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Achieving Organisational Effectiveness: A Leadership
Framework Based on the Complexity Perspective’
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Abstract

This paper aims to provide insights into the daunting task leaders face towards achieving
organisational effectiveness in the changing and demanding business environment. We pro-
pose a leadership framework to explore the effects of different leadership roles on the orga-
nisations’ outcomes. In the proposed framework, organisations were observed as complex
adaptive systems (CAS). A survey was conducted among private sector employees from
companies operating in Serbia to verify the proposed framework. Answers from 277 respon-
dents were analysed using Structural Equation Modelling (SEM). The applied framework
provides valuable insights into the influences of different leadership roles - operational, en-
trepreneurial, and enabling - on organisational effectiveness. Organisational effectiveness was
observed through the lens of business-related performance outcomes, organisational units’
outcomes, and individual outcomes, all together reflecting innovation, adaptability, quality,
cooperation, employees’ motivation, job satisfaction, work stress level, and job insecurity.
Research analysis provides evidence on the influence of complexity leadership on companies'
outcomes. Additional insights are provided, having in mind that differences in the impact
have been detected based on the managerial and non-managerial positions held.

Keywords: organisational effectiveness; complexity leadership; outcomes; conceptual model,
Structural Equation Modelling (SEM)
JEL Codes: L25, M19, C38

Introduction

Changing and demanding environments of organisations are forcing them to
develop mechanisms to react to changes and adapt their business to the new
surroundings in an effective way. Achieving organisational effectiveness to ac-
complish valuable outcomes is relevant in leadership studies. There are various
organisational effectiveness determinants (Angle/Perry 1981), and they depend
on, among others, the adaptation to the changing environment (Yukl 2008).
Uhl-Bien and Arena (2018) recognised adaptability as an important outcome
for organisations and enabling leadership as a mechanism for organisations’
ability to adapt to the needs of an external environment (Rosing/Frese/Bausch
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2011). Hughes and coauthors (2018) pointed out that leadership can enhance or
inhibit innovation (Fischer/Dietz/Antonakis 2017; Jovi¢i¢ Vukovic¢ et al. 2018).
Further, according to Mone and coauthors (1998) innovation is one of the most
important determinants of organisational performance. Empirical research con-
ducted by Herre and coauthors (2019) showed that leadership behaviour impacts
group outcomes such as productivity and originality. Relevant studies revealed
the relationship between leadership theories and organisational effectiveness
(O’Reilly/Tushman 2013; Seah/Hsieh/Huang 2014). We intended to explain this
relationship differently and provide empirical evidence of how complexity lead-
ership influences organisations’ outcomes. The complexity perspective involves
a different approach from traditional leadership theories (Uhl-Bien/Arena 2018)
and discusses the adaptive process, dynamic nature of organisations, and emer-
gence to enable organisational effectiveness. It involves leadership that enables
an adaptive process for creating space for ideas that arise from the tension
between exploitation and exploration to generate innovation. It focuses on how
leaders “position organisations and the people within them to be adaptive in the
face of complex challenges” (Uhl-Bien/Arena 2018:89).

