
 

  

International Journal of Humanities Social Science and Management (IJHSSM) 

Volume 6, Issue 4, Jul. – Aug., 2026, pp: 632-685                         ISSN: 3048-6874  

www.ijhssm.org                                                      

 

 

 

DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.22009736     | Impact Factor value 7.52 |   ISO 9001: 2008 Certified Journal        Page 632 

Leadership Practices and Innovation in University Research 

Teams: A Structured Integrative Review of Psychological Safety 

and Knowledge Sharing 
 

Wang FangFang¹˒² 
¹ Kuala Lumpur University of Science and Technology (KLUST), Malaysia 

 

² Xi’an Siyuan University, Xi’an, China 
Corresponding Author: Ng Kim-Soon¹ 

¹ Kuala Lumpur University of Science and Technology (KLUST), Malaysia 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- --------- 

Date of Submission: 06-08-2026                                                                           Date of Acceptance: 19-08-2026 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ---------- 

Abstract 

Purpose. This review examines how distinct 

leadership practices and structures relate to 

innovation-related outcomes in university research 

teams, and evaluates the evidential roles of 

psychological safety and knowledge sharing. 

Design/methodology/approach. This structured 

integrative review used documented search, coding, 

and narrative-synthesis procedures. The final 

evidence set comprises 81 DOI-verified empirical 

studies: 26 studies from university, scientific, or 

higher-education settings and 55 studies used to 

examine related mechanisms or boundary conditions. 

Leadership practices, team processes, outcome types, 

levels of analysis, research designs, and contextual 

relevance were coded separately. 

Findings. The evidence does not support treating 

authentic, transformational, shared, and other 

leadership forms as interchangeable indicators of a 

single multidimensional construct. Direct 

university/scientific-team studies provide the clearest 

support for leadership-related knowledge-sharing 

processes and for differentiated creativity, 

innovation, and research-output outcomes. Direct 

evidence for leadership–psychological-safety 

relationships is limited and mixed. Adjacent 

organisational-team studies indicate several plausible 

mechanism configurations, including psychological-

safety and knowledge-sharing pathways, but do not 

establish a universal serial leadership → 

psychological safety → knowledge sharing → 

innovation relationship in university research teams. 

Originality/value. The review offers a framework 

grounded in the reviewed evidence. It separates 

leadership practices and structures, social-safety and 

informational mechanisms, and types of innovation 

outcomes. It also distinguishes direct contextual 

evidence from evidence drawn from related settings, 

thereby identifying a focused agenda for future 

research on university research teams. 

Keywords 
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I. Introduction 
University research teams are increasingly 

responsible for producing knowledge that no 

individual scholar can generate alone. They combine 

specialised expertise, coordinate interdependent 

tasks, and work across disciplinary, institutional, and 

career boundaries. Yet the same conditions that make 

such teams potentially innovative also make them 

difficult to lead. Differences in status, expertise, 

disciplinary language, and publication incentives can 

discourage members from voicing tentative ideas, 

questioning established assumptions, or sharing 

valuable but tacit knowledge. Explaining how 

research teams convert distributed expertise into 

innovative outcomes is therefore not merely a general 

leadership question; it is a central organisational 

problem in contemporary science. 

Leadership is commonly invoked as one 

answer to this problem. The broad premise is 

plausible: leaders influence how teams define goals, 

allocate attention, manage disagreement, coordinate 

expertise, and respond to failure. However, the 

accumulated evidence is harder to interpret than this 

premise suggests. First, studies use a wide range of 

labels—such as transformational, authentic, shared, 

inclusive, humble, and knowledge-oriented 

leadership—while often implying a common 

leadership-to-innovation effect. These practices are 

not interchangeable. They have different theoretical 

roots, refer to different sources and distributions of 

influence, and may activate different team processes. 

Treating them as one generic “multidimensional 
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leadership” construct without construct validation 

would obscure rather than explain variation in 

innovation outcomes. 

Second, innovation itself is not one 

outcome. The literature alternately refers to 

individual innovative work behaviour, team 

creativity, team innovation performance, research 

productivity, citation impact, disruptive scientific 

output, and commercialisation. These outcomes differ 

in level of analysis, temporal horizon, and theoretical 

meaning. For example, a leader may stimulate idea 

generation without improving implementation; a 

team may produce more publications without 

producing more novel research; and individual 

innovative behaviour cannot be assumed to aggregate 

into team innovation performance. Reviews that 

combine these outcomes without distinction risk 

creating an apparently consistent conclusion from 

substantively different phenomena. 

Third, the proposed explanatory 

mechanisms require closer scrutiny. Psychological 

safety concerns a shared belief that interpersonal risk 

taking is acceptable in a team. It may help members 

ask questions, report uncertainty, challenge dominant 

views, and offer unconventional ideas. Knowledge 

sharing concerns the exchange, integration, and use 

of task-relevant knowledge. It may transform 

dispersed expertise into collective understanding that 

enables idea development and implementation. The 

two constructs are theoretically related but 

empirically distinct: a psychologically safe climate 

may facilitate knowledge sharing, but neither is a 

proxy for the other. Moreover, leadership–

psychological safety–knowledge sharing–innovation 

is frequently presented as an intuitive chain even 

though the full sequence has rarely been tested 

directly in university research teams. A rigorous 

review must therefore distinguish evidence for each 

individual link, parallel mechanisms, serial 

mechanisms, boundary conditions, and null findings. 

The university research-team setting makes 

these distinctions especially consequential. Research 

teams often contain formal supervisors and graduate 

students, senior and junior scholars, temporary 

project members, and collaborators across 

institutions. Their outputs are also shaped by peer 

review, funding cycles, authorship rules, disciplinary 

norms, and long time lags between idea generation 

and observable scientific impact. Findings from 

corporate R&D, project, technology, healthcare, or 

other knowledge-intensive teams can inform theory, 

but they should not be silently generalised to 

university research teams. Conversely, direct 

research-team studies frequently operationalise 

innovation through research outputs or collaboration 

performance rather than through the team-creativity 

measures common in organisational behaviour 

research. The current evidence base is therefore 

fragmented across constructs, mechanisms, contexts, 

levels of analysis, and outcome measures. 

This review makes three contributions. First, 

it develops an evidence map that separates leadership 

practices rather than treating them as a single 

composite construct and differentiates innovation 

outcomes by their conceptual level and type. Second, 

it synthesises psychological safety and knowledge 

sharing as distinct affective and behavioural 

mechanisms, identifying whether empirical studies 

support direct, mediating, sequential, parallel, 

conditional, or non-significant relationships. Third, it 

applies a context-sensitive lens: it distinguishes what 

has been directly demonstrated in 

university/scientific research teams from what is 

suggested by adjacent knowledge-intensive teams. 

This distinction is important because adjacent 

evidence may guide theory development but cannot 

substitute for direct contextual evidence. 

The review is designed to answer a more 

precise question than whether leadership is “good” 

for innovation. It asks which leadership practices 

have been studied, which innovation outcomes they 

relate to, through which team processes, under what 

conditions, and with what degree of context-specific 

evidence. By answering these questions, the review 

offers a more defensible platform for future empirical 

research on leadership and innovation performance in 

university research teams. 

 

Research questions 

RQ1. Construct and outcome landscape: Which 

distinct leadership practices and innovation-related 

outcomes have been examined in university/scientific 

research teams and adjacent knowledge-intensive 

team settings? 

RQ2. Mechanism evidence: What empirical 

evidence supports psychological safety and 

knowledge sharing as direct, mediating, sequential, 

parallel, or conditional pathways between leadership 

practices and innovation-related outcomes? 

RQ3. Context and design contingencies: How do 

reported relationships vary by team context, level of 

analysis, innovation-outcome type, and research 

design? 

RQ4. Context-specific research agenda: Which 

conclusions are directly supported in 

university/scientific research teams, which are only 

inferred from adjacent settings, and what research 

gaps follow from that distinction? 
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II. Theoretical Background and Conceptual 

Boundaries 
2.1 University research teams as a distinctive 

setting for leadership and innovation 

University research teams are knowledge-

intensive, interdependent groups organised around 

research problems, projects, laboratories, centres, or 

collaborative publication networks. They are not 

simply conventional work teams located inside a 

university. Their members may combine professors, 

principal investigators, postdoctoral researchers, 

doctoral students, technical staff, and external 

collaborators; their relationships often involve both 

task interdependence and academic-status 

asymmetry. Their outputs may include ideas, 

publications, patents, research grants, scientific 

influence, and societal or commercial impact. These 

features create a setting in which innovation depends 

not only on intellectual capability but also on whether 

diverse expertise can be voiced, combined, 

challenged, and developed over time. 

This setting has two implications for the 

present review. First, leadership may be formal, 

distributed, or emergent. A principal investigator can 

shape resources, priorities, authorship expectations, 

and the climate of a laboratory, but influence may 

also be shared among senior and junior members 

according to expertise, project phase, or network 

position. Second, innovation outcomes are temporally 

and conceptually heterogeneous. Team creativity 

concerns the production of novel and useful ideas; 

innovation performance concerns the implementation 

or realised value of ideas; research productivity and 

citation impact reflect scholarly outputs and 

recognition; and commercialisation captures a further 

translation stage. These outcomes should be related 

theoretically, but they should not be treated as 

interchangeable empirical indicators. 

Accordingly, the review uses 

university/scientific research teams as its focal 

context. Studies from R&D, project, technology, 

healthcare, and other knowledge-intensive teams are 

retained when they illuminate mechanisms that are 

plausible in research teams, but they are coded as 

adjacent evidence. This prevents a common 

inferential error: using the volume of organisational-

team evidence as if it were direct confirmation in 

university research teams. 

 

2.2 Leadership practices: related but non-

interchangeable explanations 

Leadership research offers several 

explanations for why team members may invest 

effort in creative and innovative work. 

Transformational leadership emphasises articulating 

an inspiring purpose, modelling desired values, 

providing intellectual stimulation, and attending to 

individual development. It is commonly expected to 

broaden members’ perspectives and encourage 

experimentation. Authentic leadership emphasises 

self-awareness, relational transparency, internalised 

moral perspective, and balanced processing; its 

proposed value lies in credible and open leader–

member relationships. Shared leadership describes 

the distribution of leadership influence among team 

members rather than the behaviour of a single formal 

leader. It is particularly relevant where expertise is 

dispersed and no one member can direct all aspects of 

complex work. 

Other practices, such as inclusive, humble, 

empowering, servant, ethical, and knowledge-

oriented leadership, emphasise additional routes 

through which a leader may influence team 

processes. These leadership forms may overlap 

behaviourally, but they differ in theoretical origin, 

focal actor, and expected mechanisms. For example, 

a humble leader’s acknowledgement of limitations 

may lower interpersonal defensiveness, whereas a 

knowledge-oriented leader’s practices may more 

directly facilitate knowledge acquisition and sharing. 

A shared-leadership structure may increase the 

mobilisation of expertise but may also generate 

coordination or status conflict under some conditions. 

For these reasons, this review does not 

create a synthetic “multidimensional leadership” 

variable. Instead, it asks whether particular leadership 

practices are associated with particular outcomes, 

through particular processes, in particular contexts. 

This approach is both conceptually conservative and 

analytically useful: it allows convergence to be 

identified where it exists without assuming 

equivalence where it has not been established. 

 

2.3 Psychological safety as an affective-

interpersonal team mechanism 

Psychological safety is generally defined as 

a shared belief that a team is safe for interpersonal 

risk taking (Edmondson, 1999). It concerns the 

anticipated interpersonal consequences of speaking 

up, asking for help, admitting error, challenging a 

prevailing view, or proposing a novel idea. It is 

therefore especially relevant to knowledge work, 

where innovation often begins with incomplete 

information, disagreement, and the expression of 

ideas that may initially appear uncertain or 

unconventional. 

In university research teams, psychological 

safety may be particularly consequential because 

academic hierarchy and evaluation practices can 

make intellectual risk visible. A doctoral student may 
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hesitate to question a supervisor’s interpretation; a 

junior researcher may withhold an untested idea; and 

an interdisciplinary collaborator may avoid exposing 

disciplinary uncertainty. Leadership practices that 

invite voice, acknowledge fallibility, distribute 

influence, or respond constructively to failure may 

help reduce these interpersonal barriers. However, 

psychological safety should not be romanticised as an 

unqualified positive condition. It does not remove 

task conflict, eliminate quality standards, or 

guarantee innovation. Its theoretical role is to make 

constructive learning behaviour more possible, not to 

ensure that every idea is accepted or successful. 

The review consequently distinguishes 

psychological safety from adjacent concepts such as 

trust, cohesion, team climate, psychological capital, 

and team forgiveness climate. These constructs may 

be related and may be useful contextual evidence, but 

they are not substitutes for a direct measure of 

psychological safety. This distinction is essential for 

accurate mechanism synthesis. 

 

2.4 Knowledge sharing as a behavioural and 

integrative mechanism 

Knowledge sharing refers to behaviours 

through which individuals provide, exchange, seek, 

discuss, and integrate task-relevant knowledge. In 

research teams, this can include sharing methods, 

data practices, tacit expertise, disciplinary 

assumptions, negative results, emerging 

interpretations, and links to external collaborators. It 

is a behavioural process rather than merely a positive 

team attitude. Its potential contribution to innovation 

lies in enabling members to recombine dispersed 

knowledge, identify novel connections, and refine 

ideas through collective scrutiny. 

The knowledge-sharing literature also 

cautions against assuming that sharing is automatic in 

expert teams. Knowledge can be difficult to 

articulate, strategically withheld, unevenly valued, or 

constrained by authorship, competition, time 

pressure, and status boundaries. Leaders may 

influence this process by clarifying goals, modelling 

exchange, allocating opportunities for interaction, 

rewarding collaborative contribution, or protecting 

members who expose unfinished thinking. Yet the 

existence of leadership support does not itself 

demonstrate that knowledge sharing occurred. The 

review therefore codes direct knowledge-sharing 

measures separately from communication, 

information elaboration, coordination, knowledge 

hiding, and other related processes. 

 

2.5 Connecting leadership, psychological safety, 

knowledge sharing, and innovation 

The focal literature permits several, rather 

than one predetermined, theoretical configurations. A 

leadership practice may relate directly to innovation 

by supplying direction, resources, or intellectual 

stimulation. It may relate indirectly through 

psychological safety if a safer climate enables voice 

and experimentation. It may relate indirectly through 

knowledge sharing if it facilitates the circulation and 

integration of expertise. Psychological safety and 

knowledge sharing may operate in parallel, with each 

independently linking leadership to innovation, or 

sequentially, where psychological safety enables 

subsequent sharing. They may also be conditional: 

effects may vary with team diversity, task 

interdependence, leader power distance, trust, 

innovation climate, or digital readiness. 

The review treats these configurations as 

empirical questions. It does not assume that the serial 

pathway—leadership → psychological safety → 

knowledge sharing → innovation—has been 

established merely because each pairwise relationship 

is theoretically plausible. A high-quality synthesis 

must report where the full sequence is directly tested, 

where only one segment is tested, where mechanisms 

run in parallel, and where findings are non-significant 

or context-dependent. 

 

2.6 Integrative review framework 

The review is guided by an input–process–

outcome logic, without reducing the evidence to a 

causal model that the included studies may not 

justify. Leadership practices are treated as potential 

inputs; psychological safety and knowledge sharing 

as distinct team processes; and innovation-related 

outcomes as differentiated outcomes. Team 

composition, hierarchy, task interdependence, 

innovation climate, organisational support, and 

research setting are treated as potential contextual 

conditions. The framework serves three purposes: it 

structures coding, prevents construct conflation, and 

makes gaps visible. 

The expected contribution is not to identify one 

universally superior leadership style. Rather, it is to 

clarify the conditions under which different 

leadership practices are associated with innovation-

related outcomes, to identify the evidential status of 

the proposed mechanisms, and to isolate the gap 

between evidence from general knowledge-intensive 

teams and evidence from university research teams. 

[Insert Figure 1 about here.] 
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III. Method 
3.1 Review design and reporting standard 

This study adopted a structured integrative 

review design to synthesise empirical evidence on 

leadership practices and innovation-related outcomes 

in university research teams, with particular attention 

to psychological safety and knowledge sharing. The 

review used transparent, systematic search, coding, 

and evidence-classification procedures, while its final 

synthesis was narrative and integrative rather than 

meta-analytic. The reporting structure was designed 

in line with the transparency principles of the 

Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews 

and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA 2020) statement and 

its search-reporting guidance (PRISMA-S; Page et 

al., 2021; Rethlefsen et al., 2021). These principles 

are used to make the review process transparent; they 

do not imply completed PRISMA compliance, 

exhaustive database coverage, or a medical-review 

design. 

The review followed an interpretive 

management-research logic. Its aim was not to 

estimate a single average effect of leadership on 

innovation, because the anticipated studies differ 

substantially in leadership constructs, units of 

analysis, innovation outcomes, and research contexts. 

Instead, the review used structured evidence 

mapping, quality appraisal, and thematic synthesis to 

determine (a) which leadership practices have been 

examined, (b) which psychological safety and 

knowledge-sharing mechanisms have been tested, (c) 

which findings arise from university/scientific 

research teams rather than adjacent settings, and (d) 

where the evidence remains incomplete or 

contradictory. 

An internal review protocol was prepared 

before final synthesis. The protocol specified the 

research questions, eligibility criteria, search logic, 

screening procedure, coding template, evidence 

categories, and appraisal criteria. The protocol was 

not externally registered; this should be stated plainly 

in the final manuscript rather than implying 

preregistration. 

3.2 Eligibility criteria 

Eligibility was determined using the criteria 

in Table 1. The central boundary was contextual: the 

core synthesis was limited to university, academic, 

scientific, research, interdisciplinary, and team-

science settings. To explain mechanisms that are 

likely to operate in research teams but have been 

studied more often elsewhere, a separately labelled 

mechanism-support set was retained for high-quality 

research from R&D, project, technology, healthcare, 

and other knowledge-intensive teams. The two sets 

were analysed separately. Adjacent studies could 

inform theoretical interpretation but were not counted 

as direct evidence about university research teams. 

 

[Insert Table 1 about here.] 

Innovation-related outcomes were not 

treated as equivalent. During coding, the review 

distinguished individual innovative behaviour or 

creativity, team creativity, team innovation 

performance, research productivity, citation or 

scientific impact, commercialisation, and other 

innovation-related outcomes. Likewise, 

psychological safety was not combined with trust, 

cohesion, psychological capital, forgiveness climate, 

or generic positive team climate. 

 

3.3 Information sources and search strategy 

The formal search was run in OpenAlex and 

the Crossref REST API on 8 August 2026. 

OpenAlex provides an openly available scholarly-

work catalogue with full-text keyword searching, 

Boolean query operators, filtering, and pagination. 

