee relationship (Kelly et al., 2020) and emotional intelligence (Lee et al., 2011), thus policies can advocate for the professionalization of “I-Deals” and emotional intelligence training programs to further enhance employee resilience.

Second, we found that SLP could intensifies employee's role overload and further reduce employee resilience. This finding may offer some early warnings for organizations that are fully implementing SLP practices, with the aim of mitigating the negative impacts on employee resilience during the implementation process. Specifically, the role overload status of employees when conducting SLP should be appreciated. Previous research indicated that higher perceived organization support (Zhang et al., 2022) and leader members exchange (Tang and Vandenberghe, 2021) could reduce the negative e of role overload on employees, policies that promote higher perceived organizational support and leader-member exchange (LMX) can be instrumental in buffering the negative effects of role overload.

Third, the goal clarity can enhance the positive sharing effect on the FWA, and further enhances employees resilience, the findings of this study provide valuable insights for managers on how to further amplify the positive effects of SLP on employee resilience in practical management scenarios. Previous studies have shown that companies can better promote process clarity and further enhance goal clarity by implementing more directive behavior and participative leader behavior (Sawyer, 1992). Therefore, by promoting clarity in goals and processes, managers can enhance the effectiveness of SLP. Implementing directive and participative leadership behaviors can help in achieving this clarity. For instance, setting clear, achievable targets, and involving employees in decision-making processes can foster a sense of purpose and direction, thereby enhancing employee resilience.




6 Limitations and directions for future research

This research's data were collected through a relatively simple two-point-time questionnaire survey, future studies could benefit from incorporating a longitudinal approach or experimental study, which would provide a more robust analysis of cause-and-effect relationships and allow for a better understanding of the long-term impacts of the SLP on employee resilience, capturing the evolving dynamics of the workplace and potentially revealing delayed effects not apparent in shorter-term studies.

Even though we utilized G*power software to calculate the minimum sample size required for correlation analysis and linear regression, and indicating that the sample size for studies are statistically appropriate, our sample size of 264 participants across two time points may be still relatively small compared to some large sample exemplary studies. Future research could replicate our findings with a larger sample size to enhance the ability to generalize the results to a broader population. Furthermore, although our Harman single-factor test indicated that that common method bias is not a major concern in this research, we encourage the future research adopt other-evaluation multi-source methods for investigation to further reduce common method biases resulting from self-reports.

Furthermore, although based previous employee resilience research (Ang et al., 2018; Bridges et al., 2023; Huang et al., 2019; Scheibe et al., 2022) and refer to Pink-Harper and Rauhaus' research on the antecedents of employee resilience (Pink-Harper and Rauhaus, 2017), we accounted for gender, age, level of education and position as control variables, we still encourage the inclusion of more control variables in the future, such as socioeconomic status, to improve the study's accuracy and make the findings more robust.

Finally, our research focuses on a specific organizational context, which provides deep insights but also limits the generalizability of the conclusions. For example, the aftereffects of SLP will show different results under different levels of culture context (Erkutlu, 2012), and considering the impact of culture factors on employee resilience (Sulphey, 2020), expanding the study to include cultural settings, diverse industries and organizational sizes could enrich the understanding of SLP's effects across various contexts. This would also address how different environmental and organizational cultures influence the relationship between SLP and employee resilience and enhance the generalizability of the research's conclusions.



7 Conclusion

The current study aims to dissect the dual-edged effects and underlying mechanisms of SLP on employee resilience. Within the scaffolding of the Job Demands-Resources Model (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007; Bakker et al., 2003; Demerouti et al., 2001), Firstly, the results of the empirical study support our hypothesis that the relationship between SLP and employee resilience is positive. Secondly, not only does the research validate the positive influence of SLP on employee resilience from the perspective of the motivational process (Schaufeli et al., 2009), but it also confirms from the health impairment process (Schaufeli et al., 2009) that SLP may inadvertently escalate employee role overload, thus eroding resilience. Thirdly, our study demonstrates that organizational goal clarity can further amplify the salutary role of SLP in promoting FWA, thereby elevating employee resilience, while simultaneously reducing the potential resilience depletion due to role overload induced by SLP. This provides a basis for magnifying the positive aspects of SLP on employee resilience and, more crucially, offers effective strategies to counteract the dark side of SLP on employee resilience. It assists employees in coping effectively with the potential role overload, that SLP may engender. By bolstering individual resilience, employees can more positively navigate work and family environments, enhancing their wellbeing. This research not only aids in a more comprehensive understanding of the intricate relationship between SLP and employee resilience but also expands our knowledge of the boundary conditions affecting employee resilience. It suggests practical measures to mitigate possible negative consequences of SLP and to foster employee resilience. For instance, increasing organizational goal clarity in the context of SLP can not only extend its positive impact on employee resilience through improved FWA but can also lessen the adverse effects on employee role overload, thereby promoting employees resilience. Future research could further investigate the cross-cultural validity of the relationship between SLP and employee resilience and explore additional boundary conditions that may enhance employee resilience.



Data availability statement

The raw data supporting the conclusions of this article will be made available by the authors, without undue reservation.



Ethics statement

The studies involving humans were approved by Central South University Institutional Review Board. The studies were conducted in accordance with the local legislation and institutional requirements. The participants provided their written informed consent to participate in this study.



Author contributions

MH: Project administration, Writing – review & editing, Conceptualization, Data curation, Formal analysis, Investigation, Methodology, Writing – original draft. YM: Project administration, Writing – review & editing, Funding acquisition, Resources, Supervision. LJ: Methodology, Resources, Software, Validation, Visualization, Writing – review & editing. DY: Data curation, Investigation, Resources, Supervision, Visualization, Writing – original draft, Writing – review & editing.