In previous years, we have all witnessed the crisis caused by the COVID-19
(coronavirus) pandemic and the current crisis caused by war in Ukraine and ten-
sions in the Middle East. These unexpected events raise the need for leaders to
be better prepared to manage these crisis-driven contexts on the market because
organisations rarely work in a stable environment. A recent study mentioned that
some leadership behaviours in crisis conditions are more important than others
for managing these conditions (Eichenauer/Ryan/Alanis 2022). Also, being pre-
pared for every unexpected event on the market is rarely possible. Instead,
the “crises require a distinctive leadership response that often includes being
flexible and adaptable, making good decisions quickly, and mustering resources
on short notice” (Riggio/Newstead 2023:202). Therefore, this research aims to
explore the influence of complexity leadership on achieving organisational ef-
fectiveness in changing and demanding environments. To explore that influence,
we adopt a perspective that conceptualises the organisations as complex adap-
tive systems (CAS) (Lindberg/Schneider 2013; Sarriot/Kouletio 2015), and we
embrace the three forms of leadership: operational, entreprencurial, and enabling
leadership from complexity leadership theory (CLT) (Uhl-Bien/Marion/McK-
elvey 2007; Uhl-Bien/Arena 2018). In the early 1990s, researchers utilised the
core principles of complexity theory in organisations (Stacey 1992; Eve/Hors-
fall/Lee 1997), and later complexity theorists established the concept of CAS
(Lindberg/Schneider 2013; Holland 2014). However, traditional leadership theo-
ries are linear and do not adequately represent the dynamic feature of leadership
in complex organisations (Marion/Uhl-Bien 2001). Complexity theory gives the
fundamentals for acknowledging the organisations as CAS consists of agents
that mutually affect one another through interaction and create new behaviour in
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the overall system (Marion/Uhl-Bien 2001). CLT is a leadership theory based on
complexity and is about leadership “in and of complex adaptive systems” (Uhl-
Bien et al. 2007:302). Uhl-Bien and Arena (2018:98) defined entreprencurial
leadership as “leadership that works to create new knowledge, skills, products,
and processes to sustain the future viability of the firm (i.e., exploration)”.
Operational leadership is leadership in the formal structure of the organisation
based on exploitation (Uhl-Bien/Arena 2018), and enabling leadership endorses
the process of adaptability (Uhl-Bien/Arena 2017) through the emergence of
“adaptive space” in organisations (Uhl-Bien/Arena 2018:96). We used CLT as
a suitable framework that links innovation and adaptability to explore the influ-
ence of complexity leadership roles on organisational effectiveness. Namely,
our intent in undertaking this research was to explore different leadership roles
and their impact on organisation outcomes. To our knowledge, there is a lack
of empirical research on the relationship between complexity leadership and
desired organisational outcomes, and with this study, we are trying to fulfil the
identified gap. Thus, we conducted research to analyse the impact of leadership
on organisational effectiveness through the lens of business-related performance
outcomes, organisational unit outcomes, and individual outcomes, all together
reflecting innovation, adaptability, quality, cooperation, employee motivation,
job satisfaction, work stress level, and job insecurity. So, our main research
question is: Do complexity leadership roles impact organisational effectiveness?

Literature review
Defining and measuring organisational effectiveness

Organisations need emergent and adaptive leadership to survive in today's tur-
bulent environment (Uhl-Bien/Arena 2018). The literature on organisational
culture, human resources and leadership provides evidence about the impact of
leadership on organisational effectiveness. Undoubtedly, effective leadership has
one of the most significant impacts on organisational outcomes (Denison/Hooi-
jberg/Quinn 1995; Yukl 2008). Leadership is considered effective when leaders
influence employees in a way that they do their activities with positive results
(Dhar/Mishra 2001). Though, the determination of how leadership effectiveness
increases organisational outcomes is complex. Some authors have investigated
leaders' effectiveness through subordinates' assessment of leadership outcomes
(Bennis/Burt 2003; Kouzes/Posner 2017). If there are positive outcomes in the
organisation based on activities and the impact of leaders on subordinates,
then we could define that leadership as effective (Madanchian/Hussein/No-
ordin/Taherdoost 2017).

Daft (2008:20) defined effectiveness as “the degree to which an organisation
achieves its goals”. Many different approaches to measuring organisational
effectiveness have been acknowledged. In relevant studies, authors (Lee/Choi
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2003; Zheng/Yang/McLean 2010) measured effectiveness by the organisation's
subordinates' perception. The measurement of leadership effectiveness could
be managed in different ways through the measurement of specific outcomes.
First, there is the assumption that effectiveness could be measured through
the influence of leaders on “group performance” and “success of group goals”
(Madanchian/Hussein/Noordin/Taherdoost 2017:1045). Such outcomes include
revenue, profit and profit margin, increase in sales, market share, return on
investment, productivity, etc. (Gilley/McMillan/Gilley 2009; Madanchian et al.
2017).