Crossref provides openly accessible publisher-

deposited bibliographic metadata with query and 

filter parameters. Neither source is identical to 

Scopus or Web of Science; this review does not claim 

Scopus or Web of Science coverage. Publisher pages, 

reference lists of included studies, and forward 

citation searching were used as supplementary 

sources. Each supplementary record was labelled by 

source and reconciled against the deduplicated 

primary retrieval set before final inclusion. 

The core search combines three concept 

groups: (1) university/scientific research-team 

context, (2) leadership, and (3) innovation or focal 

team process. Because OpenAlex and Crossref have 

different query syntaxes, the completed search used a 

prespecified family of six phrase-based query streams 

rather than representing one Boolean expression as if 

it had been executed identically in both sources: 

university research teams leadership innovation 

academic research teams leadership knowledge 

sharing 

scientific research teams leadership innovation 

team science leadership psychological safety 

leadership psychological safety knowledge sharing 

team creativity 

leadership psychological safety knowledge sharing 

team innovation 

Crossref used a 2010–2026-08-08 journal-

article filter. OpenAlex used six closely 

corresponding phrase-based streams with a 2020-01-

01–2026-08-08 article filter and cursor pagination. 

English-language eligibility will be determined 

during screening because metadata language fields 

are incomplete. The Crossref and OpenAlex 
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manifests retain each platform-specific query and 

retrieval record. The mechanism-focused streams are 

retained as separate evidence roles from direct 

university/scientific-team findings. 

The retained search materials report the 

platform, complete query or query URL, access date, 

applied filters, pagination rule, and number of records 

retrieved. Raw JSON responses and a normalised 

RIS/CSV export are retained with a checksum. 

Search outputs include title, author, year, source, 

DOI, abstract where available, document type, and 

source database. Scopus and Web of Science were 

not used as search sources because institutional 

access was unavailable; this affects source coverage 

but does not remove the need for transparent record 

management. 

 

3.4 Record management and study selection 

All retrieved records were imported into 

Zotero and technically deduplicated first by DOI and 

then, where DOI information was absent or 

inconsistent, by title, author, year, and journal. The 

Crossref and OpenAlex streams produced 6,840 raw 

records and 4,671 programmatically deduplicated 

candidate records. A transparent keyword-based 

prioritisation was then applied to titles and available 

abstracts: 23 records were labelled direct-context 

priority (Tier A), 1,542 records adjacent-mechanism 

priority (Tier B), and 3,106 lower-priority/manual-

check records (Tier C). These tiers ordered retrieval 

and assessment; they were not automatic inclusion or 

exclusion decisions. 

The narrative synthesis uses a separately 

frozen corpus of 81 DOI-verified empirical studies. 

The corpus was constructed through focused retrieval 

from the prioritised work queue, targeted publisher-

page searching, and backward/forward citation 

chasing. Records were retained only when their DOI 

and empirical status could be verified and when 

sufficient information was available to code context, 

focal constructs, design, findings, evidence role, and 

claim limit. Each included record has a DOI-level 

provenance entry and a documented inclusion 

decision. The register differentiates 26 direct 

university/scientific or higher-education context 

studies from 55 adjacent mechanism or boundary 

studies. 

This account is an evidence-construction 

record, not a completed PRISMA flow. Although the 

identification and technical-deduplication counts, 

prioritisation tiers, and final 81-study corpus are 

preserved, a record-by-record title/abstract and full-

text exclusion log was not created for all 4,671 

candidates at the time of screening. The manuscript 

therefore does not report invented exclusion counts, 

claim exhaustive coverage, or label the process 

PRISMA compliant. One reviewer conducted 

focused assessment and coding using protocol-based 

rules, documented coding fields, DOI verification, 

and a recheck of borderline records. This single-

reviewer process and the absence of a complete 

exclusion log remain limitations; the retained work 

queue and explicit eligibility codebook make a future 

fully reconciled update possible. 

[Insert Figure 2 about here.] 

 

3.5 Data extraction and coding 

For each included study, the review 

extracted bibliographic information; country and 

setting; team type and disciplinary characteristics; 

leadership practice; theory; psychological safety, 

knowledge-sharing, and related process variables; 

moderators; innovation-related outcomes; unit of 

analysis; research design; sample; analytical method; 

supported, unsupported, and mixed findings; and 

stated limitations. 

The coding framework was designed to 

prevent four common forms of conflation. First, 

leadership constructs were coded as distinct practices 

rather than as indicators of one composite leadership 

variable. Second, psychological safety and 

knowledge sharing were coded separately. Third, 

innovation outcomes were coded by level and type. 

Fourth, the evidence role was coded as either direct 

university/scientific-team evidence, higher-

education adjacent evidence, or organisational 

mechanism-support evidence. The final coding 

workbook and codebook should be retained as 

supplementary material or made available on 

reasonable request, subject to copyright restrictions 

on source files. 

3.6 Quality appraisal 

Included empirical studies were appraised 

using five transparent criteria: (1) clarity of the team 

context and unit of analysis; (2) clarity of leadership, 

mechanism, and outcome constructs; (3) adequacy of 

sampling, data collection, and analysis; (4) fit 

between design and causal language; and (5) 

discussion of transferability and boundary conditions. 

Each criterion was rated 0 (not evident), 1 (partly 

evident), or 2 (clearly evident), producing a 

descriptive score from 0 to 10. 

The appraisal was not used as an automatic 

exclusion rule or as a proxy for journal quality. 

Instead, it informed the strength of claims in the 

synthesis. For example, multi-source or multi-wave 

team studies were given greater weight for temporal 

and level-of-analysis inference than one-wave 

individual self-report studies; direct 

university/scientific-team evidence was given greater 
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weight for contextual conclusions than adjacent 

organisational evidence. Studies with weak designs 

or non-significant findings were retained when they 

met the eligibility criteria, because excluding them 

would inflate apparent consistency. 

After reconciliation of the final frozen 

corpus, 60 of the 81 studies were rated high weight 

(8–10) and 21 moderate weight (6–7); no study 

received a limited-weight score (0–5). This 

distribution reflects the transparency and design 

suitability of the retained empirical reports under the 

review rubric, not journal prestige, causal proof, or a 

reason to disregard counterevidence. The study-level 

scores, limitations, and evidence roles are reported in 

Supplementary Appendix A. 

 

3.7 Synthesis approach 

The synthesis proceeded in three layers. 

First, a descriptive evidence map summarised 

publication years, contexts, leadership practices, 

mechanisms, outcomes, levels of analysis, and 

designs. Second, a thematic synthesis examined 

evidence for: (a) leadership practices and innovation-

related outcomes; (b) psychological safety as an 

affective-interpersonal mechanism; (c) knowledge 

sharing as a behavioural-integrative mechanism; and 

(d) integrated, parallel, sequential, conditional, and 

non-significant pathways. Third, the review 

compared direct university/scientific-team findings 

with the mechanism-support set to identify which 

propositions were contextually established and which 

remained inferential. 

No meta-analysis was planned unless the 

final included studies showed adequate comparability 

in leadership construct, mechanism, outcome, level of 

analysis, and reported effect statistics. Given 

anticipated heterogeneity, the principal analytical 

product was a transparent, evidence-weighted 

thematic synthesis rather than a pooled effect 

estimate. 

 

IV. Findings 
4.1 RQ1: Leadership inputs and innovation-related 

outcomes are differentiated, not interchangeable 

The 81 studies include 26 from university, 

scientific, or higher-education settings and 55 from 

related settings that inform mechanisms or boundary 

conditions. The first group provides direct evidence 

for the focal context. The second group helps explain 

possible mechanisms, but it cannot show that the 

same relationships have already been established in 

university research teams. Across both groups, 

leadership was examined as distinct practices and 

structures, including transformational, ethical, 

benevolent, authentic, inclusive, humble, knowledge-

oriented, empowering, and shared leadership, as well 

as leadership-role composition and hierarchy. These 

measures should not be combined as indicators of 

one validated “multidimensional leadership” variable. 

The direct evidence also uses non-equivalent 

outcome families: individual creativity or innovative 

behaviour, team creative performance, team 

innovation performance, and bibliometric indicators 

such as research output, citation impact, novelty, and 

disruptiveness. The strongest direct results are 

therefore outcome-specific. In Chinese university 

research teams, transformational leadership 

strengthened the association between cognitive 

heterogeneity and team innovation performance, but 

not the associations involving every form of 

heterogeneity (Huang et al., 2019). In university 

scientific research teams, benevolent leadership was 

associated with team creative performance through 

creative self-efficacy (Xia et al., 2022). These 

findings support conditional associations between 

particular leadership practices and particular team 

outcomes; neither study tests psychological safety 

and knowledge sharing together. 

Structural evidence addresses a different 

question. Xu et al. (2024) linked heterogeneous 

junior–senior leader configurations in scientific teams 

to citation impact, while research on hierarchy relates 

team structure to novelty, disruption, productivity, 

and citations in different ways (Xu et al., 2022). Such 

evidence is valuable for understanding the 

organisation of scientific collaboration, but 

leadership composition or hierarchy should not be 

relabelled as a perceived transformational, authentic, 

or shared-leadership climate. The conclusion for RQ1 

is therefore bounded: leadership practices and 

leadership structures appear relevant to innovation-

related outcomes, but the apparent relationship 

depends on the leadership construct, the outcome, the 

analytical level, and the team condition studied. 

 

4.2 RQ2: Knowledge-sharing evidence is more 

contextually developed than psychological-safety 

evidence; integrated pathways are heterogeneous 

Direct university/scientific-team research is 

strongest for the informational pathway. Knowledge-

oriented leader behaviour was positively associated 

with scientific knowledge sharing in grant-funded 

academic project teams (Ballesteros-Rodríguez et al., 

2022). Ethical leadership was associated with 

knowledge sharing through prosocial motivation in 

Chinese university scientific research teams (Xia & 

Yang, 2020). Qualitative research further shows that 

social ties, leader-supported routines, language 

practices, and bridge roles shape access to and 

exchange of tacit knowledge (Canestrino et al., 2022; 
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Hernández-Soto et al., 2025). These studies support 

the proposition that leadership-related behaviour and 

team infrastructure matter for knowledge sharing. 

They do not, however, consistently measure a later 

innovation-performance outcome. 

Direct evidence for psychological safety is 

limited and mixed. In an academic nursing-faculty 

survey, authentic leadership was not a significant 

direct predictor of psychological safety (Mrayyan, 

2024). This result is not proof that leadership is 

irrelevant to safety in every academic team. It is 

counterevidence to any universal claim and 

reinforces the need to specify setting, hierarchy, 

design, and leadership construct. The direct evidence 

set does not establish a fully tested leadership → 

psychological safety → knowledge sharing → 

innovation chain in university research teams. 

Studies from related team settings help 

explain how psychological safety and knowledge 

sharing might operate, but they do not point to one 

settled model. In software and R&D teams, humble 

leadership was associated with follower creativity 

through team psychological safety, while team 

knowledge sharing strengthened the safety–creativity 

association; knowledge sharing was a moderator, not 

a mediator (Wang et al., 2018). In enterprise teams, 

inclusive leadership was associated with individual 

and team innovative performance through 

psychological safety (Li & Tang, 2022), without 

measuring knowledge sharing. Other studies link 

psychological safety and knowledge sharing to 

innovative work behaviour without using leadership 

as the antecedent (Xu & Suntrayuth, 2022). Overall, 

psychological safety may operate as a mediator, 

while knowledge sharing may be an outcome, 

mediator, or moderator. The serial pathway remains a 

research proposition, not an established finding for 

university research teams. 

 

4.3 RQ3: Context, level, and design determine the 

strength of permissible claims 

The context split is substantive rather than 

cosmetic. The 26 direct studies can support claims 

about the academic or scientific settings and 

outcomes that they actually examine. The 55 adjacent 

studies can inform transferability arguments and the 

design of future tests, but cannot demonstrate the 

same relationship in university research teams. This 

distinction is especially important for psychological 

safety, because much of the more complete 

leadership–safety–innovation evidence comes from 

organisational rather than university-team settings. 

The quality appraisal also reinforces a 

cautious synthesis. Sixty studies were rated high 

weight (8–10) and 21 moderate weight (6–7); no 

study was rated limited weight. These scores reflect 

reported context, construct clarity, level consistency, 

design strength, and reporting quality, rather than 

journal status or causal certainty. High-weight studies 

include multi-source, time-separated, multilevel, 

archival, and carefully reported qualitative designs, 

but many remain observational. Even a time-

separated study can strengthen temporal ordering 

without proving causation. Conversely, moderate-

weight studies remain useful when their claims are 

restricted to their design and setting. 

The review therefore does not pool 

outcomes or effects. Individual innovative work 

behaviour, individual creativity, team creativity, team 

innovation performance, and scientific output must 

remain separate in the narrative. Nor can an 

individual perception of safety be assumed to 

represent a team safety climate without agreement 

evidence. The strongest claims in this review are 

descriptive and relational: particular leadership 

practices or structures are associated with particular 

knowledge processes or innovation-related outcomes 

under particular conditions. Causal serial mediation, 

context-general rankings of leadership styles, and 

pooled effect-size claims are not warranted. 

[Insert Table 6 about here.] 

4.4 RQ4: Framework and research agenda 

Taken together, the evidence supports an 

input–process–outcome framework with explicit 

boundaries. Leadership practices and leadership 

structures are inputs. Psychological safety is an 

affective-interpersonal process; knowledge sharing 

and integration are behavioural-informational 

processes. Innovation-related results should be 

represented as distinct outcome families rather than 

as one generic performance variable. Contextual 

features—hierarchy, career stage, disciplinary and 

language diversity, virtuality, task interdependence, 

authorship norms, and publication incentives—may 

shape each link. 

This framework should not be read as a 

confirmed causal chain. It identifies the combinations 

that a well-designed future study should compare: 

psychological safety and knowledge sharing as 

parallel mediators; psychological safety preceding 

knowledge sharing; knowledge sharing strengthening 

the effect of safety on creativity; and contingent 

pathways shaped by research-team conditions. A 

high-value university-research-team study would use 

a clearly specified leadership construct, separately 

validated team-level measures of safety and 

knowledge sharing, a level-matched innovation 

outcome, and time-separated or multi-source data. It 

would test competing models rather than impose the 

serial model by default. 
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The review brings together direct 

university/scientific-team evidence on leadership, 

team knowledge processes, and innovation-related 

outcomes. Evidence from related settings clarifies 

several psychological-safety and knowledge-sharing 

configurations. The difference between the two 

bodies of evidence points to a focused research 

agenda while keeping the conclusions within the 

limits of the available studies. 

[Insert Table 2 about here.] 

[Insert Table 3 about here.] 

[Insert Table 4 about here.] 

[Insert Table 5 about here.] 

 

V. Discussion 
5.1 Interpreting the evidence and theoretical 

contribution 

This review set out to clarify how leadership 

relates to innovation in university research teams and 

whether psychological safety and knowledge sharing 

provide an explanatory pathway. The synthesis 

suggests a more differentiated answer than the 

prevalent leadership-to-innovation narrative implies. 

Leadership matters in university and scientific 

research teams, but its relevance depends on what is 

meant by leadership, which innovation-related 

outcome is considered, and whether the study 

examines a social, informational, or structural 

process. Direct evidence is strongest for leadership’s 

associations with selected innovation-related 

outcomes and knowledge-sharing processes. 

Evidence for psychological safety is more limited in 

the target context, and the complete leadership–

psychological-safety–knowledge-sharing–innovation 

sequence remains insufficiently tested in university 

research teams. 

The review makes three theoretical contributions. 

Contribution 1: It replaces an undifferentiated 

leadership–innovation claim with a practice-

and-structure account 

Leadership research is often synthesised through 

broad labels such as positive leadership or 

multidimensional leadership. That approach obscures 

theoretically consequential differences. 

Transformational, authentic, ethical, benevolent, 

inclusive, knowledge-oriented, and shared leadership 

do not make identical behavioural claims, nor do they 

necessarily operate at the same level. In addition, 

scientific-team research frequently uses structural 

indicators—team hierarchy, contribution roles, 

career-stage composition, or leader configuration—

that are informative about the organisation of 

influence but are not perceptual leadership styles. 

The review therefore advances a practice-and-

structure account. Leadership practices may 

influence how members interpret goals, experience 

support, take interpersonal risks, or contribute 

knowledge. Leadership structures may distribute 

authority, expertise, visibility, and coordination 

across members. Both can matter for innovation-

related outcomes, but they should be theorised and 

measured separately. This distinction explains why 

direct studies can show positive associations for 

transformational or benevolent leadership in 

university teams while archival studies find that 

flatter or heterogeneous leadership structures relate to 

novelty, disruption, or citation impact. These are 

complementary, not competing, observations because 

they concern different causal objects. 

For future research, this contribution cautions against 

treating authentic, transformational, and shared 

leadership as interchangeable indicators in a 

composite model. A more productive approach is to 

specify why a given practice or structure should be 

consequential for a particular research task and 

outcome. For example, a vertical leadership practice 

may be especially relevant when a team needs 

direction and resource mobilisation, whereas 

distributed influence may be more relevant when 

specialised knowledge must be integrated across 

disciplinary boundaries. 

Contribution 2: It distinguishes the social-safety 

pathway from the informational pathway 

The second contribution concerns mechanism. 

Psychological safety and knowledge sharing are 

frequently presented together, but the evidence 

indicates that they should remain analytically 

separate. Psychological safety concerns whether 

members perceive interpersonal risk taking as 

acceptable. Knowledge sharing concerns whether 

expertise, observations, and interpretations are 

actually exchanged and integrated. A team may be 

willing to speak up without having the routines or 

incentives to share specialised knowledge; 

conversely, information may circulate while 

members remain reluctant to challenge senior 

colleagues or disclose uncertainty. 

The direct university/scientific-team evidence maps 

most clearly onto the informational pathway. 

Knowledge-oriented and ethical leadership are 

associated with knowledge sharing, and qualitative 

research identifies social ties, routines, language 

practices, and bridge roles as important conditions for 

knowledge exchange. These findings suggest that 

leadership’s relevance to research-team innovation 

may often be indirect and infrastructural: it may 

organise opportunities, motives, and relationships 

through which distributed expertise becomes usable. 

The social-safety pathway remains theoretically well 

grounded but contextually under-verified. Adjacent 
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team studies show that leadership can relate to 

psychological safety and that psychological safety 

can be connected to creativity or innovation. 

However, the direct academic-team evidence 

includes a null authentic-leadership–psychological-

safety association. The appropriate theoretical 

conclusion is therefore not that psychological safety 

is absent or unimportant in university research teams. 

Rather, it is that its antecedents, level of operation, 

and relationship with knowledge processes require 

direct investigation instead of assumption. 