Funding

The author(s) declare financial support was received for the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article. The present research was supported by the Project of the National Natural Science Foundation of China (Grant No. 71972185), the Project of the Social Science Foundation of Hunan Province (20YBA255), China Project of the Social Science Achievement Appraisal Committee of Hunan Province (Grant No. XSP22YBZ139), and Hunan Provincial Education Department Foundation for Excellent Youth Scholars (22B0012).



Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.



Publisher's note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.



References

 Ablett, J. R., and Jones, R. S. (2007). Resilience and well-being in palliative care staff: a qualitative study of hospice nurses' experience of work. Psychooncology 16, 733–740. doi: 10.1002/pon.1130

 Ahmad, A. (2010). Work-family conflict among junior physicians: its mediating role in the relationship between role overload and emotional exhaustion. J. Soc. Sci. 6, 265–271. doi: 10.3844/jssp.2010.265.271

 Ali, A., Wang, H., and Boekhorst, J. A. (2023). A moderated mediation examination of shared leadership and team creativity: a social information processing perspective. Asia Pacific J. Manage. 40, 295–327. doi: 10.1007/s10490-021-09786-6

 Ali, A., Wang, H., and Johnson, R. E. (2020). Empirical analysis of shared leadership promotion and team creativity: an adaptive leadership perspective. J. Organ. Behav. 41, 405–423. doi: 10.1002/job.2437

 Anderson, N., and West, M. A. (1996). The team climate inventory: development of the TCI and its applications in teambuilding for innovativeness. Eur. J. Work Organ. Psychol. 5, 53–66. doi: 10.1080/13594329608414840

 Ang, S. Y., Uthaman, T., Ayre, T. C., Mordiffi, S. Z., Ang, E., and Lopez, V. (2018). Association between demographics and resilience–a cross-sectional study among nurses in Singapore. Int. Nurs. Rev. 65, 459–466. doi: 10.1111/inr.12441

 Azeem, M., Ahmed, M., Haider, S., and Sajjad, M. (2021). Expanding competitive advantage through organizational culture, knowledge sharing and organizational innovation. Technol. Soc. 66:101635. doi: 10.1016/j.techsoc.2021.101635

 Badu, E., O'Brien, A. P., Mitchell, R., Rubin, M., James, C., McNeil, K., et al. (2020). Workplace stress and resilience in the Australian nursing workforce: a comprehensive integrative review. Int. J. Ment. Health 29, 5–34. doi: 10.1111/inm.12662

 Bakker, A. B., and Demerouti, E. (2007). The job demands-resources model: state of the art. J. Manage. Psychol. 22, 309–328. doi: 10.1108/02683940710733115

 Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., De Boer, E., and Schaufeli, W. B. (2003). Job demands and job resources as predictors of absence duration and frequency. J. Vocat. Behav. 62, 341–356. doi: 10.1016/S0001-8791(02)00030-1

 Bauer, G. F., Hämmig, O., Schaufeli, W. B., and Taris, T. W. (2014). “A critical review of the job demands-resources model: implications for improving work and health,” in Bridging Occupational, Organizational and Public Health: A Transdisciplinary Approach, eds. G. F. Bauer and O. Hämmig (Springer Science+Business Media), 43–68.

 Bolino, M. C., and Turnley, W. H. (2005). The personal costs of citizenship behavior: the relationship between individual initiative and role overload, job stress, and work-family conflict. J. Appl. Psychol. 90:740. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.90.4.740

 Bövers, J., and Hoon, C. (2020). “Shared leadership at the top of family firms: how sibling teams engage in successful co-leadership,” in Entrepreneurship and Family Business Vitality: Surviving and Flourishing in the Long Term, eds. J. M. Saiz-Álvarez, J. Leitão, and J. M. Palma-Ruiz (Cham: Springer International Publishing), 113–132.

 Bridges, D., Wulff, E., and Bamberry, L. (2023). Resilience for gender inclusion: developing a model for women in male-dominated occupations.Gender Work Organ. 30, 263–279. doi: 10.1111/gwao.12672

 Brislin, R. W. (1986). “The wording and translation of research instruments,” in Cross-Cultural Research and Methodology Series, eds. W. J. Lonner and J. W. Berry (Sage Publications, Inc.), 137–164.

 Burke, C. S., Fiore, S. M., and Salas, E. (2003). “The role of shared cognition in enabling shared leadership and team adaptability,” in Shared Leadership: Reframing the Hows and Whys of Leadership, eds. C. L. Pearce, and J. A. Conger (London: Sage), 103–122.

 Caniëls, M. C., and Baaten, S. M. (2019). How a learning-oriented organizational climate is linked to different proactive behaviors: the role of employee resilience. Soc. Indicat. Res. 143, 561–577. doi: 10.1007/s11205-018-1996-y

 Caniëls, M. C., and Hatak, I. (2022). Employee resilience: considering both the social side and the economic side of leader-follower exchanges in conjunction with the dark side of followers' personality. Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manage. 33, 297–328. doi: 10.1080/09585192.2019.1695648

 Carson, J. B., Tesluk, P. E., and Marrone, J. A. (2007). Shared leadership in teams: an investigation of antecedent conditions and performance. Acad. Manage. J. 50, 1217–1234. doi: 10.5465/amj.2007.20159921

 Chen, H., and Qi, R. (2022). Restaurant frontline employees' turnover intentions: three-way interactions between job stress, fear of COVID-19, and resilience. Int. J. Contemp. Hosp. Manage. 34, 2535–2558. doi: 10.1108/IJCHM-08-2021-1016