This study explores the impact of leadership roles on organisational effective-
ness by measuring their impact on different outcomes. Many recent and relevant
studies used employee perceptions to measure various aspects of leadership
(Cunha/Lucio Martins 2023; Ghamrawi/Al-Thani 2023; Seijts/de Clercy/Miller
2023). We measured effectiveness by the organisations' leaders' and subordi-
nates' perceptions regarding outcomes achieved. These respondents' perceptions
include items they have experienced in relations with their managers and during
the realisation of the work processes. Namely, in our study, we gave the state-
ments in our questionnaire regarding the behaviours of managers, how work
processes are done in the organisation and statements regarding outcomes relat-
ed to organisational effectiveness from a complexity perspective. We measured
effectiveness through the process of self-assessment for two primary reasons.
First, employees are valuable sources of information and are often in the best
position to assess the needs, aims, and outcomes achieved in the organisation.
Second, an opportunity to measure outcomes through standardised indicators in
different organisations is minimal.

Taking all the above mentioned into account, we propose the following main
research hypothesis:

Research Hypothesis: Complexity leadership is positively related to organisa-
tional effectiveness.

Outcomes related to organisational effectiveness

In this study we observed the outcomes related to organisational effectiveness
through three aspects: business-related performance outcomes (adaptability, in-
novation, and product/service quality); organisational unit outcomes (coopera-
tion within organisational units and cooperation between organisational units);
and individual outcomes (employee motivation, job satisfaction, work stress
level, and job insecurity). In the sections that follow we present a literature
review on each of them, how they are defined and observed.
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Business-related performance outcomes: adaptability, innovation, and
product/service quality

Yukl (2008:709) highlights that organisational effectiveness depends on, among
others, “adaptation to the external environment”. Seah and coauthors (2014)
revealed in their study that leadership could influence organisational adaptability
by creating an appropriate context to provide a mechanism for emerging adapt-
ability. Organisational adaptability could be defined as a “firm’s ability to alter
or modify its components to match the changes in their external environment”
(Seah/Hsieh/Huang 2014:1410). Basadur and coauthors (2014) defined organi-
sational adaptability as a proactive and dynamic problem-solving process that
allows organisations to adapt and change with new requirements. Further, the
findings of Alpay and coauthors (2008) indicated that adaptability influences
qualitative organisational performance (i.e., quality of goods/services), while it
does not impact quantitative organisational performance (i.e., return on invest-
ment and sales growth). On the other hand, Yukl (2008) recognised adaptation
as one of the key determinants of financial effectiveness. However, despite their
importance, financial measures do not seem to consider all effectiveness aspects
(Hitt/Hitt 1988).

O’Reilly and Tushman (2013:4) suggest that ambidextrous leadership is crucial
for organisational adaptability through balancing tensions between exploration
and exploitation or between “the need to innovate” and “the need to produce”
(O’Reilly/Tushman 1996:11; Uhl-Bien/Arena 2018:96). Dynamic capabilities
theory, besides the operational capabilities of an organisation, points out the im-
portance of dynamic capabilities (Dixon/Meyer/Day 2014; Teece/Pisano/Shuen
1997), which refer to the adaptability of an organisation. Further, Benner and
Tushman (2015:8) suggest that “ambidextrous designs are a form of organisation
architecture that permitted a single business unit (or corporation) to simultane-
ously explore and exploit”. Regarding the relationship between ambidexterity
and complexity leadership, Diesel and Scheepers (2019) discussed that complex-
ity leadership could initiate a proper environment that enables ambidexterity
for innovation. Further, they suggested complexity leadership as a prerequisite
for an “innovation climate” in the organisation (Diesel/Scheepers 2019:1796).
In their review paper, Hughes and coauthors (2018:3) gave the following defini-
tion of innovation: “workplace innovation concerns the processes applied when
attempting to implement new ideas. Specifically, innovation involves some com-
bination of problem/opportunity identification, the introduction, adoption, or
modification of new ideas germane to organisational needs, the promotion of
these ideas, and the practical implementation of these ideas.”