This distinction also refines the proposed integrative 

framework. The leadership–psychological-safety–

knowledge-sharing–innovation sequence should be 

treated as one plausible model among several. 

Depending on the team and task, psychological safety 

and knowledge sharing may operate in parallel; 

safety may enable sharing; sharing may strengthen 

the benefits of safety; or both may be shaped by 

common leadership and contextual conditions. A 

review that recognises these alternatives provides a 

more useful basis for cumulative theory than one that 

depicts serial mediation as settled fact. 

Contribution 3: It locates university research 

teams as a distinctive setting for leadership 

theory 

The third contribution is contextual. University 

research teams are not simply conventional work 

teams located in universities. They often combine 

professional autonomy with steep status and career-

stage differences, depend on external funding, work 

across disciplinary and national boundaries, and must 

coordinate authorship, data, ideas, and publication 

incentives. These features create both opportunities 

and risks for leadership processes. Seniority and 

principal-investigator power may facilitate resource 

access while limiting voice; disciplinary diversity 

may expand the knowledge pool while increasing 

translation costs; and publication incentives may 

reward individual contribution while discouraging the 

sharing of emerging ideas. 

The review’s evidence on hierarchy, language 

diversity, social ties, and knowledge hiding indicates 

that the context changes the likely operation of 

leadership. This is why adjacent organisational 

evidence should inform, rather than replace, direct 

university-team evidence. It also means that future 

leadership models should include research-specific 

boundary conditions—such as authorship norms, 

career-stage asymmetry, disciplinary distance, project 

life cycle, team virtuality, and funding 

arrangements—rather than importing generic team 

mechanisms unchanged. 

Summary of the theoretical contribution 

Taken together, the review contributes an evidence-

weighted framework rather than a universal causal 

claim. It distinguishes leadership practices from 

leadership structures, social safety from 

informational exchange, and direct contextual 

evidence from transferable mechanism support. The 

resulting proposition is that leadership may shape 

university research-team innovation by influencing 

both the social conditions for voice and the 

informational conditions for expertise integration, but 

the exact pathway is contingent and remains 

incompletely tested in the target setting. This 

formulation preserves the promise of an integrative 

mechanism while identifying the empirical work 

needed to establish it. 

 

5.2 Practical Implications for University Research 

Teams 

The review offers several practical implications for 

principal investigators, university research leaders, 

and research-support units. These implications should 

be read as design principles rather than universal 

prescriptions. The direct evidence base is 

heterogeneous, and the complete psychological-

safety–knowledge-sharing–innovation pathway has 

not been established consistently in university 

research teams. Nevertheless, the synthesis identifies 

actions that are compatible with the strongest direct 

evidence and with clearly labelled adjacent 

mechanism support. 

5.2.1 Make knowledge exchange a leadership task, 

not an assumed by-product of collaboration 

Direct university-team evidence indicates that 

knowledge-oriented and ethical leadership are 

associated with knowledge sharing. Principal 

investigators and team leaders can therefore treat the 

creation of knowledge-exchange opportunities as part 

of team leadership rather than assuming that 

disciplinary expertise will integrate itself. In practice, 

this may include setting regular forums for members 

to explain emerging findings, documenting decisions 

and data practices, allocating time for cross-

disciplinary interpretation, and recognising 

contributions that enable others’ work. 

Such routines should not become administrative 

rituals. Their design should reflect the team’s task, 

stage of work, and disciplinary composition. Early-

stage projects may need broader problem framing and 

relationship building, whereas later-stage projects 

may need focused integration around data, methods, 

authorship, and implementation decisions. The 

relevant practical principle is not simply “share 

more,” but create conditions in which appropriate 

knowledge can be exchanged, understood, and used. 
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5.2.2 Attend to relational infrastructure and 

barriers to participation 

Qualitative evidence highlights social ties, informal 

interactions, co-location or usable digital interaction 

spaces, and bridge roles as conditions that support 

knowledge sharing. Research leaders may therefore 

benefit from attending to the relational infrastructure 

of collaboration: who has access to discussion, whose 

expertise is visible, whether junior members can seek 

clarification, and whether international or 

interdisciplinary members have workable 

communication channels. 

This implication is particularly important for 

distributed and multilingual teams. Leaders cannot 

assume that a meeting invitation creates equal 

participation. Teams may need explicit practices for 

explaining specialised terms, recording decisions, 

rotating facilitation, and enabling asynchronous 

contributions. Where language, status, or disciplinary 

distance creates barriers, bridge roles and deliberate 

translation practices may be more useful than generic 

team-building activity. 

5.2.3 Avoid one-size-fits-all leadership 

development 

The evidence does not support a universal leadership 

style for all research teams. Transformational and 

benevolent leadership findings are conditional, while 

structural studies show that hierarchy and leadership-

role configurations may have different implications 

for novelty, disruption, and citation outcomes. 

Universities should therefore avoid treating a single 

leadership-development model as sufficient for every 

research context. 

Instead, leadership support can help principal 

investigators and team leaders diagnose the 

coordination challenge they face. Teams dealing with 

cognitive diversity may need practices that help 

members integrate different perspectives. Teams 

managing high-status asymmetries may need 

practices that protect voice and constructive 

challenge. Teams that depend on distributed expertise 

may need shared or distributed forms of influence 

alongside clear coordination responsibility. The 

objective is alignment between leadership 

arrangement, team task, and desired outcome—not 

the adoption of a fashionable style label. 

5.2.4 Treat psychological safety as an ongoing 

team condition, not a slogan 

The review does not establish a universal direct 

leadership-to-psychological-safety effect in 

university teams. This limitation itself has practical 

significance. Institutions should not assume that a 

leader who is viewed as authentic or supportive 

automatically creates a psychologically safe team. 

Instead, leaders can monitor concrete conditions of 

voice: whether members can question decisions, 

report mistakes, express uncertainty, and disagree 

across status boundaries without retaliation or 

exclusion. 

Practices such as inviting dissent, clarifying how 

disagreement will be handled, acknowledging 

uncertainty, and responding constructively to 

questions are consistent with the psychological-safety 

literature. Their effectiveness in a particular research 

team should be assessed rather than presumed. This is 

especially important where principal-investigator 

authority, career dependence, authorship 

expectations, or funding competition make 

interpersonal risk unusually salient. 

5.2.5 Evaluate innovation with multiple, level-

appropriate indicators 

Finally, universities should avoid evaluating 

research-team innovation solely through short-term 

publication counts or citations. The review shows 

that team creativity, novelty, disruptiveness, 

productivity, and citation impact are distinct 

outcomes that may respond differently to leadership 

structures. A balanced evaluation approach can 

combine process indicators—such as knowledge 

integration, cross-disciplinary participation, and 

constructive voice—with longer-term outputs 

appropriate to the project’s field and mission. 

This recommendation does not imply that every team 

should be assessed with an extensive scorecard. 

Rather, it encourages institutions to match evaluation 

criteria to the kind of innovation they expect and to 

the time horizon over which it can reasonably 

emerge. Doing so reduces the risk that narrow 

performance metrics unintentionally discourage the 

knowledge exchange and experimentation that 

research-team innovation requires. 

5.2.6 Use a context check before applying any 

leadership intervention 

Before introducing a leadership-development or 

collaboration intervention, a principal investigator or 

research-support unit should make four practical 

checks: (1) whether the team’s work requires 

exploratory idea generation, integration of specialised 

knowledge, implementation, or publication-oriented 

delivery; (2) whether disciplinary distance, language 

diversity, virtual collaboration, or team size makes 

coordination difficult; (3) whether career-stage and 

principal-investigator hierarchy constrain voice; and 

(4) whether authorship, data access, and credit-

allocation rules are clear. The review does not 

establish a single threshold at which any one 

condition changes a leadership effect. These checks 

are therefore diagnostic prompts, not predictive rules. 

They translate the evidence boundary into action: 

leadership arrangements should be adapted to the 
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collaboration problem, rather than copied across 

teams because a style has a positive label. 

 

5.3 Limitations and Transparency Statement 

This review has limitations that should shape the 

interpretation of its synthesis and the claims made in 

the manuscript. 

First, the formal identification-stage search used 

OpenAlex and the Crossref REST API, 

complemented by targeted publisher-page and 

citation-based discovery. These open scholarly-

metadata sources provide broad and reproducible 

coverage, but they are not identical to Scopus or Web 

of Science. Coverage, indexing practices, document-

type labels, abstracts, citation links, and update 

timing may differ across sources. The review 

therefore does not claim Scopus or Web of Science 

coverage. The exact search date, platform-specific 

query streams, filters, pagination procedure, raw-

export records, and technical reconciliation process 

are retained in the audit archive and can be supplied 

as supplementary material. 

Second, the evidence base is heterogeneous in 

leadership operationalisation, team context, outcome 

definition, level of analysis, and research design. 

Perceived leadership behaviours, distributed/shared 

leadership, career-stage configurations, and 

scientific-team hierarchy are not interchangeable 

constructs. Likewise, team creativity, innovation 

performance, individual innovative behaviour, 

research output, citation impact, novelty, and 

disruptiveness are not interchangeable outcomes. 

This heterogeneity prevents a single pooled 

conclusion and is the reason the review adopts an 

evidence-weighted thematic synthesis rather than a 

meta-analysis. 

Third, the direct university/scientific-team evidence 

is more limited than the broader adjacent mechanism 

literature. Several well-developed psychological-

safety and knowledge-sharing models originate in 

enterprise, R&D, project, or innovation-team settings. 

These studies are useful for mechanism explanation, 

but their transferability to university research teams 

should not be assumed. The review addresses this 

risk by labelling direct contextual evidence and 

adjacent mechanism-support evidence separately; 

nevertheless, the contextual gap constrains the 

generality of the integrative framework. 

Fourth, much of the empirical literature uses cross-

sectional and perceptual designs. Such designs can 

identify theoretically meaningful associations but 

cannot determine temporal sequence or rule out 

common-source and reciprocal relationships. Even 

time-separated or multi-source studies do not 

establish causality in the absence of stronger 

identification strategies. The synthesis therefore 

avoids causal language where study designs do not 

warrant it and gives greater interpretive weight to 

studies with clearer temporal separation, multiple 

informants, or archival outcome measures. 

The single-reviewer process introduces a further risk 

of selection and interpretation bias. Several 

procedures reduced, but did not eliminate, that risk: 

the review used pre-specified eligibility fields; 

retained DOI-level provenance and a claim rule for 

every included study; separated direct target-context 

evidence from adjacent mechanism evidence; 

checked borderline records against the stated 

inclusion conditions; and retained non-significant and 

countervailing findings where they met the evidence 

criteria. These procedures provide an auditable 

decision trail, but they are not equivalent to 

independent dual screening or inter-rater agreement. 

Table 5 therefore links common design features to 

the strength of inference rather than presenting an 

unsupported overall quality ranking. 

Fifth, this structured integrative review is based on an 

81-study narrative-synthesis evidence set and does 

not claim exhaustive database coverage. The set 

contains DOI-verified empirical studies with 

recorded provenance, evidence roles, and claim 

limits. It should therefore be read as a focused 

integrative synthesis, not as a completed PRISMA 

review or a census of Scopus or Web of Science 

records. 

Finally, the review is limited by language and 

accessibility. English-language eligibility and lawful 

full-text availability can privilege research reported 

in accessible English outlets and may underrepresent 

locally published, non-English, or inaccessible work. 

The synthesis therefore treats absence from the final 

set as a coverage limitation, not as evidence that a 

line of research does not exist. 

These limitations do not eliminate the value of the 

synthesis. Rather, they define its appropriate 

contribution: an evidence-weighted, context-sensitive 

account of what is directly known about leadership 

and innovation in university research teams, what is 

supported indirectly by adjacent mechanism research, 

and what remains to be tested. 

 

VI. Conclusion 
University research teams are increasingly 

responsible for addressing complex scientific and 

societal problems, yet the leadership conditions that 

support their innovation remain conceptually and 

empirically fragmented. This review synthesises 

evidence on leadership practices and structures, 

psychological safety, knowledge sharing, and 

innovation-related outcomes while distinguishing 
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direct university/scientific-team evidence from 

adjacent team research. 

The evidence supports a bounded 

conclusion. Leadership practices and leadership 

structures are relevant to knowledge processes and to 

selected innovation-related outcomes in university 

and scientific research teams. Transformational and 

benevolent leadership, knowledge-oriented and 

ethical leadership, shared-leadership configurations, 

and team hierarchy each appear consequential in 

particular studies, but they do not represent 

interchangeable dimensions of a single construct. 

Their relevance varies with the research-team 

condition, the mechanism examined, and the outcome 

selected. Team innovation performance, creativity, 

individual innovative behaviour, research output, 

citation impact, novelty, and disruptiveness should 

therefore remain analytically distinct. 

The direct university/scientific-team 

evidence is currently strongest for leadership’s 

association with knowledge sharing and with selected 

creativity, innovation, and scientific-impact 

outcomes. Psychological safety remains a plausible 

and important social mechanism, but direct evidence 

in the target setting is limited and includes 

counterevidence. Stronger psychological-safety and 

knowledge-sharing pathway models are found mainly 

in adjacent organisational teams. These studies can 

inform the explanation of how leadership may 

facilitate voice, expertise exchange, and innovation, 

but they cannot substitute for direct testing in 

university research teams. 

The review’s central contribution is 

consequently an evidence-weighted integrative 

framework rather than a universal causal claim. It 

separates leadership practices from leadership 

structures, social safety from informational exchange, 

and direct contextual proof from transferable 

mechanism support. The resulting research agenda 

calls for university-research-team studies that 

distinguish leadership constructs, match mechanism 

and outcome levels, use multi-source and time-

separated designs, and test serial, parallel, and 

conditional relationships among psychological safety, 

knowledge sharing, and innovation. 

For research leaders and universities, the 

practical message is equally bounded: innovation is 

unlikely to follow from a leadership label alone. It is 

more likely to depend on whether leadership 

arrangements create workable conditions for voice, 

cross-boundary communication, and the integration 

of distributed expertise, while accounting for the 

distinctive hierarchies, incentives, and collaboration 

demands of academic research. By making these 

distinctions explicit, the review provides a more 

rigorous basis for future theory, empirical design, and 

research-team practice. 
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Conference proceedings, editorials, book 

reviews, dissertations, preprints only, news 

items 
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only material 

Period 2010 to final search date Before 2010, except seminal theory outside 

evidence synthesis 

Core context University, academic, scientific, research, 

interdisciplinary, or team-science teams 

Classroom teams without research activity; 

non-team knowledge-work contexts 

Focal content Leadership practice plus innovation-related, 

knowledge-related, learning-related, or 

research-performance construct 

No leadership relevance and no relevant 

team process or outcome 

Evidence 

sufficiency 

Information permits reliable extraction of 

context, constructs, design, and findings 

Insufficient information for coding after 

reasonable retrieval attempts 

 

Table 2. Evidence-set architecture and inferential status 

Evidence category Studies 

(n) 

Primary role in synthesis Permissible inference 

Direct university/scientific 

or higher-education 

context evidence 

26 Contextual backbone: leadership, 

knowledge processes, psychological 

safety, creativity, innovation, and 

research-output relationships in 

academic settings 

Supports claims only about the 

construct, analytical level, 

outcome, and academic context 

actually examined. 

Adjacent organisational 

mechanism or boundary 

evidence 

55 Mechanism support: specifies 

plausible psychological-safety 

and/or knowledge-sharing 

configurations and boundary 

conditions 

Supports theoretical 

transferability and research 

propositions; does not establish 

the same relationship in 

university research teams. 

Total DOI-verified 

empirical evidence set 

81 Structured narrative synthesis Does not support pooled-effect 

estimates, exhaustive database-

coverage claims, or a universal 

causal serial mechanism. 
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Table 3. Research question 1: leadership practices, outcomes, and evidence status 

Leadership focus Direct research-team 

evidence 

Innovation-related 

outcome 

Evidence-weighted conclusion 

Transformational 

leadership 

Chinese university 

research teams 

Team innovation 

performance 

Conditional association with 

using cognitive heterogeneity; 

not a general causal effect. 

Benevolent leadership Chinese university 

scientific research 

teams; time-

separated/multi-source 

Team creative 

performance 

Indirect association through 

creative self-efficacy; contingent 

on team personality composition. 

Knowledge-oriented / 

ethical leadership 

Academic and 

university scientific 

research teams 

Knowledge sharing Direct support for informational 

antecedents; downstream 

innovation not consistently 

measured. 

Shared leadership, 

hierarchy, and leader 

configuration 

Scientific-team archival 

studies 

Citation impact, 

novelty, disruption 

Structural leadership evidence; 

not interchangeable with 

perceived shared leadership. 

 

Table 4. Research question 2: mechanism configurations and evidence status 

Configuration Contextual evidence Evidence status Permissible conclusion 

Leadership → 

knowledge sharing 

Direct university/scientific-

team studies 

Most developed 

direct mechanism 

stream 

Leadership can be associated 

with knowledge sharing, 

through knowledge 

orientation, ethical 

motivation, and relational 

infrastructure. 

Leadership → 

psychological safety → 

innovation 

Mainly adjacent 

organisational-team studies 

Plausible but 

context-limited 

Mechanism support, not 

direct confirmation in 

university research teams. 

Leadership → 

psychological safety → 

knowledge sharing → 

innovation 

No consistent direct 

university-team test 

Unconfirmed serial 

proposition 

A future research model, not 

an established finding. 

Parallel, conditional, or 

alternative routes 

Adjacent multi-

level/project/innovation-

team studies 

Substantive 

competing 

explanations 

Safety and sharing can be 

separate, conditional, or 

differently ordered 

mechanisms. 

 

Table 5. Research question 3: design features and implications for inference 

Design feature Pattern in the evidence Implication for 

interpretation 

Priority for future 

research 

Cross-sectional perceptual 

designs 

Common across leadership, 

safety, sharing, and 

innovation studies 

Supports association, not 

causal mediation or 

temporal sequence 

Time-separated and 

multi-source 

measurement 

Direct university/scientific-

team settings 

26 studies; heterogeneous 

outcomes and constructs 

Highest contextual 

relevance, but limited 

integration of the full 

pathway 

Jointly measure 

leadership, safety, 

sharing, and level-

matched outcomes 

Adjacent organisational 

settings 

55 mechanism/boundary 

studies 

Clarify transferability 

and competing models, 

not direct target-context 

effects 

Replicate in research-

team settings with 

explicit boundary 

conditions 

Archival/scientometric 

versus survey outcomes 

Measure distinct innovation 

phenomena 

Do not pool citation 

impact, novelty, 

creativity, and perceived 

Match outcome, 

source, timing, and 

analytical level to the 
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innovation performance theory 

 

Table 6. Quality-appraisal distribution of the final evidence set 

Quality 

judgement 

Score 

range 

Studies 

(n) 

Share Interpretation for synthesis 

High weight 8–10 60 74.1% Can anchor descriptive findings when claims 

remain within the tested setting, construct, level, 

and design. 