 Chen, X., Li, Q., Xu, F., and Han, B. (2021). The mediating role of resilience between work–family conflict and career development among Chinese nurses: a cross-sectional study. J. Nurs. Manage. 29, 1733–1741. doi: 10.1111/jonm.13323

 Chen, Y., McCabe, B., and Hyatt, D. (2017). Impact of individual resilience and safety climate on safety performance and psychological stress of construction workers: a case study of the Ontario construction industry. J. Saf. Res. 61, 167–176. doi: 10.1016/j.jsr.2017.02.014

 Chiu, C. C., Owens, B. P., and Tesluk, P. E. (2016). Initiating and utilizing shared leadership in teams: the role of leader humility, team proactive personality, and team performance capability. J. Appl. Psychol. 101, 1705–1720. doi: 10.1037/apl0000159

 Choi, S. B., Kim, K., and Kang, S. (2017). Effects of transformational and shared leadership styles on employees' perception of team effectiveness. Soc. Behav. Pers. 45, 377–386. doi: 10.2224/sbp.5805

 Cooke, F. L., Cooper, B., Bartram, T., Wang, J., and Mei, H. (2019). Mapping the relationships between high-performance work systems, employee resilience and engagement: a study of the banking industry in China. Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manage. 30, 1239–1260. doi: 10.1080/09585192.2015.1137618

 Cooper, C. L., Liu, Y., and Tarba, S. Y. (2014). Resilience, HRM practices and impact on organizational performance and employee well-being. Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manage. 25, 2466–2471. doi: 10.1080/09585192.2014.926688

 Demerouti, E., Bakker, A. B., Nachreiner, F., and Schaufeli, W. B. (2001). The job demands-resources model of burnout. J. Appl. Psychol. 86:499. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.499

 Deng, G., Cai, W., Yang, M., Lio, J., Feng, C., Ma, X., et al. (2021). Linking doctor-patient relationship to medical residents' work engagement: the influences of role overload and conflict avoidance. BMC Fam. Pract. 22, 1–11. doi: 10.1186/s12875-021-01541-6

 DeRue, D. S. (2011). Adaptive leadership theory: leading and following as a complex adaptive process. Res. Organ. Behav. 31, 125–150. doi: 10.1016/j.riob.2011.09.007

 DeRue, D. S., and Ashford, S. J. (2010). Who will lead and who will follow? A social process of leadership identity construction in organizations. Acad. Manage. Rev. 35, 627–647. doi: 10.5465/amr.35.4.zok627

 Duncan, K. A., and Pettigrew, R. N. (2012). The effect of work arrangements on perception of work-family balance. Community Work Fam. 15, 403–423. doi: 10.1080/13668803.2012.724832

 Dunn, L. B., Iglewicz, A., and Moutier, C. (2008). A conceptual model of medical student well-being: promoting resilience and preventing burnout. Acad. Psychiatr. 32, 44–53. doi: 10.1176/appi.ap.32.1.44

 Duxbury, L., and Halinski, M. (2014). When more is less: an examination of the relationship between hours in telework and role overload. Work 48, 91–103. doi: 10.3233/WOR-141858

 Duxbury, L., Stevenson, M., and Higgins, C. (2018). Too much to do, too little time: role overload and stress in a multi-role environment. Int. J. Stress Manage. 25:250. doi: 10.1037/str0000062

 Edelmann, C. M., Boen, F., and Fransen, K. (2020). The power of empowerment: predictors and benefits of shared leadership in organizations. Front. Psychol. 11:582894. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2020.582894

 Erkutlu, H. (2012). The impact of organizational culture on the relationship between shared leadership and team proactivity. Team Perform. Manage. Int. J. 18, 102–119. doi: 10.1108/13527591211207734

 Evans, K., Sanner, B., and Chiu, C. (2021). Shared leadership, unshared burdens: how shared leadership structure schema lowers individual enjoyment without increasing performance. Group Organ. Manage. 46, 1027–1072. doi: 10.1177/1059601121997225

 Fernandez, A. A., and Shaw, G. P. (2020). Academic leadership in a time of crisis: the Coronavirus and COVID-19. J. Leadersh. Stud. 14, 39–45. doi: 10.1002/jls.21684

 Ferris, D. L., Reb, J., Lian, H., Sim, S., and Ang, D. (2018). What goes up must... Keep going up? Cultural differences in cognitive styles influence evaluations of dynamic performance. J. Appl. Psychol. 103:347. doi: 10.1037/apl0000282

 Förster, C., and Duchek, S. (2017). What makes leaders resilient? An exploratory interview study. German J. Hum. Resour. Manage. 31, 281–306. doi: 10.1177/2397002217709400

 Franken, E., Plimmer, G., and Malinen, S. (2020). Paradoxical leadership in public sector organisations: its role in fostering employee resilience. Aust. J. Publ. Admin. 79, 93–110. doi: 10.1111/1467-8500.12396

 Frese, M., Fay, D., Hilburger, T., Leng, K., and Tag, A. (1997). The concept of personal initiative: operationalization, reliability and validity in two German samples. J. Occup. Organ. Psych. 70, 139–161. doi: 10.1111/j.2044-8325.1997.tb00639.x

 Fu, H., Ye, B. H., and Xu, X. (2020). The cross-level effect of shared leadership on tourism employee proactive behavior and adaptive performance. Sustainability 12:6173. doi: 10.3390/su12156173