Moderate weight 6–7 21 25.9% Retained for cautious contextual, boundary, 

mechanism, or counterevidence interpretation; 

not sufficient alone for strong causal or general 

claims. 

Limited weight 0–5 0 0.0% No study in the frozen evidence set received this 

rating. 

Total — 81 100.0% Scores are descriptive appraisal results, not 

journal rankings or exclusion rules. 

 

 

Figure 1. Evidence-informed integrative review framework 

 
Note. The framework organises the review evidence. It does not assert that leadership → psychological safety 

→ knowledge sharing → innovation is an empirically established serial pathway in university research teams. 

 

Figure 2. Transparent evidence-construction record 

 

 
Note. The figure documents verified identification, technical reconciliation, prioritisation, and focused evidence 

construction. It does not report a completed PRISMA screening flow because a record-by-record exclusion log 

was not retained for the full candidate queue. 
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Supplementary Appendix A. Study-Level Evidence Coding and Quality Appraisal 

Leadership Practices and Innovation in University Research Teams: A Structured Integrative Review 

Scope and use. This appendix reports the frozen 81-study evidence set. “Direct” records are university/scientific 

or higher-education research-team evidence; “adjacent” records clarify a mechanism or boundary condition and 

must not be interpreted as direct confirmation in university research teams. Quality scores (0–10) reflect context 

relevance, construct clarity, level consistency, design strength, and reporting quality; they are not journal 

rankings or causal proof. 

Record / DOI Full citation Context and 

evidence role 

Leadership, 

psychological 

safety, and 

knowledge 

sharing 

Outcome and 

design 

Coded conclusion, 

limitation, and quality 

appraisal 

R001 

10.3390/su11164441 
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L., & Mo, W. 
(2019). The 

Effect of 

Heterogeneity 
and Leadership 
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Performance: 
Evidence from 

University 

Research 
Teams in 

China. 

Sustainability, 
11, 4441. 

University 

research teams in 

China; 305 leader 
responses 

 

Role: Direct 
context backbone 

Leadership: 

Transformational 

leadership 
 

Psychological 

safety: None 
 

Knowledge 

sharing: None 

Outcome: Team 

innovation 

performance 
 

Design: Team-

level cross-
sectional survey; 

Poisson 

regression 

Finding: TL positively 

moderated the 

cognitive-heterogeneity 
→ innovation-

performance link; no 

moderation for 
disciplinary or 

organisational 
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Limitation: Cross-

sectional leader-only 
report limits causal and 

source triangulation. 

 
Quality: 9/10 (High) 

R007 

10.18359/ravi.7808 

Miranda, F. J., 

Chamorro 
Mera, A., & 

Rubio Lacoba, 

S. (2026). 
Virtual Team 

Performance: 

An Empirical 
Study on 

University 

Research 
Teams. 

Academia y 

Virtualidad. 

365 academics 

from 82 Spanish 
universities 

 

Role: Direct 
context backbone 

Leadership: 

Research-team 
leadership 

 

Psychological 
safety: None 

 

Knowledge 
sharing: Trust, 

cohesion, 

coordination 

Outcome: Virtual 

research-team 
performance 

 

Design: Cross-
sectional online 

survey; PLS 

regression 

Finding: Research-team 

leader capabilities, 
coordination, trust, and 

cohesion were 

associated with virtual 
research-team 

performance; 

institutional managers 
were less central in the 

model. 

 
Limitation: Cross-

sectional self-report 

survey of academics; 
performance is 

perceptual. 

 
Quality: 8/10 (High) 

R008 

10.3389/fpsyg.2022.879154 

Canestrino, R., 

Magliocca, P., 
& Li, Y. 

(2022). The 

Impact of 
Language 

Diversity on 

Knowledge 
Sharing Within 

International 

University 

Research 

Teams: 

Evidence From 
TED Project. 

Frontiers in 
Psychology, 

13, 879154. 

International 

university 
research project 

(TED); 14 video-

recorded 
interviews plus 

observation and 

archives 
 

Role: Direct 

context backbone 

Leadership: No 

leadership 
construct measured 

 

Psychological 
safety: None 

 

Knowledge 
sharing: 

Knowledge sharing 

Outcome: Long-

term innovative 
performance 

(process account) 

 
Design: 

Qualitative case 

study using Gioia 
analysis 

Finding: Non-native 

language use and 
cultural diversity 

constrained tacit 

knowledge sharing and 
may harm long-term 

innovative performance; 

bridge actors and code 
switching supported 

exchange. 

 

Limitation: Single-

project qualitative case 

limits transferability but 
supplies rich direct 

context. 
 

Quality: 9/10 (High) 
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Record / DOI Full citation Context and 

evidence role 

Leadership, 

psychological 

safety, and 

knowledge 

sharing 

Outcome and 

design 

Coded conclusion, 

limitation, and quality 

appraisal 

R009 
10.1016/j.ipm.2023.103542 

Xu, H., Liu, 
M., Bu, Y., 

Sun, S., Zhang, 

Y., Zhang, C., 

Acuna, D. E., 

Gray, S., 

Meyer, E., & 
Ding, Y. 

(2024). The 

impact of 
heterogeneous 

shared 

leadership in 
scientific 

teams. 

Information 
Processing & 

Management, 

61, 103542. 

Scientific teams 
in computer 

science, 

sociology, and 

business; 

OpenAlex 

archival data 
 

Role: Direct 

context backbone 

Leadership: Shared 
leadership (career-

age heterogeneity) 

 

Psychological 

safety: None 

 
Knowledge 

sharing: None 

Outcome: 
Citation impact 

 

Design: Large-

scale archival 

scientific-team 

analysis 

Finding: Teams with 
junior–senior leader 

combinations had 

higher citation impact 

than teams with same-

cohort leaders; this is 

shared-leadership 
structure, not a 

psychological 

mechanism test. 
 

Limitation: Scientific-

team context is direct, 
but citation impact is 

not the same as 

surveyed team 
innovation performance. 

 

Quality: 9/10 (High) 

R012 

10.3390/su12062507 

Wang, L., & 

Liang, X. 

(2020). The 
Influence of 

Leaders’ 

Positive and 
Implicit 

Followership 

Theory of 
University 

Scientific 

Research 
Teams on 

Individual 
Creativity: The 

Mediating 

Effect of 
Individual Self-

Cognition and 

the Moderating 
Effect of 

Proactive 

Personality. 
Sustainability, 

12, 2507. 

413 paired 

supervisor–

postgraduate 
responses in 

Chinese 

university 
scientific 

research teams 

 
Role: Direct 

context backbone 

Leadership: Leader 

positive implicit 

followership theory 
 

Psychological 

safety: None 
 

Knowledge 

sharing: 
Willingness to 

create knowledge 

Outcome: 

Individual 

creativity 
 

Design: Paired 

questionnaire 
study 

Finding: Leader 

positive implicit 

followership theory 
positively predicted 

individual creativity; 

creative role identity, 
self-efficacy, and 

willingness to create 

knowledge fully 
mediated the 

association. 

 
Limitation: Paired but 

cross-sectional design; 
individual creativity 

rather than team 

innovation performance. 
 

Quality: 8/10 (High) 
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Record / DOI Full citation Context and 

evidence role 

Leadership, 

psychological 

safety, and 

knowledge 

sharing 

Outcome and 

design 

Coded conclusion, 

limitation, and quality 

appraisal 

R013 
10.1057/s41599-024-03294-w 

Zhang, M., 
Liu, L., Zeng, 

D., & Li, X. 

(2024). Impact 

of academic 

title structure 

of university 
research teams 

on research 

output: 
evidence from 

30 Chinese 

universities. 
Humanities and 

Social Sciences 

Communicatio
ns, 11, 769. 

Balanced panel 
data, 2016–2020, 

in materials-

science 

disciplines at 30 

Chinese 

universities 
 

Role: Direct 

context 
performance 

foundation 

Leadership: 
Academic-title 

structure / talent 

composition 

 

Psychological 

safety: None 
 

Knowledge 

sharing: Social 
contribution and 

research resources 

Outcome: 
Research output 

 

Design: Five-year 

fixed-effects 

panel and chain-

mediation 
analysis 

Finding: National-level 
talent and senior-title 

proportions predicted 

research output partly 

through social 

contribution and 

research resources; 
associate-senior 

proportion was not 

positively related. 
 

Limitation: University-

discipline panel rather 
than intact-team survey; 

leadership is proxied by 

title/talent composition. 
 

Quality: 10/10 (High) 

R022 
10.1177/0020852320921220 

Ballesteros-
Rodríguez, J. 

L., De Saá-

Pérez, P., 
García-

Carbonell, N., 

Martín-
Alcázar, F., & 

Sánchez-

Gardey, G. 
(2022). The 

influence of 

team members’ 
motivation and 

leaders’ 
behaviour on 

scientific 

knowledge 
sharing in 

universities. 

International 
Review of 

Administrative 

Sciences, 88, 
320–336. 

678 academic 
researchers in 

grant-funded 

project teams 
across 37 

Spanish 

universities 
 

Role: Direct 

context backbone 

Leadership: 
Knowledge-

oriented leadership 

 
Psychological 

safety: None 

 
Knowledge 

sharing: 

Knowledge sharing 

Outcome: No 
innovation 

outcome 

measured 
(knowledge-

process evidence 

only) 
 

Design: Cross-

sectional 
hierarchical 

regression 

Finding: Knowledge-
oriented leader 

behaviour positively 

predicted knowledge 
sharing; intrinsic 

motivation was non-

significant and extrinsic 
motivation negative. 

 

Limitation: Cross-
sectional individual 

reports; team analysis is 

limited. 
 

Quality: 8/10 (High) 

R028 

10.3389/fpsyg.2022.934831 

Li, T., & Tang, 

N. (2022). 
Inclusive 

Leadership and 

Innovative 
Performance: 
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Mediation 
Model of 

Psychological 

Safety. 

Frontiers in 

Psychology, 

13, 934831. 

356 employees in 

90 work teams 
from two 

Chinese firms 
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mechanism 

support 

Leadership: 
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safety 
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sharing: None 

Outcome: 
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Design: One-
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leadership related to 
individual and team 
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levels, with a cross-
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pathway. 

 

Limitation: One-wave 
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paired data reduce but 
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and common-method 

concerns. 

 
Quality: 8/10 (High) 
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R029 
10.3389/fpsyg.2020.569198 

Wu, Q., & 
Cormican, K. 

(2021). Shared 

Leadership and 

Team 

Effectiveness: 

An 
Investigation of 

Whether and 

When in 
Engineering 

Design Teams. 

Frontiers in 
Psychology, 

11, 569198. 

119 individuals 
in 26 engineering 

design teams in 

China 

 

Role: Adjacent 

mechanism 
support 

Leadership: Shared 
leadership 

 

Psychological 

safety: None 

 

Knowledge 
sharing: None 

Outcome: Team 
task performance 

and viability 

 

Design: Field 

study with social-

network analysis 

Finding: Shared 
leadership predicted 

team effectiveness, with 

stronger association 

early rather than late in 

the project life cycle. 

 
Limitation: 

Engineering-design 

context is adjacent and 
small number of teams. 

 

Quality: 9/10 (High) 

R030 
10.1111/peps.12321 

He, W., Hao, 
P., Huang, X., 

Long, L.-R., & 

Hiller, N. J. 
(2020). 

Different roles 

of shared and 
vertical 

leadership in 

promoting 
team creativity: 

Cultivating and 

synthesizing 
team members’ 

individual 

creativity. 
Personnel 

Psychology, 
73, 199–225. 

32 student teams 
(experiment) and 

64 R&D teams / 

251 employees 
(multisource 

time-lagged field 

study) 
 

Role: High-

quality adjacent 
leadership-

configuration 

support 

Leadership: Shared 
leadership plus 

individual-focused 

and group-focused 
transformational 

leadership 

 
Psychological 

safety: None 

 
Knowledge 

sharing: Individual 

creative self-
efficacy and 

individual 

creativity (not 
knowledge sharing) 

Outcome: Team 
creativity 

 

Design: Two-
study design: 

team experiment 

plus multisource 
time-lagged 

R&D-team field 

survey 

Finding: Shared 
leadership enhanced 

team members’ creative 

self-efficacy and 
individual creativity, 

which aggregated to 

team creativity. 
Individual-focused 

transformational 

leadership strengthened 
the upstream cultivation 

of individual creativity, 

while group-focused 
transformational 

leadership strengthened 

its conversion into team 
creativity, showing 

differentiated and 
complementary 

leadership functions. 

 
Limitation: Two 

complementary studies, 

including a multisource 
time-lagged R&D-team 

field study, provide 

strong process evidence. 
The setting is not 

university research 

teams and neither 
psychological safety nor 

knowledge sharing is 

tested. 
 

Quality: 10/10 (High) 
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Coded conclusion, 

limitation, and quality 

appraisal 

R031 
10.3389/fpsyg.2026.1868768 

Zhang, A., & 
Hahn, J. 

(2026). When 

inclusive 

leadership 

promotes 

innovation: 
The role of 

team 

psychological 
safety and 

leader power 

distance 
orientation. 

Frontiers in 

Psychology, 
17. 

475 employees 
nested in 93 

Chinese IT teams 

across three 

waves 

 

Role: High-
quality adjacent 

mechanism 

support 

Leadership: 
Inclusive 

leadership 

 

Psychological 

safety: Team 

psychological 
safety 

 

Knowledge 
sharing: None 

Outcome: 
Employee 

innovative 

behaviour 

 

Design: Three-

wave multilevel 
team study 

Finding: Inclusive 
leadership promoted 

innovative behaviour 

through team 

psychological safety; 

leader power-distance 

orientation weakened 
the safety pathway and 

conditional indirect 

effect. 
 

Limitation: Strong 

design but IT-team 
setting and employee 

innovation behaviour 

rather than university 
research-team outcome. 

 

Quality: 9/10 (High) 

R032 

10.3389/fpsyg.2026.1806655 

Xing, S., Yu, 

X., Yu, J., & 

Chen, J. 
(2026). How 

leadership 

emotional 
intelligence 

promotes team 

innovation: 
Parallel 

mediating roles 

of 
psychological 

safety and 
knowledge 

sharing. 

Frontiers in 
Psychology, 

17, 1806655. 

391 members and 

65 leaders in 

knowledge-
intensive teams 

 

Role: Adjacent 
mechanism 

support 

Leadership: 

Leadership 

emotional 
intelligence 

 

Psychological 
safety: None 

 

Knowledge 
sharing: 

Knowledge sharing 

Outcome: Team 

innovative 

behaviour 
 

Design: Paired 

leader–member 
team-level survey 

Finding: Tests 

knowledge sharing as a 

mediator between 
leadership emotional 

intelligence and team 

innovation; relevant 
leadership mechanism 

but not a standard 

AL/TL/SL construct. 
 

Limitation: Leadership-

emotional-intelligence 
construct differs from 

the review’s focal 
leadership categories. 

 

Quality: 8/10 (High) 

R036 
10.3389/fpsyg.2021.687179 

Dong, F., Peng, 
J., Wang, X., & 

Tang, M. 

(2021). The 
Development 

and Validation 

of a Cognitive 
Diversity Scale 

for Chinese 

Academic 
Research 

Teams. 

Frontiers in 
Psychology, 

12, 687179. 

Three samples 
from Chinese 

academic 

research teams in 
universities/resea

rch institutions 

 
Role: Direct 

context 

measurement 
foundation 

Leadership: No 
leadership 

construct measured 

 
Psychological 

safety: None 

 
Knowledge 

sharing: None 

Outcome: 
Measurement 

foundation for 

research-team 
diversity and 

innovation studies 

 
Design: Scale-

development and 

validation study 

Finding: Developed and 
validated a cognitive-

diversity scale tailored 

to academic research 
teams; supports 

contextual measurement 

discussion, not the 
paper’s causal 

mechanism. 

 
Limitation: Scale-

development evidence, 

not a causal test of 
leadership or 

psychological safety. 

 

Quality: 10/10 (High) 
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R039 
10.1016/j.jik.2024.100629 

Soomro, M. A., 
Ali, A., 

Memon, A. H., 

Khahro, S. H., 

& Memon, Z. 

A. (2024). 

Improving 
innovation in 

construction 

projects: 
Knowledge-

sharing, open-

mindedness 
and shared 

leadership. 

Journal of 
Innovation & 

Knowledge, 9, 

100629. 

439 members in 
65 construction-

project teams 

 

Role: Adjacent 

mechanism 

support 

Leadership: Shared 
leadership 

 

Psychological 

safety: None 

 

Knowledge 
sharing: 

Knowledge-sharing 

density 

Outcome: Team 
innovation 

 

Design: Three-

phase, multi-

source field study 

with network 
measures 

Finding: Knowledge-
sharing density 

mediated shared 

leadership → team 

innovation; open-

mindedness norms 

moderated the density-
to-innovation path and 

the indirect effect. 

 
Limitation: 

Construction-project 

context is adjacent and 
has sector-specific 

dynamics. 

 
Quality: 9/10 (High) 

R041 

10.1016/j.heliyon.2024.e2528

2 

Tang, B., Han, 

Y., He, G., & 

Li, X. (2024). 
The chain 

mediating 

effect of shared 
leadership on 

team 

innovation. 
Heliyon, 10, 

e25282. 

107 knowledge-

based teams and 

488 members in 
15 Chinese 

organisations 

 
Role: Adjacent 

mechanism 

support 

Leadership: Shared 

leadership 

 
Psychological 

safety: None 

 
Knowledge 

sharing: Team 

member exchange 
(TMX) 

Outcome: Team 

innovation 

 
Design: Cross-

sectional team 

survey; PLS-SEM 

Finding: Shared 

leadership positively 

predicted team 
innovation. TMX and 

team resilience each 

mediated this 
relationship, and the 

TMX → resilience 

chain was also 
supported; this is a 

shared-leadership 

pathway distinct from 
psychological safety 

and knowledge sharing. 
 

Limitation: Current, 

intact knowledge-team 
evidence, but cross-

sectional self-report 

design and non-
university setting limit 

causal and contextual 

transfer. 
 

Quality: 8/10 (High) 

R043 
10.3390/su15021212 

Sun, M., He, 
K., & Wen, T. 

(2023). The 

Impact of 
Shared 

Leadership on 

Team 
Creativity in 

Innovation 

Teams—A 

Chain 

Mediating 

Effect Model. 
Sustainability, 

15, 1212. 

178 innovation 
teams and 2,011 

members 

 
Role: Adjacent 

mechanism 

support 

Leadership: Shared 
leadership 

 

Psychological 
safety: Team 

psychological-

safety climate 
 

Knowledge 

sharing: None 

Outcome: Team 
creativity 

 

Design: Team-
level 

questionnaire 

study 

Finding: Shared 
leadership positively 

related to team 

creativity; 
psychological safety, 

cognitive motivation, 

and social motivation 
were partial and 

sequential mediators. 

 

Limitation: Cross-

sectional innovation-

team study outside 
higher education. 

 

Quality: 8/10 (High) 



 

  

International Journal of Humanities Social Science and Management (IJHSSM) 

Volume 6, Issue 4, Jul. – Aug., 2026, pp: 624-631                         ISSN: 3048-6874  

www.ijhssm.org                                                      

 

 

 

DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.22009736     | Impact Factor value 7.52 |   ISO 9001: 2008 Certified Journal        Page 659 

Record / DOI Full citation Context and 

evidence role 

Leadership, 

psychological 

safety, and 

knowledge 

sharing 

Outcome and 

design 

Coded conclusion, 

limitation, and quality 

appraisal 

R049 
10.1371/journal.pone.030662

9 

Jin, H., & 
Peng, Y. 

(2024). The 

impact of team 

psychological 

safety on 

employee 
innovative 

performance: A 

study with 
communication 

behavior as a 

mediator 
variable. PLOS 

ONE, 19, 

e0306629. 

580 employees 
across high-tech 

enterprises 

 

Role: Adjacent 

mechanism 

support 

Leadership: No 
leadership 

construct measured 

 

Psychological 

safety: Team 

psychological 
safety 

 

Knowledge 
sharing: 

Communication 

behaviour 

Outcome: 
Employee 

innovative 

performance 

 

Design: Cross-

sectional survey 
and SEM 

Finding: All three 
psychological-safety 

dimensions positively 

related to innovative 

performance; 

communication 

behaviour mediated the 
relationship. 

 

Limitation: Cross-
sectional enterprise 

evidence; 

communication is 
related to but not 

identical with 

knowledge sharing. 
 

Quality: 7/10 

(Moderate) 

R050 

10.3389/fpsyg.2022.996737 

Kang, S. M. 

(2022). Internal 

fights over 
resources: The 

effect of power 

struggles on 
team 

innovation. 

Frontiers in 
Psychology, 

13, 996737. 

99 teams from 

two Korean 

organisations 
 

Role: Adjacent 

mechanism 
support 

Leadership: No 

leadership 

construct measured 
 

Psychological 

safety: 
Psychological 

safety as implied 

team-learning 
condition 

 

Knowledge 
sharing: Team 

learning / 
information sharing 

Outcome: Team 

innovation 

 
Design: Team 

study 

Finding: Power 

struggles reduced team 

learning, which in turn 
promoted team 

innovation; useful 

evidence for relational 
climate and knowledge-

process conditions. 

 
Limitation: No 

leadership measure; 

Korean organisational 
context. 

 
Quality: 8/10 (High) 

R055 

10.1016/j.ipm.2024.103757 

Zhao, Y., 

Wang, Y., 
Zhang, H., 

Kim, D., Lu, 

C., Zhu, Y., & 
Zhang, C. 

(2024). Do 

more heads 
imply better 

performance? 

An empirical 
study of team 

thought 

leaders’ impact 
on scientific 

team 

performance. 
Information 

Processing & 

Management, 

61, 103757. 

More than 

140,000 PLOS 
publication teams 

 

Role: Direct 
context backbone 

Leadership: 

Thought leadership 
(conceptual-task 

contributors) 

 
Psychological 

safety: None 

 
Knowledge 

sharing: None 

Outcome: 

Citation impact 
and 

disruptiveness 

 
Design: Large-

scale archival 

scientific-team 
study 

Finding: Number of 

thought leaders had an 
inverted-U relationship 

with team impact; more 

thought leaders were 
associated with less 

disruptive output. 

 
Limitation: Scientific 

teams are publication 

author groups; thought 
leadership is a 

contributorship proxy 

rather than a formal 
leadership scale. 

 

Quality: 10/10 (High) 
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R057 
10.1016/j.joi.2025.101766 

Zhao, Y., Zhu, 
Y., Kim, D., 

Wang, Y., 

Zhang, H., Lu, 

C., & Zhang, 

C. (2026). The 

effect of 
gender 

diversity on 

scientific team 
impact: A team 

roles 

perspective. 
Journal of 

Informetrics, 

20, 101766. 

More than 
130,000 PLOS 

publication teams 

 

Role: Direct 

context boundary 

evidence 

Leadership: Role-
specific gender 

diversity in 

leadership/support 

contributors 

 

Psychological 
safety: None 

 

Knowledge 
sharing: None 

Outcome: Five-
year citation 

impact 

 

Design: Large-

scale archival 

scientific-team 
analysis 

Finding: Gender 
diversity effects differed 

by role and team size; 

relationships were non-

linear, demonstrating 

that scientific-team 

composition effects are 
conditional. 

 

Limitation: Scientific 
teams are publication 

author groups; gender-

role composition is not 
a leadership-practice 

measure. 

 
Quality: 10/10 (High) 

R059 

10.3389/fpsyg.2026.1768461 

Resendiz, S. 

M., Hernandez, 
M., Murphy, 

M., Casey, S., 

Chui, M. A., 
Burnside, E. S., 

& Sweeney, 

W. A. (2026). 
Psychological 

safety in 

interdisciplinar
y teams: How 

leadership 

behaviors 
empower 

teams. 
Frontiers in 

Psychology, 

17, 1768461. 

Interviews with 

clinical/translatio
nal team 

principal 

investigators at a 
US higher-

education 

institution 
 

Role: Direct 

context backbone 

Leadership: 

Leadership 
behaviours 

 

Psychological 
safety: 

Psychological 

safety 
 

Knowledge 

sharing: None 

Outcome: No 

innovation 
outcome 

measured 

(qualitative 
process evidence 

only) 

 
Design: 

Qualitative 

thematic study 

Finding: Identifies 

leadership behaviours 
that empower 

psychological safety in 

interdisciplinary 
research teams; process 

evidence, not effect 

estimation. 
 

Limitation: Direct 

research-team 
qualitative evidence, but 

limited sample and no 

causal test. 
 

Quality: 9/10 (High) 
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R065 
10.1016/j.heliyon.2024.e2785

3 

Lei, Z. (2024). 
Dimensionalize

d goal 

orientation, 

innovation 

climate, and 

knowledge 
sharing 

behavior in 

higher 
education 

research teams. 

Heliyon, 10, 
e27853. 

29 scientific 
research teams in 

Chinese higher 

education 

 

Role: Direct 

higher-education 
research-team 

mechanism 

evidence 

Leadership: No 
formal leadership 

construct measured 

 

Psychological 

safety: None 

 
Knowledge 

sharing: 

Knowledge sharing 
behaviour 

Outcome: No 
innovation 

outcome 

measured 

(knowledge-

process evidence 

only) 
 

Design: Cross-

sectional 
multilevel model 

with team 

innovation 
climate as a 

cross-level 

predictor/moderat
or 

Finding: Learning-goal 
orientation and 

performance-prove 

orientation were 

positively related to 

knowledge sharing, 

while performance-
avoidance orientation 

was negative. Team 

innovation climate 
directly promoted 

knowledge sharing and 

strengthened the 
performance-prove-

orientation association. 

It supports the 
university-research-

team knowledge-

process segment, not a 
leadership-to-innovation 

claim. 

 
Limitation: Direct 

higher-education 

research-team context 
and multilevel analysis 

are strengths. The one-

wave design and 
absence of a leadership 

or innovation-

performance measure 
limit this study to the 

knowledge-process 
segment. 

 

Quality: 9/10 (High) 

R080 

10.1016/j.technovation.2023.

102894 

Annosi, M. C., 

Appio, F. P., & 

Martini, A. 
(2024). 

Institutional 

context and 
agile team 

innovation: A 

sensemaking 
approach to 

collective 

knowledge 
creation. 

Technovation, 

129, 102894. 

44 interviews and 

observations of 

agile teams in the 
telecommunicati

ons sector 

 
Role: Adjacent 

mechanism 

support 

Leadership: 

Managerial 

sensemaking / 
agile-team context 

 

Psychological 
safety: None 

 

Knowledge 
sharing: Collective 

knowledge creation 

Outcome: Product 

innovation 

performance 
 

Design: 

Qualitative 
phenomenologica

l study 

Finding: Explains how 

institutional context and 

managerial 
sensemaking shape 

collective knowledge 

creation and product 
innovation in agile 

teams. 

 
Limitation: Agile 

telecommunications 

setting; rich mechanism 
evidence but not a 

university research-

team study. 
 

Quality: 8/10 (High) 
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appraisal 

R081 
10.3389/fpsyg.2022.1104073 

Li, M.-S., Li, 
J., Li, J.-M., 

Liu, Z.-W., & 

Deng, X.-T. 

(2023). The 

impact of team 

learning 
climate on 

innovation 

performance: 
Mediating role 

of knowledge 

integration 
capability. 

Frontiers in 

Psychology, 
13, 1104073. 

184 employees in 
R&D, market-

research, and 

planning roles 

 

Role: Adjacent 

mechanism 
support 

Leadership: No 
leadership 

construct measured 

 

Psychological 

safety: None 

 
Knowledge 

sharing: 

Knowledge 
integration 

capability 

Outcome: 
Innovation 

performance 

 

Design: Cross-

sectional survey 

Finding: Team learning 
climate predicted 

innovation performance 

partly through 

knowledge integration 

capability. 

 
Limitation: Cross-

sectional individual 

survey with no 
leadership measure. 

 

Quality: 7/10 
(Moderate) 

R082 

10.1111/jpim.12699 

Sacramento, C. 

A., et al. 
(2024). Being 

open, feeling 

safe and 
getting 

creative: The 

role of team 
mean openness 

to experience 

in the 
emergence of 

team 

psychological 
safety and team 

creativity. 
Journal of 

Product 

Innovation 
Management. 

Three studies, 

including 24 
Portuguese 

healthcare teams 

 
Role: High-

quality adjacent 

mechanism 
support 

Leadership: No 

leadership 
construct measured 

 

Psychological 
safety: Team 

psychological 

safety 
 

Knowledge 

sharing: None 

Outcome: Team 

creativity 
 

Design: Multi-

study team 
research 

Finding: Examines the 

emergence of team 
psychological safety 

and team creativity, 

including the role of 
team mean openness to 

experience. 

 
Limitation: Strong 

team-psychological-

safety evidence, but not 
a university research-

team setting. 

 
Quality: 9/10 (High) 

R085 

10.3389/fenvs.2022.945817 

Huo, C., 

Safdar, M. A., 
Akhtar, M. W., 

& Ahmed, M. 

(2022). 
Linking 

responsible 

leadership and 
green 

innovation: 

The role of 
knowledge 

sharing and 

leader-member 
exchange. 

Frontiers in 

Environmental 

Science, 10, 

945817. 

Hotel employees 

in a green-
innovation 

context 

 
Role: Adjacent 

mechanism 

support 

Leadership: 

Responsible 
leadership 

 

Psychological 
safety: None 

 

Knowledge 
sharing: 

Knowledge sharing 

and leader–member 
exchange 

Outcome: Green 

innovation 
 

Design: Cross-

sectional survey 

Finding: Responsible 

leadership related to 
green innovation 

through knowledge 

sharing and leader–
member exchange. 

 

Limitation: 
Hospitality/green 

innovation setting; 

cross-sectional. 
 

Quality: 7/10 

(Moderate) 
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limitation, and quality 
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R089 
10.1073/pnas.2200927119 

Xu, F., Wu, L., 
& Evans, J. 

(2022). Flat 

teams drive 

scientific 

innovation. 

Proceedings of 
the National 

Academy of 

Sciences, 119, 
e2200927119. 

89,575 self-
reported 

contribution 

records 

extrapolated 

across 

16,397,750 
scientific 

publications 

 
Role: High-

quality direct 

context evidence 

Leadership: 
Scientific-team 

hierarchy / 

leadership-role 

ratio 

 

Psychological 
safety: None 

 

Knowledge 
sharing: None 

Outcome: 
Novelty, 

disruption, 

productivity, and 

citation impact 

 

Design: Large-
scale archival 

science-of-

science analysis 

Finding: Flatter 
scientific teams 

generated more novelty 

and longer-run 

disruptive innovation, 

whereas taller 

hierarchies favoured 
short-term citations and 

concentrated 

productivity. 
 

Limitation: Publication-

authorship teams and 
role proxies differ from 

formal organisational 

research teams. 
 

Quality: 10/10 (High) 

R092 
10.58691/man/186076 

Zastempowski, 
M., 

Kalocińska-

Szumska, A., 
& Łaskowska, 

J. (2024). 

Roles in 
research teams: 

The 

perspective of 
university 

commercialisat

ion. 
Management, 

28, 106–137. 

Representative 
sample of 496 

university 

scientists in 
Poland 

 

Role: Direct 
context 

performance 

foundation 

Leadership: 
Research-team role 

structure 

 
Psychological 

safety: None 

 
Knowledge 

sharing: None 

Outcome: 
Commercialisatio

n of scientific 

results 
 

Design: 

University 
scientist survey 

Finding: Examines 
research-team roles in 

relation to 

commercialising 
scientific results; 

relevant outcome 

evidence but not a 
leadership-mechanism 

test. 

 
Limitation: Direct 

university-scientist 

evidence, but role 
structure is not a 

leadership scale. 
 

Quality: 8/10 (High) 

R099 
10.3389/fpsyg.2020.00062 

Zeng, H., 
Zhao, L., & 

Zhao, Y. 

(2020). 
Inclusive 

leadership and 

taking-charge 
behavior: Roles 

of 

psychological 
safety and 

thriving at 

work. Frontiers 
in Psychology, 

11, 62. 

205 employee–
supervisor pairs 

from 17 Chinese 

companies, two-
stage collection 

 

Role: Adjacent 
mechanism 

support 

Leadership: 
Inclusive 

leadership 

 
Psychological 

safety: 

Psychological 
safety 

 

Knowledge 
sharing: None 

Outcome: 
Taking-charge 

behaviour 

 
Design: Two-

stage paired 

survey 

Finding: Psychological 
safety and thriving at 

work sequentially 

mediated inclusive 
leadership to taking-

charge behaviour; 

outcome is proactive 
change rather than 

innovation performance. 

 
Limitation: Outcome is 

taking charge, not 

innovation 
performance; enterprise 

setting. 

 
Quality: 8/10 (High) 
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R105 
10.3389/fpsyg.2022.818865 

Zhu, T., Chen, 
Y., Asante, E. 

A., Zhu, Y., & 

Xu, T. (2022). 

How does 

leader humility 

influence team 
creativity? The 

roles of team 

behavioral 
integration and 

leader 

performance. 
Frontiers in 

Psychology, 

13, 818865. 

275 employees in 
67 industrial-

company teams 

in Southeast 

China 

 

Role: Adjacent 
mechanism 

support 

Leadership: Leader 
humility 

 

Psychological 

safety: None 

 

Knowledge 
sharing: Team 

behavioural 

integration 

Outcome: Team 
creativity 

 

Design: Multi-

source team study 

Finding: Team 
behavioural integration 

mediated leader 

humility to team 

creativity; leader 

performance 

strengthened the 
indirect relationship. 

 

Limitation: Industrial-
team setting and 

predominantly cross-

sectional timing of 
substantive measures. 

 

Quality: 8/10 (High) 

R109 

10.3389/fpsyg.2021.717756 

Hou, F., Su, Y., 

Qi, M., Wang, 

L., & Wang, Q. 
(2021). 

Entrepreneurial 

team 
knowledge 

diversity and 

creativity: A 
multilevel 

analysis of 

knowledge 
sharing, 

individual 

creativity, and 
team creativity. 

Frontiers in 
Psychology, 

12, 717756. 

252 members 

nested in 42 

Chinese 
entrepreneurial 

teams 

 
Role: High-

quality adjacent 

mechanism 
support 

Leadership: No 

leadership 

construct measured 
 

Psychological 

safety: None 
 

Knowledge 

sharing: 
Knowledge sharing 

Outcome: 

Individual and 

team creativity 
 

Design: 

Multilevel 
matched 

member–leader 

survey 

Finding: 

Entrepreneurial-team 

knowledge diversity 
promoted team 

creativity sequentially 

through individual 
knowledge sharing and 

individual creativity. 

 
Limitation: 

Entrepreneurial-team 

setting, not university 
research teams. 

 

Quality: 9/10 (High) 

R112 
10.3389/fpsyg.2022.726708 

Lei, X., Liu, 
W., Su, T., & 

Shan, Z. 

(2022). 
Humble 

leadership and 

team 
innovation: 

The mediating 

role of team 
reflexivity and 

the moderating 

role of 
expertise 

diversity in 

teams. 
Frontiers in 

Psychology, 

13, 726708. 

135 teams in 18 
Chinese 

information-

technology firms; 
669 members and 

135 leaders 

 
Role: High-

quality adjacent 

mechanism 
support 

Leadership: 
Humble leadership 

 

Psychological 
safety: None 

 

Knowledge 
sharing: Team 

reflexivity / 

information 
reconsideration 

Outcome: Team 
innovation 

 

Design: Multi-
source team study 

plus archival data 

Finding: Humble 
leadership related to 

team innovation 

through team 
reflexivity; expertise 

diversity moderated the 

indirect relationship. 
 

Limitation: IT-firm 

context is adjacent, but 
design and team-level 

data are strong. 

 
Quality: 9/10 (High) 
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R118 
10.1037/apl0001258 

Wu, J., Zhang, 
Z., Song, L. J., 

& Zhu, L. 

(2024). Shared 

leadership and 

team creativity: 

Examining 
effects of 

shared 

leadership level 
and 

concentration 

and the 
countervailing 

mechanisms. 

Journal of 
Applied 

Psychology. 

136 work teams; 
three-wave 

survey study 

 

Role: High-

quality adjacent 

mechanism 
support 

Leadership: Shared 
leadership (network 

level and 

concentration) 

 

Psychological 

safety: None 
 

Knowledge 

sharing: Team 
information 

elaboration 

Outcome: Team 
creativity 

 

Design: Three-

wave team-

network study 

Finding: Shared-
leadership level related 

to creativity through 

information elaboration 

and status conflict; 

leadership concentration 

altered the indirect 
effects, demonstrating 

configuration matters. 

 
Limitation: Strong 

longitudinal team 

evidence, but an 
adjacent organisational 

setting. 

 
Quality: 9/10 (High) 

R122 
10.3390/su16188057 

Liang, Q., & 
Yin, F. (2024). 