 Fürstenberg, N., Alfes, K., and Kearney, E. (2021). How and when paradoxical leadership benefits work engagement: the role of goal clarity and work autonomy. J. Occup. Organ. Psychol. 94, 672–705. doi: 10.1111/joop.12344

 Gichuhi, J. M. (2021). Shared leadership and organizational resilience: a systematic literature review. Int. J. Organ. Leadersh.10, 67–88. doi: 10.33844/ijol.2021.60536

 Gonzalez-Mulé, E., Courtright, S. H., DeGeest, D., Seong, J., and Hong, D. (2016). Channeled autonomy: the joint effects of autonomy and feedback on team performance through organizational goal clarity. J. Manage. 42, 2018–2033. doi: 10.1177/0149206314535443

 Green, S. G., Bull Schaefer, R. A., MacDermid, S. M., and Weiss, H. M. (2011). Partner reactions to work-to-family conflict: cognitive appraisal and indirect crossover in couples. J. Manage. 37, 744–769. doi: 10.1177/0149206309349307

 Greer, L. L., de Jong, B. A., Schouten, M. E., and Dannals, J. E. (2018). Why and when hierarchy impacts team effectiveness: a meta-analytic integration. J. Appl. Psychol. 103:591. doi: 10.1037/apl0000291

 Greer, L. L., Van Bunderen, L., and Yu, S. (2017). The dysfunctions of power in teams: a review and emergent conflict perspective. Res. Organ. Behav. 37, 103–124. doi: 10.1016/j.riob.2017.10.005

 Grille, A., Schulte, E. M., and Kauffeld, S. (2015). Promoting shared leadership: a multilevel analysis investigating the role of prototypical team leader behavior, psychological empowerment, and fair rewards. J. Leadersh. Org. Stud. 22, 324–339. doi: 10.1177/1548051815570039

 Han, J., Yoon, J., Choi, W., and Hong, G. (2021). The effects of shared leadership on team performance. Leadersh. Org. Dev. J. 42, 593–605. doi: 10.1108/LODJ-01-2020-0023

 Hartmann, S., Weiss, M., Newman, A., and Hoegl, M. (2020). Resilience in the workplace: a multilevel review and synthesis. Appl. Psychol. 69, 913–959. doi: 10.1111/apps.12191

 Hayes, A. F. (2012). PROCESS: A Versatile Computational Tool for Observed Variable Mediation, Moderation, and Conditional Process Modeling [White paper]. Available at: http://www.afhayes.com/public/process2012.pdf

 Heine, E. C., Stouten, J., and Liden, R. C. (2023). Providing service during a merger: the role of organizational goal clarity and servant leadership. J. Bus. Ethics 184, 627–647. doi: 10.1007/s10551-022-05162-6

 Hetty Van Emmerik, I. J., Bakker, A. B., and Euwema, M. C. (2009). Explaining employees' evaluations of organizational change with the job-demands resources model. Career Dev. Int. 14, 594–613. doi: 10.1108/13620430910997312

 Hiller, N. J., Day, D. V., and Vance, R. J. (2006). Collective enactment of leadership roles and team effectiveness: a field study. Leadersh. Q. 17, 387–397. doi: 10.1016/j.leaqua.2006.04.004

 Hoch, J. E. (2013). Shared leadership and innovation: the role of vertical leadership and employee integrity. J. Bus. Psychol. 28, 159–174. doi: 10.1007/s10869-012-9273-6

 Hoch, J. E. (2014). Shared leadership, diversity, and information sharing in teams. J. Manage. Psychol. 29, 541–564. doi: 10.1108/JMP-02-2012-0053

 Huang, Q., Xing, Y., and Gamble, J. (2019). Job demands–resources: a gender perspective on employee well-being and resilience in retail stores in China. Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manage. 30, 1323–1341. doi: 10.1080/09585192.2016.1226191

 Imam, H., and Zaheer, M. K. (2021). Shared leadership and project success: the roles of knowledge sharing, cohesion and trust in the team. Int. J. Proj. Manage. 39, 463–473. doi: 10.1016/j.ijproman.2021.02.006

 Iqbal, Q., and Piwowar-Sulej, K. (2022). Sustainable leadership, environmental turbulence, resilience, and employees' wellbeing in SMEs. Front. Psychol. 13:939389. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2022.939389

 Jauhar, M. F., and Suratman, A. (2022). Transformational leadership on performance: mediating role of flexible work arrangements and work engagements (Study on the Coffee Shop Industry in Yogyakarta). Rev. Manage. Entrepreneursh. 6, 35–50. doi: 10.37715/rme.v6i1.2385

 Jensen, J. M., Patel, P. C., and Messersmith, J. G. (2013). High-performance work systems and job control: consequences for anxiety, role overload, and turnover intentions. J. Manage. 39, 1699–1724. doi: 10.1177/0149206311419663

 Kelly, C. M., Rofcanin, Y., Las Heras, M., Ogbonnaya, C., Marescaux, E., and Bosch, M. J. (2020). Seeking an “i-deal” balance: schedule-flexibility i-deals as mediating mechanisms between supervisor emotional support and employee work and home performance. J. Vocat. Behav. 118:103369. doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2019.103369

 Klasmeier, K. N., and Rowold, J. (2022). A diary study on shared leadership, team work engagement, and goal attainment. J. Occup. Organ. Psychol. 95, 36–59. doi: 10.1111/joop.12371

 Kuntz, J., Connell, P., and Näswall, K. (2017). Workplace resources and employee resilience: the role of regulatory profiles. Career Dev. Int. 22, 419–435. doi: 10.1108/CDI-11-2016-0208

 Kuntz, J. R., Näswall, K., and Malinen, S. (2016). Resilient employees in resilient organizations: flourishing beyond adversity. Ind. Organ. Psychol. 2,456–462. doi: 10.1017/iop.2016.39

 Lau, R. S., Cheung, G. W., and Cooper Thomas, H. D. (2021). The influence of dispositions and shared leadership on team–member exchange. J. Manage. Psychol. 36, 258–271. doi: 10.1108/JMP-01-2020-0025

 Lee, G., Magnini, V. P., and Kim, B. P. (2011). Employee satisfaction with schedule flexibility: psychological antecedents and consequences within the workplace. Int. J. Hosp. Manage. 30, 22–30. doi: 10.1016/j.ijhm.2010.03.013

 Lewig, K. A., Xanthopoulou, D., Bakker, A. B., Dollard, M. F., and Metzer, J. C. (2007). Burnout and connectedness among Australian volunteers: a test of the Job Demands–Resources model. J. Vocat. Behav. 71, 429–445. doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2007.07.003

 Li, J., and Tong, Y. (2021). Does narcissistic leadership enhance employee resilience? A moderated mediation model of goal-directed energy and psychological availability. Leadersh. Org. Dev. J. 42, 819–836. doi: 10.1108/LODJ-11-2020-0521

 Liang, B., van Knippenberg, D., and Gu, Q. (2021). A cross-level model of shared leadership, meaning, and individual creativity. J. Organ. Behav. 42, 68–83. doi: 10.1002/job.2494

 Liu, H., Gao, S., Xing, H., Xu, L., Wang, Y., and Yu, Q. (2022). Shared leadership and innovative behavior in scientific research teams: a dual psychological perspective. Chin. Manage. Stud. 16, 466–492. doi: 10.1108/CMS-02-2020-0070

 Locke, E. A., Shaw, K. N., Saari, L. M., and Latham, G. P. (1981). Goal setting and task performance: 1969–1980. Psychol. Bull. 90, 125–152. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.90.1.125

 Lui, S., Lai, J., Luo, B. N., and Moran, P. (2023). Will goal clarity lower team innovation? A moderated mediation model of inter-team trust. J. Knowl. Manage. 27, 975–992. doi: 10.1108/JKM-10-2021-0787

 Lyndon, S., Pandey, A., and Navare, A. (2020). Shared leadership and team creativity: investigating the role of cognitive trust and team learning through mixed method approach. Pers. Rev. 49, 1805–1822. doi: 10.1108/PR-05-2019-0262

 Malik, P., and Garg, P. (2020). Learning organization and work engagement: the mediating role of employee resilience. Int J. Hum. Resour. Manage. 31, 1071–1094. doi: 10.1080/09585192.2017.1396549

 Mao, Y., Lai, Y., Zhai, Y., Xie, M., Yu, J., Wang, Q., et al. (2022). Authentic leadership and employee resilience: a moderated mediation analysis. Front. Psychol. 13:901085. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2022.901085

 Muethel, M., and Hoegl, M. (2011). Shared leadership functions in geographically dispersed project teams. Organ. Strateg. Manage. 28, 289–321. doi: 10.1108/S0742-3322(2011)0000028015

 Mui Hung Kee, D., Rahman, N. A., and Tan, A. W. (2020). The impact of transformational leadership and team innovation on team performance: empirical evidence from Malaysia. J. Manage. Market. Rev. 5,99–106. doi: 10.35609/jmmr.2020.5.2(2)

 Mui Hung Kee, D. M. H., Anwar, A., and Vranjes, I. (2024). Cyberbullying victimization and suicide ideation: the mediating role of psychological distress among Malaysian youth. Comput. Hum. Behav. 150, 1–9. doi: 10.1016/j.chb.2023.108000

 Mui Hung Kee, D. M. H., and Chung, K. S. (2021). Perceived organizational injustice, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and turnover intention: a study of MNCs in Malaysia. Int. J. Bus. Soc. 22, 1047–1065. doi: 10.33736/ijbs.3781.2021

 Nazarpoori, A. (2017). A survey of the effect of leader's social intelligence on employee's perception of interpersonal justice: the mediating role of shared leadership. Int. J. Leadersh. Educ. 20, 618–631. doi: 10.1080/13603124.2017.1283063

 Ning, Y., and Hui, C. (2020). Care about my own team: research on the relationship between shared leadership and employee voice. Collect. Essays Fin. Econ. 36, 83–92.

 Nordbäck, E. S., and Espinosa, J. A. (2019). Effective coordination of shared leadership in global virtual teams. J. Manage. Inform. Syst. 36, 321–350. doi: 10.1080/07421222.2018.1558943

 Patanakul, P., Pinto, J. K., and Pinto, M. B. (2016). Motivation to perform in a multiple-project environment: the impact of autonomy, support, goal clarity, and opportunities for learning. J. Eng. Technol. Manage. 39, 65–80. doi: 10.1016/j.jengtecman.2016.02.001

 Pearce, C. L. (2004). The future of leadership: combining vertical and shared leadership to transform knowledge work. Acad. Manage. Perspect. 18, 47–57. doi: 10.5465/ame.2004.12690298

 Pearce, C. L., and Conger, J. A. (Eds.). (2003). Shared Leadership: Reframing the Hows and Whys Leadership. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

 Pearce, C. L., and Sims, H. P. Jr. (2002). Vertical versus shared leadership as predictors of the effectiveness of change management teams: an examination of aversive, directive, transactional, transformational, and empowering leader behaviors. Group Dyn. Theory Res. Pract. 6:172. doi: 10.1037//1089-2699.6.2.172