Empirical 

study on the 
relationship 

between 

leader–member 
exchange, 

employee trust, 

and team 
knowledge 

sharing. 

Sustainability, 
16, 8057. 

358 employees 
 

Role: Adjacent 

mechanism 
support 

Leadership: 
Leader–member 

exchange 

 
Psychological 

safety: None 

 
Knowledge 

sharing: 

Knowledge sharing 
via trust 

Outcome: No 
innovation 

outcome 

measured 
(knowledge-

sharing evidence 

only) 
 

Design: Cross-

sectional survey 

Finding: Leader–
member exchange 

quality predicted team 

knowledge sharing 
through trust in leaders 

and colleagues. 

 
Limitation: Cross-

sectional, non-

university setting and 
no innovation outcome. 

 

Quality: 7/10 
(Moderate) 

R125 
10.3389/fpsyg.2020.00748 

Zhao, J., Sun, 
W., Zhang, S., 

& Zhu, X. 

(2020). How 
CEO ethical 

leadership 

influences top 
management 

team creativity: 

Evidence from 
China. 

Frontiers in 

Psychology, 
11, 748. 

91 Chinese top-
management 

teams 

 
Role: Adjacent 

leadership–

creativity support 

Leadership: CEO 
ethical leadership 

 

Psychological 
safety: None 

 

Knowledge 
sharing: None 

Outcome: Top-
management-

team creativity 

 
Design: Team 

survey 

Finding: CEO ethical 
leadership influenced 

top-management-team 

creativity through team 
cohesion. 

 

Limitation: Top-
management-team 

setting differs from 

research teams. 
 

Quality: 8/10 (High) 
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R128 
10.1007/s10755-024-09764-y 

Hernández-
Soto, R., 

Gutiérrez-

Ortega, M., 

Rubia-Avi, B., 

et al. (2025). 

Influence of 
social ties on 

knowledge 

sharing among 
academics: A 

qualitative case 

study. 
Innovative 

Higher 

Education, 50, 
997–1019. 

Qualitative case 
study of 

academics in a 

higher-education 

research team 

 

Role: Direct 
context backbone 

Leadership: 
Research-team 

leadership 

 

Psychological 

safety: None 

 
Knowledge 

sharing: 

Knowledge sharing 
through social ties 

Outcome: No 
innovation 

outcome 

measured 

(qualitative 

process evidence 

only) 
 

Design: Semi-

structured 
interviews 

Finding: Social ties 
facilitated knowledge 

sharing; research-team 

leaders, informal 

routines, and shared 

physical/digital spaces 

were central enablers. 
 

Limitation: Qualitative 

single-case evidence; 
process insight rather 

than causal estimation. 

 
Quality: 9/10 (High) 

C21 

10.1016/j.jik.2025.100881 

Li, X., & Peng, 

P. (2026). How 
authentic 

leadership 

prevents 
knowledge 

hiding: The 

mediating roles 
of 

psychological 

safety and 
relational 

identification. 

Journal of 
Innovation & 

Knowledge, 
11, 100881. 

337 knowledge-

based employees 
in China 

 

Role: Adjacent 
mechanism 

support 

Leadership: 

Authentic 
leadership 

 

Psychological 
safety: 

Psychological 

safety 
 

Knowledge 

sharing: 
Knowledge hiding 

Outcome: No 

innovation 
outcome 

measured 

(knowledge-
hiding evidence 

only) 

 
Design: Two-

wave survey 

Finding: Authentic 

leadership reduced 
knowledge hiding 

directly and indirectly 

through psychological 
safety and relational 

identification. 

 
Limitation: Knowledge-

based enterprise setting; 

knowledge hiding is a 
negative proxy rather 

than observed sharing. 

 
Quality: 8/10 (High) 

S139 

10.3389/fpsyg.2021.807070 

Wang, W., 

Kang, S.-W., & 
Choi, S. B. 

(2022). Servant 

Leadership and 
Creativity: A 

Study of the 

Sequential 
Mediating 

Roles of 

Psychological 
Safety and 

Employee 

Well-Being. 
Frontiers in 

Psychology, 

12, 807070. 

252 full-time UK 

employees 
recruited through 

an online panel 

 
Role: Adjacent 

mechanism 

support 

Leadership: 

Servant leadership 
 

Psychological 

safety: 
Psychological 

safety 

 
Knowledge 

sharing: None 

Outcome: 

Employee 
creativity 

 

Design: Two-
wave individual 

survey with six-

week interval 

Finding: Psychological 

safety and employee 
well-being serially 

mediated the positive 

servant-leadership to 
creativity relationship. 

 

Limitation: Two-wave 
individual online-panel 

evidence, not team-level 

or university context. 
 

Quality: 8/10 (High) 
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S140 
10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1133270 

Chen, M., Mi, 
X., Xue, J., Li, 

Y., & Shi, J. 

(2023). Team 

psychological 

capital and 

innovation 
performance: 

The mediating 

role of 
knowledge 

sharing and 

knowledge 
hiding. 

Frontiers in 

Psychology, 
14, 1133270. 

113 Chinese 
entrepreneurial 

teams 

 

Role: Adjacent 

mechanism 

boundary 
evidence 

Leadership: No 
leadership 

construct measured 

 

Psychological 

safety: Team 

psychological 
capital (not 

psychological 

safety) 
 

Knowledge 

sharing: 
Knowledge sharing 

and knowledge 

hiding 

Outcome: Start-
up innovation 

performance 

 

Design: Cross-

sectional team 

questionnaire; 
regression and 

AMOS 

Finding: Knowledge 
sharing and knowledge 

hiding partly mediated 

team psychological 

capital to innovation 

performance; 

innovation climate 
moderated the 

downstream paths. 

 
Limitation: 

Psychological capital is 

distinct from 
psychological safety; 

cross-sectional 

entrepreneurial-team 
setting. 

 

Quality: 8/10 (High) 

S145 

10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01331 

Liu, H., & Li, 

G. (2018). 

Linking 
Transformation

al Leadership 

and Knowledge 
Sharing: The 

Mediating 

Roles of 
Perceived 

Team Goal 

Commitment 
and Perceived 

Team 
Identification. 

Frontiers in 

Psychology, 9, 
1331. 

186 leader–

follower pairs in 

a Chinese real-
estate 

corporation 

 
Role: Adjacent 

mechanism 

support 

Leadership: 

Transformational 

leadership 
 

Psychological 

safety: None 
 

Knowledge 

sharing: 
Knowledge sharing 

Outcome: No 

innovation 

outcome 
measured 

(knowledge-

sharing evidence 
only) 

 

Design: Three-
wave, multi-

source leader–

follower study 

Finding: Perceived team 

goal commitment and 

team identification 
mediated 

transformational 

leadership to follower 
knowledge sharing. 

 

Limitation: Single 
organisation and one 

follower per leader 

constrain team-level 
generalisation. 

 
Quality: 8/10 (High) 

S146 

10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1276585 

Yagi, K., Iida, 

J., & Fuji, K. 
(2024). The 

positive role of 

authentic 
leadership in 

organizations 

negatively 
affected by 

cognitive 

diversity. 
Frontiers in 

Psychology, 

15, 1276585. 

375 members in 

90 teams from 66 
Japanese 

organisations 

 
Role: Adjacent 

mechanism 

support 

Leadership: 

Authentic 
leadership 

 

Psychological 
safety: None 

 

Knowledge 
sharing: 

Information 

elaboration 

Outcome: No 

innovation 
outcome 

measured 

(information-
elaboration 

evidence only) 

 
Design: 

Multilevel team 

survey 

Finding: Authentic 

leadership promoted 
information elaboration 

at individual and team 

levels, while cognitive 
diversity had a negative 

individual-level 

association in this 
setting. 

 

Limitation: Cross-
sectional Japanese 

organisational evidence; 

no direct innovation 
outcome. 

 

Quality: 8/10 (High) 
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S151 
10.1016/j.heliyon.2024.e3228

0 

Saif, N., 
Amelia, Goh, 

G. G. G., 

Rubin, A., 

Shaheen, I., & 

Murtaza, M. 

(2024). 
Influence of 

transformation

al leadership 
on innovative 

work behavior 

and task 
performance of 

individuals: 

The mediating 
role of 

knowledge 

sharing. 
Heliyon, 10, 

e32280. 

210 higher-
education 

employees in 

Pakistan 

 

Role: Direct 

higher-education 
evidence 

Leadership: 
Transformational 

leadership 

 

Psychological 

safety: None 

 
Knowledge 

sharing: 

Knowledge sharing 

Outcome: 
Innovative work 

behaviour and 

task performance 

 

Design: Cross-

sectional higher-
education survey; 

PLS-SEM 

Finding: 
Transformational 

leadership related to 

innovative work 

behaviour and task 

performance; 

knowledge sharing 
mediated task 

performance but not 

innovative work 
behaviour. 

 

Limitation: Higher-
education context is 

relevant, but 

convenience sampling 
and cross-sectional PLS 

design limit causal 

inference. 
 

Quality: 8/10 (High) 

S193 
10.1186/s40359-025-02552-z 

Shen, Y., 
Deng, Y., 

Xiao, Z., 

Zhang, Z., & 
Dai, R. (2025). 

Driving green 

digital 
innovation in 

higher 

education: the 
influence of 

leadership and 
dynamic 

capabilities on 

cultivating a 
green digital 

mindset and 

knowledge 
sharing for 

sustainable 

practices. BMC 
Psychology, 

13, 288. 

425 university 
top-management 

respondents in 

China 
 

Role: Direct 

higher-education 
evidence 

Leadership: Digital 
leadership 

 

Psychological 
safety: None 

 

Knowledge 
sharing: 

Knowledge sharing 

Outcome: Green 
digital innovation 

 

Design: Three-
wave survey with 

one-month 

intervals; PLS-
SEM 

Finding: Digital 
leadership did not 

directly predict green 

digital innovation, but it 
predicted knowledge 

sharing, which 

significantly mediated 
the association with 

green digital innovation. 

 
Limitation: Three-wave 

higher-education design 
and full mediation test 

are useful; measures 

came from purposively 
sampled university top 

management, and the 

outcome is 
sustainability-oriented 

digital innovation rather 

than research-team 
innovation. 

 

Quality: 10/10 (High) 
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S147 
10.3389/fpsyg.2022.879176 

Bai, Y., Wang, 
Z., Alam, M., 

Gul, F., & 

Wang, Y. 

(2022). 

Authentic 

leadership and 
innovative 

work behavior: 

Mediating roles 
of proactive 

personality and 

employee 
engagement. 

Frontiers in 

Psychology, 
13, 879176. 

311 employees in 
high-tech 

manufacturing 

organisations in 

Shenzhen 

 

Role: Adjacent 
mechanism 

support 

Leadership: 
Authentic 

leadership 

 

Psychological 

safety: None 

 
Knowledge 

sharing: None 

Outcome: 
Innovative work 

behaviour 

 

Design: Cross-

sectional survey; 

SEM 

Finding: Authentic 
leadership predicted 

innovative work 

behaviour through 

proactive personality 

and work engagement. 

 
Limitation: Cross-

sectional high-tech 

enterprise evidence, 
with no psychological-

safety or knowledge-

sharing measure. 
 

Quality: 7/10 

(Moderate) 

S153 

10.3389/fpsyg.2025.1581513 

Liu, W., 

Oubibi, M., 
Xu, Y., & Li, 

B. (2025). The 

impact of 
authentic 

leadership on 

employees’ 
bootleg 

innovation 

behavior: The 
mediating role 

of affective 

commitment. 
Frontiers in 

Psychology, 
16, 1581513. 

378 high-tech-

enterprise 
employees in 

China 

 
Role: Adjacent 

boundary 

evidence 

Leadership: 

Authentic 
leadership 

 

Psychological 
safety: None 

 

Knowledge 
sharing: None 

Outcome: 

Bootleg/deviant 
innovation 

behaviour 

 
Design: Cross-

sectional survey; 

SEM 

Finding: Authentic 

leadership positively 
predicted bootleg 

innovation behaviour; 

this is a non-standard 
innovation outcome and 

should not be combined 

with team innovation 
performance. 

 

Limitation: Cross-
sectional enterprise 

study; bootleg 

innovation is 
conceptually distinct 

from general innovative 
work behaviour. 

 

Quality: 7/10 
(Moderate) 

S164 

10.1007/s10639-025-13422-x 

Authentic 

leadership, 
digital 

capability, and 

productivity in 
higher 

education. 

Education and 
Information 

Technologies, 

2025. 

533 university 

employees, 
primarily 

academics, in an 

international 
higher-education 

survey 

 
Role: Direct 

higher-education 

adjacent 
evidence 

Leadership: 

Authentic 
leadership 

 

Psychological 
safety: None 

 

Knowledge 
sharing: Digital 

capability and 

preparedness 

Outcome: Digital 

productivity 
 

Design: Cross-

sectional SEM 
study 

Finding: Authentic 

leadership related to 
digital productivity 

through digital 

capability and 
preparedness; outcome 

is productivity rather 

than research-team 
innovation. 

 

Limitation: Higher-
education setting but 

cross-sectional; digital 

productivity is distinct 
from innovation 

performance. 

 

Quality: 8/10 (High) 
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S166 
10.3389/fpsyg.2022.884198 

Shahzad, M. 
A., et al. 

(2022). 

Authentic 

leadership, 

transactive 

memory 
system, 

innovative 

work behavior, 
and team 

selling 

performance. 
Frontiers in 

Psychology, 

13, 884198. 

348 matched 
salespeople–

manager dyads in 

pharmaceutical 

firms 

 

Role: Adjacent 
mechanism 

support 

Leadership: 
Authentic 

leadership 

 

Psychological 

safety: None 

 
Knowledge 

sharing: 

Transactive 
memory system 

Outcome: 
Innovative work 

behaviour and 

team selling 

performance 

 

Design: Matched 
dyadic survey; 

SEM 

Finding: Authentic 
leadership was 

associated with 

transactive memory and 

innovative work 

behaviour; innovation 

behaviour and 
customer-directed OCB 

mediated team-selling 

performance. 
 

Limitation: Sales-team 

setting and 
individual/dyadic 

design limit transfer to 

research teams. 
 

Quality: 7/10 

(Moderate) 

S155B 

10.22521/edupij.2025.17.353 

Multidimensio

nal leadership, 

knowledge 
sharing, and 

innovation 

behaviour in 
Thai private 

universities. 

European 
Journal of 

Education and 

Pedagogy, 
2025. 

Employees in 

Thai private 

universities; 
questionnaire and 

SEM 

 
Role: Direct 

higher-education 

evidence 

Leadership: 

Responsible, 

servant, and 
transformational 

leadership 

 
Psychological 

safety: None 

 
Knowledge 

sharing: 

Knowledge sharing 

Outcome: 

Employee 

innovation 
behaviour 

 

Design: Cross-
sectional higher-

education survey 

Finding: Responsible, 

servant, and 

transformational 
leadership positively 

predicted knowledge 

sharing and innovative 
self-efficacy, which in 

turn enhanced employee 

innovation behaviour. 
 

Limitation: Direct 

higher-education 
evidence but cross-

sectional and employee-
level; leadership styles 

remain separate 

constructs. 
 

Quality: 8/10 (High) 

S157 
10.33844/ijol.2024.60406 

Khalid, K. 
(2024). 

Traversing the 

pathway from 
authentic 

leadership to 

extra-role 
performance: 

Mediating 

effects of 
knowledge-

sharing 

behavior and 
employee 

creativity. 

International 

Journal of 

Organizational 

Leadership, 13, 
201–221. 

362 healthcare 
employees in 

Saudi Arabia; 

three-phase 
questionnaire 

study 

 
Role: Adjacent 

mechanism 

support 

Leadership: 
Authentic 

leadership 

 
Psychological 

safety: None 

 
Knowledge 

sharing: 

Knowledge-sharing 
behaviour 

Outcome: 
Employee 

creativity and 

extra-role 
performance 

 

Design: Three-
phase survey; 

PLS-SEM 

Finding: Authentic 
leadership promoted 

knowledge sharing and 

employee creativity; 
both mediated its 

relationship with extra-

role performance. 
 

Limitation: Healthcare 

setting and individual 
outcomes rather than 

team innovation. 

 
Quality: 8/10 (High) 
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S163 
10.33096/jmb.v11i1.689 

Siagian, M., 
Tanuwijaya, J., 

& Gunawan, 

A. W. (2024). 

Influence of 

authentic 

leadership on 
innovation 

performance: 

The role of 
knowledge 

sharing and 

organizational 
commitment. 

Jurnal 

Manajemen 
Bisnis, 11, 

135–150. 

180 industrial-
sector employees 

in Indonesia 

 

Role: Adjacent 

mechanism 

boundary 
evidence 

Leadership: 
Authentic 

leadership 

 

Psychological 

safety: None 

 
Knowledge 

sharing: Explicit 

and tacit 
knowledge sharing 

Outcome: 
Innovation 

performance 

 

Design: Cross-

sectional survey; 

SEM and Sobel 
tests 

Finding: Authentic 
leadership and tacit 

knowledge sharing 

related to innovation 

performance through 

organisational 

commitment; evidence 
distinguishes tacit from 

explicit knowledge 

sharing. 
 

Limitation: Small cross-

sectional single-
company study with 

modest 

measurement/reporting 
concerns. 

 

Quality: 6/10 
(Moderate) 

S171 

10.3389/fpsyg.2022.947092 

Chen, M., 

Zada, M., 
Khan, J., & Ul 

Saba, N. 

(2022). How 
Does Servant 

Leadership 

Influences 
Creativity? 

Enhancing 

Employee 
Creativity via 

Creative 
Process 

Engagement 

and Knowledge 
Sharing. 

Frontiers in 

Psychology, 
13, 947092. 

242 employees 

and 57 
departmental 

heads in Chinese 

publicly listed 
companies 

 

Role: Adjacent 
mechanism 

support 

Leadership: 

Servant leadership 
 

Psychological 

safety: None 
 

Knowledge 

sharing: 
Knowledge sharing 

(moderator) 

Outcome: 

Supervisor-rated 
employee 

creativity 

 
Design: Two-

wave, multi-

source individual-
level survey 

Finding: Creative 

process engagement 
partially mediated 

servant leadership → 

employee creativity. 
Knowledge sharing 

strengthened the direct 

servant-leadership-to-
creativity relationship; it 

was not tested as a 

mediator. 
 

Limitation: Time-
lagged, multi-source 

design strengthens 

inference, but the 
individual-level 

outcome and public-

company setting are 
adjacent to university 

research teams. 

 
Quality: 9/10 (High) 
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S162 
10.4102/sajhrm.v23i0.2695 

Siswanti, Y., & 
Muafi, M. 

(2025). 