 Pedersen, V. B., and Jeppesen, H. J. (2012). Contagious flexibility? A study on whether schedule flexibility facilitates work-life enrichment. Scand. J. Psychol. 53, 347–359. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9450.2012.00949.x

 Perry, J. L., and Porter, L. W. (1982). Factors affecting the context for motivation in public organizations. Acad. Manage. Rev. 7, 89–98. doi: 10.2307/257252

 Pink-Harper, S. A., and Rauhaus, B. (2017). Examining the impact of federal employee wellness programs and employee resilience in the federal workplace. Health Hum. Serv. Adm. 40, 353–387. doi: 10.1177/107937391704000305

 Piszczek, M. M., Martin, J. E., Pimputkar, A. S., and Laulié, L. (2021). What does schedule fit add to work–family research? The incremental effect of schedule fit on work–family conflict, schedule satisfaction, and turnover intentions. J. Occup. Organ. Psych. 94, 866–889. doi: 10.1111/joop.12367

 Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J., and Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method biases in behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and recommended remedies. J. Appl. Psychol. 88, 879–903. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879

 Preacher, K. J., Rucker, D. D., and Hayes, A. F. (2007). Addressing moderated mediation hypotheses: theory, methods, and prescriptions. Multivar. Behav. Res. 42, 185–227. doi: 10.1080/00273170701341316

 Quinn, R. W. (2005). Flow in knowledge work: high performance experience in the design of national security technology. Admin. Sci. Q. 50, 610–641. doi: 10.2189/asqu.50.4.610

 Rizzo, J. R., House, R. J., and Lirtzman, S. I. (1970). Role conflict and ambiguity in complex organizations. Admin. Sci. Q. 150–163. doi: 10.2307/2391486

 Rossi, A. M., Meurs, J. A., and Perrewe, P. L. (2013). Improving Employee Health and Well Being. Information Age Publishing Inc.

 Rousseau, D. M., Ho, V. T., and Greenberg, J. (2006). I-deals: idiosyncratic terms in employment relationships. Acad. Manage. Rev. 31, 977–994. doi: 10.5465/amr.2006.22527470

 Saavedra, R., Earley, P. C., and Van Dyne, L. (1993). Complex interdependence in task-performing groups. J. Appl. Psychol. 78:61. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.78.1.61

 Salas-Vallina, A., Rofcanin, Y., and Las Heras, M. (2022). Building resilience and performance in turbulent times: the influence of shared leadership and passion at work across levels. BRQ Bus. Res. Q. 25, 8–27. doi: 10.1177/23409444211035138

 Sanner, B., Ziauddin, H., and Chou, E. (2022). Are we really better together? A bottom-up aggregation of communal orientation and its effect on interdependent decision-making. Group Process Interg. 25, 85–105. doi: 10.1177/1368430220930410

 Santoro, G., Messeni-Petruzzelli, A., and Del Giudice, M. (2021). Searching for resilience: the impact of employee-level and entrepreneur-level resilience on firm performance in small family firms. Small Bus. Econ. 57, 455–471. doi: 10.1007/s11187-020-00319-x

 Sawyer, J. E. (1992). Goal and process clarity: specification of multiple constructs of role ambiguity and a structural equation model of their antecedents and consequences. J. Appl. Psychol. 77:130. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.77.2.130

 Schaufeli, W. B., Bakker, A. B., and Van Rhenen, W. (2009). How changes in job demands and resources predict burnout, work engagement, and sickness absenteeism. J. Organ. Behav. 30, 893–917. doi: 10.1002/job.595

 Scheibe, S., De Bloom, J., and Modderman, T. (2022). Resilience during crisis and the role of age: involuntary telework during the COVID-19 pandemic. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 19:1762. doi: 10.3390/ijerph19031762

 Shane Wood, M., and Fields, D. (2007). Exploring the impact of shared leadership on management team member job outcomes. J. Manage. 2, 251–272. doi: 10.1108/17465260710817474

 Siangchokyoo, N., and Klinger, R. L. (2022). Shared leadership and team performance: the joint effect of team dispositional composition and collective identification. Group Organ. Manage. 47, 109–140. doi: 10.1177/10596011211019928

 Sinha, R., Chiu, C. Y., and Srinivas, S. B. (2021). Shared leadership and relationship conflict in teams: the moderating role of team power base diversity. J. Organ. Behav. 42, 649–667. doi: 10.1002/job.2515

 Sommer, S. A., Howell, J. M., and Hadley, C. N. (2016). Keeping positive and building strength: the role of affect and team leadership in developing resilience during an organizational crisis. Group Organ. Manage. 41, 172–202. doi: 10.1177/1059601115578027

 Sonnentag, S., and Volmer, J. (2010). What you do for your team comes back to you: a cross-level investigation of individual goal specification, team-goal clarity, and individual performance. Hum. Perform. 23, 116–130. doi: 10.1080/08959281003622164

 Stokes, P., Smith, S., Wall, T., Moore, N., Rowland, C., Ward, T., et al. (2019). Resilience and the (micro-) dynamics of organizational ambidexterity: implications for strategic HRM. Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manage. 30, 1287–1322. doi: 10.1080/09585192.2018.1474939

 Stouten, J., Rousseau, D. M., and De Cremer, D. (2018). Successful organizational change: integrating the management practice and scholarly literatures. Acad. Manage. Ann. 12, 752–788. doi: 10.5465/annals.2016.0095

 Sulphey, M. M. (2020). A study on the effect of long-term orientation and risk propensity on resilience. Int. J. Sociol. Soc. Policy 40, 1585–1610. doi: 10.1108/IJSSP-09-2019-0192

 Sun, R., Peng, S., and Pandey, S. K. (2014). Testing the effect of person-environment fit on employee perceptions of organizational goal ambiguity. Public Perform. Manage. 37, 465–495. doi: 10.2753/PMR1530-9576370306

 Tang, W., and Vandenberghe, C. (2021). Role overload and work performance: the role of psychological strain and leader–member exchange. Front. Psychol. 12:691207. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2021.691207

 Türk-Kurtça, T., and Kocatürk, M. (2020). The role of childhood traumas, emotional Self-Efficacy and Internal-External locus of control in predicting psychological resilience. Int. J. Stem Educ. Lit. Stud. 8, 105–115. doi: 10.7575/aiac.ijels.v.8n.3p.105

 Van der Hoek, M., Groeneveld, S., and Kuipers, B. (2018). Goal setting in teams: goal clarity and team performance in the public sector. Rev. Public Pers. Adm. 38, 472–493. doi: 10.1177/0734371X16682815

 Varshney, D. (2022). Machiavellianism, self-concept and resilience: do they affect employee performance? A moderated-mediated analysis. Int. J. Prod. Perform. Manage. 72, 2093–2118. doi: 10.1108/IJPPM-06-2021-0348

 Vera, M., Rodríguez-Sánchez, A. M., and Salanova, M. (2017). May the force be with you: looking for resources that build team resilience. J. Workplace Behav. Health 32, 119–138. doi: 10.1080/15555240.2017.1329629

 Vullinghs, J. T., De Hoogh, A. H., Den Hartog, D. N., and Boon, C. (2020). Ethical and passive leadership and their joint relationships with burnout via role clarity and role overload. J. Bus. Ethics 165, 719–733. doi: 10.1007/s10551-018-4084-y

 Walumbwa, F. O., Christensen-Salem, A., Babalola, M. T., Kasimu, P., Garba, O. A., and Guo, L. (2022). A closer look at how and when family-supportive supervision influence work interference with family: the roles of family-role overload and task crafting. Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manage. 33, 3850–3878. doi: 10.1080/09585192.2021.1939761

 Wang, H., and Peng, Q. (2022). Is shared leadership really as perfect as we thought? Positive and negative outcomes of shared leadership on employee creativity. J. Creat. Behav. 56, 328–343. doi: 10.1002/jocb.532

 Welbourne, J. L., Gangadharan, A., and Sariol, A. M. (2015). Ethnicity and cultural values as predictors of the occurrence and impact of experienced workplace incivility. J. Occup. Health Psych. 20:205. doi: 10.1037/a0038277

 Whitaker, B. G., Dahling, J. J., and Levy, P. (2007). The development of a feedback environment and role clarity model of job performance. J. Manage. 33, 570–591. doi: 10.1177/0149206306297581

 Worley, C. G., and Jules, C. (2020). COVID-19s uncomfortable revelations about agile and sustainable organizations in a VUCA world. J. Appl. Behav. Sci. 56, 279–283. doi: 10.1177/0021886320936263

 Wright, B. E., Moynihan, D. P., and Pandey, S. K. (2012). Pulling the levers: transformational leadership, public service motivation, and mission valence. Public Adminstr. Rev. 72, 206–215. doi: 10.1111/j.1540-6210.2011.02496.x

 Wu, G., Feder, A., Cohen, H., Kim, J. J., Calderon, S., Charney, D. S., et al. (2013). Understanding resilience. Front. Behav. Neurosci. 7:10. doi: 10.3389/fnbeh.2013.00010

 Wu, Q., Cormican, K., and Chen, G. (2020). A meta-analysis of shared leadership: antecedents, consequences, and moderators. J. Leadersh. Org. Stud. 27, 49–64. doi: 10.1177/1548051818820862

 Yeves, J., Bargsted, M., and Torres-Ochoa, C. (2022). Work schedule flexibility and teleworking were not good together during COVID-19 when testing their effects on work overload and mental health. Front. Psychol. 13:998977. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2022.998977

 Yu, J., Ma, Z., and Song, W. (2022). New venture top management team's shared leadership and its indirect effect on strategic performance: findings from SEM and fsQCA. Leadersh. Org. Dev. J. 43, 435–456. doi: 10.1108/LODJ-05-2021-0234

 Yucel, D. (2019). Job autonomy and schedule flexibility as moderators of the relationship between work-family conflict and work-related outcomes. Appl. Res. Qual. Life 14, 1393–1410. doi: 10.1007/s11482-018-9659-3

 Zhang, D., Wang, X., and Zhang, S. (2024). The influence of shared leadership on taking charge behavior: dual perspective of cognition–affection. J. Manage. Organ, 1–21. doi: 10.1017/jmo.2023.70

 Zhang, N., Xu, D., Li, J., and Xu, Z. (2022). Effects of role overload, work engagement and perceived organisational support on nurses' job performance during the COVID-19 pandemic. J. Nurs. Manage. 30, 901–912. doi: 10.1111/jonm.13598

 Zhang, Z., He, W., Park, T., Xing, Z., and Wu, X. (2023). The effects of between-group pay dispersion. Acad. Manage. J. 66, 1860–1895. doi: 10.5465/amj.2021.0799

 Zhou, H., and Zheng, Q. (2022). Work stressors and occupational health of young employees: the moderating role of work adaptability. Front. Psychol. 13:796710. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2022.796710

 Zhu, J., Liao, Z., Yam, K. C., and Johnson, R. E. (2018). Shared leadership: a state-of-the-art review and future research agenda. J. Organ. Behav. 39, 834–852. doi: 10.1002/job.2296

Copyright
 © 2025 Hao, Min, Jie and Yuling. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.