Authentic 

leadership for 

creativity and 

innovation: 
The 

moderating 

role of 
motivating 

language. SA 

Journal of 
Human 

Resource 

Management, 
23, a2695. 

350 employees in 
creative MSMEs 

in Bandung and 

Yogyakarta, 

Indonesia 

 

Role: Adjacent 
leadership–

innovation 

support 

Leadership: 
Authentic 

leadership 

 

Psychological 

safety: None 

 
Knowledge 

sharing: None 

Outcome: 
Employee 

creativity and 

innovative work 

behaviour 

 

Design: Cross-
sectional 

employee survey; 

SmartPLS 

Finding: Authentic 
leadership positively 

predicted employee 

creativity and 

innovative work 

behaviour. Employee 

creativity partly 
mediated the authentic-

leadership-to-

innovative-work-
behaviour association; 

motivating language 

strengthened the 
reported paths. 

 

Limitation: Current 
authentic-leadership 

evidence, but cross-

sectional single-source 
MSME data and 

employee-level 

outcomes do not 
establish the focal team 

psychological-

safety/knowledge-
sharing mechanism. 

 

Quality: 7/10 
(Moderate) 

S149 

10.1186/s40359-026-04071-x 

Dong, X., & 

Xing, L. 
(2026). 

Authentic 
leadership and 

employee 

psychological 
safety: The 

mediating role 

of leader–
member 

exchange and 

the moderating 
effect of 

cultural 

collectivism. 
BMC 

Psychology, 

14, 400. 

552 employees 

across multiple 
organisations and 

cultural contexts 
 

Role: Adjacent 

psychological-
safety 

mechanism 

support 

Leadership: 

Authentic 
leadership 

 
Psychological 

safety: Employee 

psychological 
safety 

 

Knowledge 
sharing: Leader–

member exchange 

(LMX) 

Outcome: No 

innovation 
outcome 

measured 
(psychological-

safety evidence 

only) 
 

Design: Cross-

sectional multi-
organisation 

survey; SEM 

Finding: Authentic 

leadership positively 
predicted employee 

psychological safety 
directly and through 

LMX quality; cultural 

collectivism weakened 
the reported 

relationships. The study 

has no innovation 
outcome, so it informs 

only the authentic-

leadership-to-safety 
segment. 

 

Limitation: Large multi-
organisation sample and 

transparent open data 

are strengths; cross-
sectional individual-

level evidence has no 

innovation outcome and 
is therefore mechanism-

specific only. 

 
Quality: 7/10 

(Moderate) 
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S143 
10.3389/fpsyg.2021.685167 

Rose, R., 
Groeger, L., & 

Hölzle, K. 

(2021). The 

Emergence of 

Shared 

Leadership in 
Innovation 

Labs. Frontiers 

in Psychology, 
12, 685167. 

21 innovation-lab 
teams in a 

German higher-

education 

programme; 104 

members and 49 

coach ratings 
 

Role: Adjacent 

higher-education 
process 

counterevidence 

Leadership: Shared 
leadership (network 

density) 

 

Psychological 

safety: None 

 
Knowledge 

sharing: Voice and 

task reflexivity as 
antecedents 

Outcome: Coach-
rated team 

creativity 

 

Design: Cross-

sectional 

multisource team 
study; social-

network analysis 

and regression 

Finding: Experimental 
culture, task reflexivity, 

and voice supported the 

emergence of shared 

leadership. The 

hypothesised positive 

shared-leadership-to-
team-creativity 

association was not 

statistically significant 
in this small sample, so 

the study is retained as 

boundary/countereviden
ce rather than 

affirmative support. 

 
Limitation: Multisource 

network design and a 

higher-education 
innovation setting are 

strengths; the sample of 

21 teams is small and 
the focal shared-

leadership-to-creativity 

path was non-
significant. 

 

Quality: 8/10 (High) 

S172 

10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1501633 

Wang, L., & 

Duan, X. 

(2025). 
Generational 

diversity and 
team 

innovation: the 

roles of 
conflict and 

shared 

leadership. 
Frontiers in 

Psychology, 

15, 1501633. 

56 Chinese 

financial-sector 

teams and 287 
employees 

(methods); article 
abstract 

inconsistently 

states five teams 
 

Role: Adjacent 

shared-leadership 
boundary 

evidence 

Leadership: Shared 

leadership 

 
Psychological 

safety: None 
 

Knowledge 

sharing: Cognitive 
and affective 

conflict 

Outcome: Leader-

rated team 

innovation 
performance 

 
Design: Three-

wave team survey 

with leader-rated 
outcome; Mplus 

moderated 

mediation 

Finding: Shared 

leadership strengthened 

the positive cognitive-
conflict-to-innovation 

relationship, but did not 
moderate the negative 

affective-conflict-to-

innovation relationship. 
Retain only with an 

explicit reporting-

consistency caution: the 
abstract and methods 

disagree on team count. 

 
Limitation: Three-wave 

and leader-rated 

outcome are strengths, 
but the manuscript 

inconsistently reports 

five teams in the 
abstract versus 56 teams 

in the methods. Do not 

use as a decisive 
estimate until this 

discrepancy is clarified. 

 
Quality: 8/10 (High) 
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S173 
10.3389/fpsyg.2021.755208 

Wang, H., 
Xiao, Y., Su, 

X., & Li, X. 

(2021). Team 

Social Media 

Usage and 

Team 
Creativity: The 

Role of Team 

Knowledge 
Sharing and 

Team-Member 

Exchange. 
Frontiers in 

Psychology, 

12, 755208. 

641 employees in 
102 Chinese 

work teams from 

five enterprises 

 

Role: High-

quality adjacent 
knowledge-

sharing 

mechanism 
support 

Leadership: No 
leadership 

construct measured 

 

Psychological 

safety: None 

 
Knowledge 

sharing: Team 

knowledge sharing 

Outcome: Team 
creativity 

 

Design: Three-

wave team 

survey; 

aggregation tests 
and SEM 

Finding: Work- and 
relationship-related 

team social-media use 

each predicted team 

creativity partly through 

team knowledge 

sharing. Team-member 
exchange strengthened 

the social-media-use-to-

knowledge-sharing 
paths. 

 

Limitation: Large team-
level, three-wave design 

with aggregation 

checks; it establishes a 
knowledge-sharing-to-

creativity mechanism 

but has no leadership 
construct and is not a 

university research-

team setting. 
 

Quality: 9/10 (High) 

S174 
10.1155/2024/9660787 

Mrayyan, M. 
T., & Al-

Rjoub, S. F. 

(2024). Levels 
and Predictors 

of Leaders’ 

Humble 
Leadership, 

Participants’ 
Psychological 

Safety, 

Knowledge 
Sharing in the 

Team, and 

Followers’ 
Creativity in 

Nursing: A 

Cross-
Sectional 

Online Survey. 

Journal of 
Nursing 

Management, 

2024, 9660787. 

245 nursing 
academics, 

nurses, and 

nursing leaders 
across three 

universities and 

three hospitals in 
Jordan 

 
Role: Adjacent 

full-chain 

counterevidence 

Leadership: 
Humble leadership 

 

Psychological 
safety: 

Psychological 

safety 
 

Knowledge 
sharing: Team 

knowledge sharing 

Outcome: Self-
rated follower 

creativity 

 
Design: Cross-

sectional online 

convenience/sno
wball survey; 

GLM 

Finding: Humble 
leadership predicted 

team knowledge sharing 

and follower creativity, 
but did not predict 

psychological safety; 

organisational quality 
initiatives were the only 

predictor of 
psychological safety. 

The study assesses 

predictors rather than 
testing a formal serial 

mediation model. 

 
Limitation: Direct 

coverage of the focal 

constructs and mixed 
university/hospital 

nursing setting, but 

cross-sectional, self-
report convenience 

sampling and non-

mediation analysis 
sharply limit causal 

claims. 

 
Quality: 7/10 

(Moderate) 
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S179 
10.3389/fpsyg.2021.666477 

Wang, H., 
Chen, M., & 

Li, X. (2021). 

Moderating 

multiple 

mediation 

model of the 
impact of 

inclusive 

leadership on 
employee 

innovative 

behavior. 
Frontiers in 

Psychology, 

12, 666477. 

418 
manufacturing 

employees in 

China 

 

Role: Recent 

adjacent 
leadership–

safety–

innovation 
evidence 

Leadership: 
Inclusive 

leadership 

 

Psychological 

safety: Employee 

psychological 
safety 

 

Knowledge 
sharing: None 

Outcome: 
Employee 

innovative 

behavior 

 

Design: Cross-

sectional 
employee survey; 

moderated 

multiple 
mediation 

Finding: Inclusive 
leadership positively 

predicted innovative 

behavior partly through 

psychological safety 

and creative self-

efficacy; innovation 
rewards strengthened 

the downstream paths. 

Individual-level 
evidence only. 

 

Limitation: Direct 
safety–innovation 

mechanism and a 

sizable sample, but 
single-source cross-

sectional individual 

evidence limits team-
level and causal 

inference. 

 
Quality: 7/10 

(Moderate) 

S180 
10.3389/fpsyg.2021.701225 

Xiang, S., 
Zhang, Y., 

Ning, N., Wu, 

S., & Chen, W. 
(2021). How 

does leader 

empowering 
behavior 

promote 
employee 

knowledge 

sharing? The 
perspective of 

self-

determination 
theory. 

Frontiers in 

Psychology, 
12, 701225. 

230 Chinese 
employees 

followed across 

three waves 
 

Role: Recent 

adjacent 
leadership–

knowledge-
sharing evidence 

Leadership: Leader 
empowering 

behavior 

 
Psychological 

safety: None 

 
Knowledge 

sharing: Employee 
knowledge sharing 

Outcome: No 
innovation 

outcome 

measured 
(knowledge-

sharing evidence 

only) 
 

Design: Three-
wave employee 

survey; 

moderated 
mediation 

Finding: Empowering 
leader behavior 

promoted knowledge 

sharing through 
intrinsic motivation; 

employees’ 

traditionality 
constrained the indirect 

effect. No innovation 
outcome was measured. 

 

Limitation: Three-wave 
design strengthens 

temporal ordering for 

the leader-
empowerment-to-

knowledge-sharing 

segment; no innovation 
outcome and individual-

level context limit 

transfer. 
 

Quality: 9/10 (High) 



 

  

International Journal of Humanities Social Science and Management (IJHSSM) 

Volume 6, Issue 4, Jul. – Aug., 2026, pp: 624-631                         ISSN: 3048-6874  

www.ijhssm.org                                                      

 

 

 

DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.22009736     | Impact Factor value 7.52 |   ISO 9001: 2008 Certified Journal        Page 676 

Record / DOI Full citation Context and 

evidence role 

Leadership, 

psychological 

safety, and 

knowledge 

sharing 

Outcome and 

design 

Coded conclusion, 

limitation, and quality 

appraisal 

S181 
10.3389/fpsyg.2022.811330 

Gupta, S., 
Nawaz, N., 

Tripathi, A., 

Arif Chaudhry, 

S., & Agrawal, 

K. (2022). 

Impact of 
inclusive 

leadership on 

innovation 
performance 

during 

coronavirus 
disease 2019 

outbreak: 

Mediating role 
of employee 

innovation 

behavior and 
moderating 

role of 

psychological 
empowerment. 

Frontiers in 

Psychology, 
13, 811330. 

Employees in 
cargo and 

information-

technology firms 

during COVID-

19 

 
Role: Recent 

adjacent 

leadership–
innovation 

evidence 

Leadership: 
Inclusive 

leadership 

 

Psychological 

safety: None 

 
Knowledge 

sharing: None 

Outcome: 
Innovation 

performance 

 

Design: Cross-

sectional PLS-

SEM survey 

Finding: Inclusive 
leadership was 

associated with 

innovation performance 

through employee 

innovative behavior; 

psychological 
empowerment 

moderated the 

leadership-to-
innovation-behavior 

relationship. 

 
Limitation: Current 

leadership–innovation 

study but cross-
sectional PLS-SEM and 

non-team outcome limit 

causal and contextual 
transfer. 

 

Quality: 7/10 
(Moderate) 

S182 

10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1144791 

Wu, G.-f., & 

Li, M. (2023). 
Impact of 

inclusive 

leadership on 
employees’ 

innovative 
behavior: A 

relational 

silence 
approach. 

Frontiers in 

Psychology, 
14, 1144791. 

263 in-service 

leaders and 
employees from 

six Chinese cities 

 
Role: Recent 

adjacent 
leadership–

innovation 

boundary 
evidence 

Leadership: 

Inclusive 
leadership 

 

Psychological 
safety: None 

 
Knowledge 

sharing: Relational 

silence (negative 
communication 

proxy) 

Outcome: 

Employee 
innovative 

behavior 

 
Design: Cross-

sectional 
convenience 

survey; 

Amos/SPSS 

Finding: Inclusive 

leadership positively 
predicted innovative 

behavior and negatively 

predicted relational 
silence, which partially 

mediated the 
relationship. Use as a 

communication-barrier 

analogue, not as 
knowledge-sharing 

evidence. 

 
Limitation: Current 

evidence with a 

transparent sample 
description; 

convenience, cross-

sectional and 
individual-level design 

makes it boundary 

evidence only. 
 

Quality: 7/10 

(Moderate) 
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S183 
10.3389/fpsyg.2022.883224 

Shahzad, M. 
A., Iqbal, T., 

Jan, N., & 

Zahid, M. 

(2022). The 

role of 

transformation
al leadership 

on firm 

performance: 
Mediating 

effect of 

corporate 
sustainability 

and moderating 

effect of 
knowledge-

sharing. 

Frontiers in 
Psychology, 

13, 883224. 

Cross-sector 
employee survey 

in China and 

Pakistan 

 

Role: Recent 

adjacent 
transformational-

leadership 

evidence 

Leadership: 
Transformational 

leadership 

 

Psychological 

safety: None 

 
Knowledge 

sharing: 

Knowledge sharing 
(moderator) 

Outcome: Firm 
performance 

 

Design: Cross-

sectional 

employee survey; 

SEM 

Finding: 
Transformational 

leadership predicted 

firm performance 

through corporate 

sustainability, and 

knowledge sharing 
moderated the 

association. The 

outcome is firm-level 
performance, not team 

innovation. 

 
Limitation: Current 

transformational-

leadership study, but 
cross-sectional evidence 

with firm performance 

as outcome and 
knowledge sharing as 

moderator is indirect for 

the focal review. 
 

Quality: 7/10 

(Moderate) 

S184 

10.3389/fpsyg.2021.675749 

Duarte, A. P., 

Ribeiro, N., 

Semedo, A. S., 
& Gomes, D. 

R. (2021). 

Authentic 
leadership and 

improved 
individual 

performance: 

Affective 
commitment 

and individual 

creativity’s 
sequential 

mediation. 

Frontiers in 
Psychology, 

12, 675749. 

214 employees 

across 

Portuguese 
business sectors 

 

Role: Recent 
adjacent 

authentic-
leadership–

creativity 

evidence 

Leadership: 

Authentic 

leadership 
 

Psychological 

safety: None 
 

Knowledge 
sharing: None 

Outcome: 

Individual 

creativity and 
individual 

performance 

 
Design: Cross-

sectional 
employee survey; 

sequential 

mediation 

Finding: Affective 

commitment and 

individual creativity 
sequentially mediated 

the authentic-

leadership-to-
individual-performance 

association. It does not 
test team processes, 

psychological safety, or 

knowledge sharing. 
 

Limitation: Current 

authentic-leadership 
study with a specified 

sequential mechanism, 

but individual, cross-
sectional design omits 

the focal team safety 

and sharing processes. 
 

Quality: 7/10 

(Moderate) 
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S185 
10.3389/fpsyg.2022.1084090 

Liu, Y., Chen, 
J., & Han, X. 

(2023). 

Research on 

the influence of 

employee 

psychological 
capital and 

knowledge 

sharing on 
breakthrough 

innovation 

performance. 
Frontiers in 

Psychology, 

13, 1084090. 

367 enterprise 
employees in 

China 

 

Role: Recent 

adjacent 

knowledge-
sharing–

innovation 

evidence 

Leadership: No 
leadership 

construct measured 

 

Psychological 

safety: None 

 
Knowledge 

sharing: 

Knowledge sharing 

Outcome: 
Breakthrough 

innovation 

performance 

 

Design: Cross-

sectional 
employee survey; 

SEM 

Finding: Psychological 
capital and knowledge 

sharing were associated 

with breakthrough 

innovation performance. 

No leadership construct 

was measured, so this 
supports only the 

knowledge-sharing-to-

innovation segment. 
 

Limitation: Current 

evidence for 
knowledge-sharing–

innovation linkage; 

cross-sectional 
individual design and 

lack of leadership limit 

use to one downstream 
segment. 

 

Quality: 7/10 
(Moderate) 

S186 

10.3389/fpsyg.2021.704630 

Tian, X., Peng, 

X., & Peng, X. 
(2021). 

Influence of 

prosocial 
motivation on 

employee 

creativity: The 
moderating 

role of 
regulatory 

focus and the 

mediating role 
of knowledge 

sharing. 

Frontiers in 
Psychology, 

12, 704630. 

320 Chinese 

employees 
 

Role: Recent 

adjacent 
knowledge-

sharing–

creativity 
evidence 

Leadership: No 

leadership 
construct measured 

 

Psychological 
safety: None 

 

Knowledge 
sharing: 

Knowledge sharing 

Outcome: 

Employee 
creativity 

 

Design: Cross-
sectional 

employee survey; 

moderated 
mediation 

Finding: Knowledge 

sharing mediated the 
positive association 

between prosocial 

motivation and 
employee creativity; 

regulatory focus shaped 

the indirect relationship. 
No leadership construct 

was measured. 
 

Limitation: Current 

evidence for 
knowledge-sharing–

creativity linkage; 

cross-sectional 
individual design and 

no leadership measure 

limit its role. 
 

Quality: 7/10 

(Moderate) 
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S192 
10.1016/j.heliyon.2021.e0733

4 

Sudibjo, N., & 
Prameswari, R. 

K. (2021). The 

effects of 

knowledge 

sharing and 

person–
organization fit 

on the 

relationship 
between 

transformation

al leadership 
on innovative 

work behavior. 

Heliyon, 7, 
e07334. 

260 private 
elementary-

school teachers 

in South Jakarta, 

Indonesia 

 

Role: Recent 
direct 

transformational-

leadership 
mechanism 

evidence 

Leadership: 
Transformational 

leadership 

 

Psychological 

safety: None 

 
Knowledge 

sharing: 

Knowledge-sharing 
behavior 

Outcome: 
Innovative work 

behavior 

 

Design: Cross-

sectional teacher 

survey; PLS-SEM 

Finding: 
Transformational 

leadership did not 

directly predict 

innovative work 

behavior, but showed a 

positive indirect 
association through 

knowledge-sharing 

behavior. Person–
organization fit also 

predicted innovative 

work behavior; its 
mediation was not 

supported. Retain as 

important 
counterevidence against 

assuming a universal 

direct TL effect. 
 