OPS/images/fpsyg-16-1441660-t002.jpg
Mea SD 1
1 1200 0.403 1
2 3.050 0.646 —0198* | 1
3 1.960 0945 0.191* —0.137* 1
4 32250 7.869 0287 —0202 | 0.700" 1
5 4.198 0.920 0.076 —0.074 —0.026 —0.045 1
6 3.683 0.870 0115 —0.184" | —0.055 0.035 0.151* 1
7 3.387 0939 0.031 0.006 0.047 —0.025 0312 0.050 1
8 4272 0853 0.124 —0.017 0.015 —0.014 0.186"* 0.050 0.044 1
9 3353 0.760 —0.047 —0.016 —0.077 —0.062 0.277+% 0.089 0.457+%* —0.131* 1

N, 246; 1, Gender; 2, Education level; 3, position; 4 , Ages 5, shared leadership; 6 , goal clarity; 7 , flexible work arrangements; 8, role overload; 9 , employees resilience significant at *p < 0.05;

**p <0.01; **p <0.001.






OPS/images/fpsyg-16-1441660-t003.jpg
Variable ER FWA ER ROV ER
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
SE SE SE SH SE
Gender —0.116 0123 0.039 0.150 —0.129 0112 0262 0.141 —0.089 0111
Age —0.017 0075 0.044 0.092 —0.032 0.069 0.017 0.086 —0.029 0.067
Education —0.056 0070 0.123 0.085 —0.098 0.064 0.044 0.080 —0.091 0.063
Position 0.001 0.009 —0.012 0011 0.039 0.008 —0.008 0010 0.004 0.008
SLP 02317 0051 0318 0.063 0.122* 0.049 0.163* 0.059 0.149* 0.049
FWA 03417%* 0.048 0338 0.047
ROV —0.156" 0051
R 0.085 0.106 0243 0.050 0272
F 445617 5.7086" 12.7893** 2.5080° 12,7123

N, 246 Significant at: *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p <0.001. SLP, shared leadership; GC, goal clarity; FWA, flexible work arrangements; ROV, role overload; ER, employees resilience.





OPS/images/fpsyg-16-1441660-g003.gif
P -





OPS/images/fpsyg-16-1441660-t001.jpg
Model df x*/df CFI TLI IFI RMSEA
One factor (SLP+GC+ FWA+ROV+ER) | 2855523 405 7.051 0325 0275 0330 0.157
Two factors (SLP+GC+ FWA+ROV; ER) | 1945.611 404 4816 0575 0.543 0579 0.125
Three factors (SLP+GC+FWA; ROV ER) | 1348.190 402 3354 0739 0718 0742 0.098
Four factors (SLP+GC; FWA; ROV; ER) 1001.452 399 2510 0834 0819 0836 0079
Five factors (SLP; GG; FWA; ROV; ER) 426267 395 1.079 0991 0991 0991 0018

SLP, shared leadership; GC, goal clarity; FWA, flexible work arrangements; ROV, role overload; ER, employees resilience.





OPS/images/fpsyg-16-1441660-t004.jpg
Variable FWA ER ROV ER

Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9
SE SE SE SE

Gender 0054 0.089 -0.129 0112 0240 0.140 —0.089 0111

Age 0.046 0.150 —0.032 0.069 0023 0.086 —0.029 0.067

Education 0115 0.092 —0.098 0.064 0057 0.079 —0.091 0.063

Position —0.012 0.085 0.005 0.008 —0.008 0.010 0.004 0.008

SLP 0273+ 0.065 0.122* 0.049 0205+ 0.061 0.148°* 0.049

FWA 03417 0.048 0338+ 0.047

ROV —0.156"* 0.051

GC 0.024 0.068 0012 0.063

SLP*GC 0.209* 0088 —0217* 0.083

R 0.127 0243 0077 0272

F 49513% 12,7893 2.8296* 12.7123*

N, 246 Significant at: *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p <0.001. SLP, shared leadership; GC, goal clarity; FW A, flexible work arrangements; ROV, role overload; ER, employees resilience.





OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		The effect of shared leadership on employee resilience: wielding the double-edged sword



		1 Introduction



		2 Theoretical background and hypothesis development



		2.1 The relationship between shared leadership and employee resilience



		2.2 Shared leadership's “bright side” on employee resilience



		2.3 Shared leadership's “dark side” on employee resilience



		2.4 Moderating effect of goal clarity



		2.5 An integrative moderated mediation model







		3 Methodology



		3.1 Participants and procedure



		3.2 Measurements



		3.2.1 Shared leadership



		3.2.2 Employee resilience



		3.2.3 Flexible work arrangements



		3.2.4 Role overload



		3.2.5 Goal clarity



		3.2.6 Control variables













		4 Results



		4.1 Common method variance



		4.2 Descriptive statistics



		4.3 Hypothesis testing







		5 Discussion



		5.1 General discussion



		5.2 Theoretical contributions



		5.3 Managerial implications







		6 Limitations and directions for future research



		7 Conclusion



		Data availability statement



		Ethics statement



		Author contributions



		Funding



		Conflict of interest



		Publisher's note



		References

















OPS/images/cover.jpg
& frontiers | Frontiers in Psychology

The effect of shared leadership
on employee resilience: wielding
the double-edged sword





OPS/images/fpsyg-16-1441660-g001.gif





OPS/images/fpsyg-16-1441660-g002.gif











OPS/images/crossmark.jpg
©

|






OPS/images/logo.jpg
& frontiers | Frontiers in Psychology