Limitation: Recent 

open-access higher-
education-adjacent 

education-sector 

evidence with an 
explicit knowledge-

sharing pathway. Cross-

sectional PLS design 
and individual teacher 

outcome limit causal 

and team-level transfer. 
 

Quality: 7/10 
(Moderate) 

S196 

10.3390/su141710949 

Yin, J., Qu, M., 

Li, M., & Liao, 
G. (2022). 

Team Leader’s 

Conflict 
Management 

Style and Team 

Innovation 
Performance in 

Remote R&D 

Teams—With 
Team Climate 

Perspective. 

Sustainability, 
14, 10949. 

118 remote R&D 

teams in China; 
118 team leaders 

and 446 members 

 
Role: High-

quality adjacent 

leadership–
safety–

innovation 

evidence 

Leadership: Team 

leader 
cooperative/compet

itive conflict-

management style 
 

Psychological 

safety: Team 
psychological 

safety 

 
Knowledge 

sharing: None 

Outcome: Team 

innovation 
performance 

 

Design: Paired 
leader–member 

team survey; 

moderated 
mediation 

analysis 

Finding: Cooperative 

conflict-management 
style enhanced team 

psychological safety 

and team innovation 
performance, with 

psychological safety 

mediating the 
association. Team trust 

negatively moderated 

the cooperative-style-to-
safety path. 

 

Limitation: Paired data 
and team-level R&D 

setting strengthen the 

evidence, but the cross-
sectional design and 

remote-enterprise 

context limit causal 
claims and university-

team transfer. 

 
Quality: 8/10 (High) 
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S197 
10.1186/s40359-026-04688-y 

Hu, H., Li, C., 
Valkonen, J., & 

Fu, H. (2026). 

How team 

forgiveness 

climate 

influences 
innovative 

performance in 

college student 
innovation 

teams: a 

moderated 
mediation 

model. BMC 

Psychology, 
14, 897. 

145 college 
student 

innovation teams 

at a 

comprehensive 

university in East 

China 
 

Role: Direct 

university-team 
adjacent 

mechanism 

evidence 

Leadership: No 
formal leadership 

construct measured 

 

Psychological 

safety: Team 

forgiveness climate 
(conceptually 

distinct from 

psychological 
safety) 

 

Knowledge 
sharing: Team 

learning from 

mistakes 

Outcome: Team 
innovative 

performance 

 

Design: Multi-

wave team survey 

aligned with 
project 

milestones; 

moderated 
mediation 

Finding: Team 
forgiveness climate was 

positively associated 

with innovative 

performance through 

learning from mistakes; 

team shared vision 
strengthened the 

climate-to-learning link. 

It is direct university-
team evidence but must 

not be coded as 

psychological-safety 
evidence. 

 

Limitation: Direct 
university innovation-

team setting, multi-

wave collection, and 
team-level outcome are 

strengths. Student teams 

and forgiveness climate 
differ conceptually from 

professional research 

teams and psychological 
safety. 

 

Quality: 10/10 (High) 

S198 

10.1057/s41599-025-05765-0 

Yao, Z., Chen, 

S., Zhang, S., 

& Zhang, Z. 
(2025). The 

balance 
between 

collaborative 

stability and 
performance in 

scientific 

funding project 
teams: the role 

of leader 

power. 
Humanities and 

Social Sciences 

Communicatio
ns, 12, 1507. 

4,957 completed 

National Natural 

Science 
Foundation of 

China 
Management 

Science projects 

(2012–2018), 
with 92,003 

project outputs 

 
Role: Direct 

scientific-team 

performance 
foundation 

Leadership: 

Principal-

investigator leader 
power (network 

structural-hole 
measure) 

 

Psychological 
safety: None 

 

Knowledge 
sharing: 

Knowledge-flow 

implications 
discussed but not 

directly measured 

Outcome: 

Research-team 

productivity, 
scholarly impact, 

and plan 
adherence 

 

Design: Archival 
longitudinal 

project-output 

data; hierarchical 
multiple 

regression with 

quadratic 
moderation 

Finding: Collaborative 

stability showed an 

inverted-U relationship 
with productivity, 

impact, and plan 
adherence. Higher PI 

leader power was 

associated with stronger 
performance and 

steepened the stability–

performance curve 
while shifting its 

turning point left. This 

is direct scientific-team 
evidence but not a 

psychological-safety or 

knowledge-sharing test. 
 

Limitation: Large direct 

scientific-project 
archival dataset with 

objective performance 

indicators. Leader 
power is a network 

proxy rather than a 

behavioral leadership 
scale, and psychological 

safety/knowledge 

sharing are not 
measured. 

 

Quality: 10/10 (High) 
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N002 
10.1002/jocb.410 

Wang, X., Li, 
H., & Yin, H. 

(2020). 

Antecedents 

and 

consequences 

of creativity in 
teams: When 

and how leader 

humility 
promotes 

performance 

via team 
creativity. The 

Journal of 

Creative 
Behavior. 

104 work teams, 
341 employees, 

and 104 team 

leaders in five 

Chinese 

organisations 

 
Role: High-

quality adjacent 

humility–team-
creativity 

evidence 

Leadership: Leader 
humility, with 

leader 

conscientiousness 

as a boundary 

condition 

 
Psychological 

safety: None 

 
Knowledge 

sharing: Team 

creative efficacy 
(not knowledge 

sharing) 

Outcome: Leader-
rated team 

creativity and 

team task 

performance 

 

Design: Two-
wave, multisource 

team study; 

MSEM and 
conditional 

indirect-effect 

tests 

Finding: Leader 
humility predicted team 

creativity through team 

creative efficacy; leader 

conscientiousness 

strengthened this 

indirect relationship. 
Team creativity 

predicted team task 

performance more 
strongly under high 

team future orientation. 

The study does not test 
psychological safety or 

knowledge sharing. 

 
Limitation: Two-wave, 

multisource and leader-

rated outcome design 
provides strong team-

level process evidence. 

Its service-sector setting 
and use of creative 

efficacy rather than 

psychological 
safety/knowledge 

sharing limit direct 

transfer to the focal 
mechanism. 

 

Quality: 9/10 (High) 

N005 

10.17549/gbfr.2022.27.4.27 

Choi, S. B., & 

Jeong, J. G. 
(2022). A 

multilevel 

study of the 
relationship 

between leader 

agreeable 
communication 

style and team 

creativity: 
Knowledge 

sharing as 

mediator and 
knowledge 

ownership as 

moderator. 
Global 

Business and 

Finance 
Review, 27, 

27–45. 

69 teams and 350 

employees from 
Korean 

companies 

 
Role: Adjacent 

mechanism 

support 

Leadership: Leader 

agreeable 
communication 

style 

 
Psychological 

safety: None 

 
Knowledge 

sharing: Individual- 

and team-level 
knowledge sharing 

Outcome: 

Perceived team 
creativity 

 

Design: Cross-
sectional 

multilevel survey; 

HLM 

Finding: Leader 

agreeable 
communication 

predicted individual and 

team knowledge sharing 
and team creativity. 

Team knowledge 

sharing fully mediated 
the leadership–

creativity link, while 

individual knowledge 
sharing partially 

mediated it; team 

psychological 
knowledge ownership 

moderated only the 

individual-sharing path. 
 

Limitation: Multilevel 

design and explicit team 
mechanisms are 

valuable, but the cross-

sectional SME sample 
is not a university 

research-team setting. 

 
Quality: 8/10 (High) 
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N008 
10.3724/SP.J.1041.2013.0058

5 

Cai, Y., Jia, L., 
You, S., 

Zhang, Y., & 

Chen, Y. 

(2013). The 

influence of 

differentiated 
transformation

al leadership 

on knowledge 
sharing and 

team creativity: 

A social 
network 

explanation. 

Acta 
Psychologica 

Sinica, 45(5), 

585–598. 

225 teams in 65 
Chinese high-

technology firms 

 

Role: High-

quality adjacent 

mechanism 
support 

Leadership: Team-
focused and 

differentiated 

individual-focused 

transformational 

leadership 

 
Psychological 

safety: None 

 
Knowledge 

sharing: Team 

knowledge sharing 
via 

communication-

network density 

Outcome: Team 
creativity 

 

Design: Matched 

team-member and 

HR-manager 

data; team-level 
SEM and social-

network measures 

Finding: Team-focused 
transformational 

leadership increased 

communication-network 

density and team 

knowledge sharing; 

differentiated 
individual-focused 

leadership reduced 

knowledge sharing 
through network-

density divergence. 

Knowledge sharing 
positively predicted 

team creativity. 

 
Limitation: Strong 

matched team and 

network data; high-
technology-firm setting 

is adjacent and the 

article is older than the 
review’s main 2020–

2026 window. 

 
Quality: 9/10 (High) 

N013 

10.1037/apl0000159 

Chiu, C.-Y. C., 

Owens, B. P., 
& Tesluk, P. E. 

(2016). 

Initiating and 
utilizing shared 

leadership in 
teams: The role 

of leader 

humility, team 
proactive 

personality, 

and team 
performance 

capability. 

Journal of 
Applied 

Psychology, 

101, 1705–
1720. 

62 Taiwanese 

professional 
work teams 

 

Role: High-
quality adjacent 

leadership-
emergence 

evidence 

Leadership: Leader 

humility 
 

Psychological 

safety: None 
 

Knowledge 
sharing: Shared 

leadership (team 

process; not 
knowledge sharing) 

Outcome: Team 

task performance 
 

Design: 

Multisource 
professional-team 

survey; 
moderated 

mediation model 

Finding: Leader 

humility fostered shared 
leadership through 

leadership-claiming and 

leadership-granting 
interactions. Team 

proactive personality 
strengthened the 

humility-to-shared-

leadership path, and 
team performance 

capability strengthened 

the shared-leadership-
to-performance path. It 

informs how formal 

leadership can enable 
distributed influence, 

but it does not test 

psychological safety, 
knowledge sharing, or 

innovation. 

 
Limitation: A well-

specified multisource 

team study with a clear 
moderated-process 

design. It is indirect for 

the review because the 
outcome is task 

performance rather than 

innovation and it omits 
psychological safety 

and knowledge sharing. 

 
Quality: 9/10 (High) 
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N014 
10.1007/s10869-012-9273-6 

Hoch, J. E. 
(2013). Shared 

leadership and 

innovation: 

The role of 

vertical 

leadership and 
employee 

integrity. 

Journal of 
Business and 

Psychology, 

28, 159–174. 

43 face-to-face 
work teams, 184 

members, and 

team leaders 

from two 

companies 

 
Role: High-

quality direct 

shared-
leadership–

innovation 

evidence 

Leadership: Shared 
leadership; vertical 

transformational 

and empowering 

leadership 

 

Psychological 
safety: None 

 

Knowledge 
sharing: 

Knowledge-sharing 

rationale only; not 
empirically 

modelled as a 

mediator 

Outcome: Leader-
rated team 

innovative 

behavior 

 

Design: 

Multisource team 
field survey; SEM 

and indirect-

effect model 
comparisons 

Finding: Shared 
leadership and vertical 

transformational/empow

ering leadership were 

positively associated 

with team innovative 

behavior. Vertical 
leadership and team-

member integrity 

predicted shared 
leadership, supporting 

an input–process–

outcome model; the 
study does not directly 

test psychological safety 

or knowledge sharing as 
measured mediators. 

 

Limitation: 
Multisource, leader-

rated innovation 

outcome and theory-
driven SEM are 

strengths. The small, 

cross-sectional two-
company sample and 

unmeasured 

psychological 
safety/knowledge-

sharing mechanisms 

limit causal and 
mechanism claims. 

 
Quality: 8/10 (High) 

S02 

10.3390/su15043452 

Liu, X., Huang, 

Y., Kim, J., & 
Na, S. (2023). 

How Ethical 

Leadership 
Cultivates 

Innovative 

Work 
Behaviors in 

Employees? 

Psychological 
Safety, Work 

Engagement 

and Openness 
to Experience. 

Sustainability, 

15(4), 3452. 

397 employees in 

Chinese service 
firms 

 

Role: Adjacent 
psychological-

safety 

mechanism 
evidence 

Leadership: Ethical 

leadership 
 

Psychological 

safety: 
Psychological 

safety (serial 

mediator with work 
engagement) 

 

Knowledge 
sharing: Not 

measured 

Outcome: 

Individual 
innovative work 

behaviour 

 
Design: Two-

stage employee 

survey; two-week 
interval 

Finding: Use only for 

individual-level, 
corporate 

psychological-safety 

pathway; do not use as 
university/team/knowle

dge-sharing evidence. 

 
Limitation: Corporate 

service-firm setting; 

two-stage survey 
remains observational. 

 

Quality: 8/10 (High) 
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S03 
10.3390/su13094801 

Han, Z., Ren, 
H., Yang, S., & 

Han, Y. (2021). 

Human 

Resource 

Practice 

Management 
for Knowledge 

Intensive 

Team: Impact 
on Team 

Innovation 

Performance 
and 

Substitution 

Effect of 
Empowerment 

Leadership. 

Sustainability, 
13(9), 4801. 

Knowledge-
intensive teams 

 

Role: Adjacent 

knowledge-

sharing boundary 

evidence 

Leadership: 
Empowerment 

leadership as 

HRM-practice 

substitute/moderato

r 

 
Psychological 

safety: Not 

measured 
 

Knowledge 

sharing: Team 
knowledge sharing 

Outcome: Team 
innovation 

performance 

 

Design: Cross-

level empirical 

model 

Finding: Leadership is a 
boundary/substitution 

condition, not a focal 

direct antecedent of 

innovation. 

 

Limitation: Not a 
university-research-

team sample; detailed 

aggregation statistics 
not used here. 

 

Quality: 7/10 
(Moderate) 

S05 

10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01727 

Wang, Y., Liu, 

J., & Zhu, Y. 
(2018). 

Humble 

leadership, 
psychological 

safety, 

knowledge 
sharing, and 

follower 

creativity: A 
cross-level 

investigation. 
Frontiers in 

Psychology, 9, 

1727. 

328 members in 

106 Chinese 
software/R&D 

teams 

 
Role: Adjacent 

mechanism/boun

dary evidence 

Leadership: 

Humble leadership 
 

Psychological 

safety: Team 
psychological 

safety (mediator) 

 
Knowledge 

sharing: Team 

knowledge sharing 
(moderator) 

Outcome: Leader-

rated individual 
follower 

creativity 

 
Design: Three 

phases over three 

months; 
multilevel design; 

member and 

leader sources 

Finding: Knowledge 

sharing moderates the 
psychological-safety–

creativity association; it 

is not a serial mediator. 
 

Limitation: 

Software/R&D teams 
rather than university 

research teams; 

observational design. 
 

Quality: 9/10 (High) 

S06 

10.3389/fpsyg.2022.1017121 

Xu, Y., & 

Suntrayuth, S. 

(2022). 
Psychological 

safety, 

knowledge 
sharing and 

innovative 

work behavior 
in R&D 

organizations. 

R&D 

organisational 

setting 
 

Role: Adjacent 

psychological-
safety/knowledge

-sharing 

mechanism 
evidence 

Leadership: No 

leadership 

antecedent tested 
 

Psychological 

safety: 
Psychological 

safety (mechanism 

antecedent) 
 

Knowledge 

sharing: 
Knowledge sharing 

(mechanism) 

Outcome: 

Individual 

innovative work 
behaviour 

 

Design: Empirical 
survey design 

Finding: Supports only 

the psychological-

safety/knowledge-
sharing pathway; not 

leadership or university-

team evidence. 
 

Limitation: No 

leadership variable and 
no university research-

team context. 

 
Quality: 8/10 (High) 
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ER079 
10.3389/fpsyg.2021.745991 

Xia, Z., Yu, H., 
& Yang, F. 

(2022). 

Benevolent 

Leadership and 

Team Creative 

Performance: 
Creative Self-

Efficacy and 

Openness to 
Experience. 

Frontiers in 

Psychology, 
13, 745991. 

251 postgraduate 
students in 58 

Chinese 

university 

scientific 

research teams 

 
Role: Direct 

university/scienti

fic-team 
evidence 

Leadership: 
Benevolent 

leadership 

 

Psychological 

safety: Not 

measured 
 

Knowledge 

sharing: Not 
measured 

Outcome: Team 
creative 

performance 

 

Design: Team-

level empirical 

study 

Finding: Creative self-
efficacy is the mediator; 

do not relabel it as 

psychological safety. 

 

Limitation: Team 

creative performance is 
not identical to 

innovation 

performance; 
observational design. 

 

Quality: 9/10 (High) 

ER080 

10.3389/fpsyg.2020.581236 

Xia, Z., & 

Yang, F. 
(2020). Ethical 

Leadership and 

Knowledge 
Sharing in 

University 

Scientific 
Research 

Teams: The 

Role of 
Prosocial 

Motivation. 

Frontiers in 
Psychology, 

11, 581236. 

302 postgraduate 

students in 38 
Chinese 

university 

scientific 
research teams 

 

Role: Direct 
university/scienti

fic-team 

evidence 

Leadership: Ethical 

leadership 
 

Psychological 

safety: Not 
measured 

 

Knowledge 
sharing: 

Knowledge sharing 

(outcome); 
prosocial 

motivation 

mediates 

Outcome: No 

innovation 
outcome 

measured 

 
Design: Time-

separated survey 

Finding: Direct context 

evidence for ethical 
leadership–knowledge 

sharing; not for 

innovation-performance 
effects. 

 

Limitation: No 
innovation outcome and 

no psychological-safety 

measure. 
 

Quality: 9/10 (High) 

ER081 
10.1155/2024/5450333 

Mrayyan, M. 
T. (2024). 

Authentic 
leadership and 

psychological 

safety among 
academic 

nursing faculty. 

105 Jordanian 
nursing faculty 

 
Role: Direct 

academic-context 

counterevidence 

Leadership: 
Authentic 

leadership 
 

Psychological 

safety: 
Psychological 

safety (outcome) 

 
Knowledge 

sharing: Not 

measured 

Outcome: No 
innovation 

outcome 
measured 

 

Design: Cross-
sectional survey 

Finding: Authentic 
leadership was not a 

significant direct 
predictor of 

psychological safety in 

this setting. 
 

Limitation: Cross-

sectional, small 
academic-faculty 

setting; no innovation 

outcome. 
 

Quality: 6/10 

(Moderate) 

Note. This appendix is a study-level coding record, not a pooled-effect meta-analysis. Each conclusion is limited 

to the construct, context, analytical level, outcome, and design actually examined by the relevant study. 