Regarding product/service quality as outcome measurement, it is a measurement
of an organisation's ability to use existing knowledge, skills, and processes
efficacy to achieve desired outcomes (Winter 2003; Dixon et al. 2014). Research
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by Chang and coauthors (2021) pointed out that transformational leadership
positively influences service quality through innovative behaviour.

Taking all the above mentioned into account, we defined adaptability, innova-
tion, and product/service quality as business-related performance outcomes that
represent measures for organisational effectiveness, so we proposed the follow-
ing hypothesis and the related sub-hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1: Complexity leadership is positively related to business-related
performance outcomes.

Hypothesis la: Operational leadership is positively related to business-related
performance outcomes.

Hypothesis 1b: Entrepreneurial leadership is positively related to business-re-
lated performance outcomes.

Hypothesis 1c: Enabling leadership is positively related to business-related per-
formance outcomes.

Organisational unit outcomes: cooperation within organisational units and
cooperation between organisational units

One of the biggest challenges facing leaders today is the need to position
and enable organisations and people for adaptability. In order to achieve that,
organisations need leaders who can work horizontally in tandem as averse to “si-
los” (Chambers/Kirkland 2016). Leaders should support and generate initiative
taking and cooperation (Uhl-Bien/Arena 2018) by linking the activities between
organisational units (Jansen/Tempelaar/van den Bosch/Volberda 2009) to enable
the emergence of adaptability. Cooperation is an important process that enhances
organisational effectiveness (Smith/Carroll/Ashford 1995; Chen/Chen/Meindl
1998; Schalk/Curseu 2010). A review given by Smith and coauthors (1995)
suggests that most authors define cooperation as a process in which individuals,
groups, and organisations collaborate and interact from relationships for mutual
benefit (Schalk/Curseu 2010). Research conducted by Tortoriello and coauthors
(2012) highlights that knowledge transfer between organisational units through
learning from each other is important for performance outcomes. Research
carried out by Zahra and George (2002:194) suggests that the exploitation of
knowledge in the organisation needs the emergence of a “social integration
mechanism”.

Further, leadership could influence group members' cooperation, leading to bet-
ter group performance (Knorr/Mittermeir/Aichholzer/Waller 1979). Jones and
coauthors (2019:409) emphasise that “work groups that function better inter-
nally will likely be more successful”. Research by Vidyarthi and coauthors
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(2014:238) suggests that the impact of leaders’ emotional perceptions on subor-
dinates’ job performance relies on “within-group task interdependence”. Also,
Fong and Snape (2015) found that empowering leadership within and between
groups is associated with employee outcomes.

Accordingly, taking the literature review into account, we defined the second
hypothesis and the related sub-hypotheses:

Hypothesis 2: Complexity leadership is positively related to organisational unit
outcomes.

Hypothesis 2a: Operational leadership is positively related to organisational
unit outcomes.

Hypothesis 2b: Entrepreneurial leadership is positively related to organisation-
al unit outcomes.

Hypothesis 2c: Enabling leadership is positively related to organisational unit
outcomes.

Individual outcomes: employees’” motivation, job satisfaction, work stress
level, and the job insecurity

Carroll and Gillen (1987) and Yammarino and Bass (1990) pointed out that ef-
fective leaders are positively related to subordinate job satisfaction. Madanchian
and coauthors (2017) explore how a leader’s effectiveness is measured based on
organisational outcomes and found that leadership influences group performance
and job satisfaction (Schyns/Croon 2006). Campbell and coauthors (1974)
recognised employee satisfaction as one measure of effectiveness, assessed by
self-report questionnaires. Research by Schyns and Croon (2006) suggests that
employee job satisfaction is an important factor in achieving good organisational
performance. Also, Amundsen and Martinsen (2014) point out that how leader-
ship affects job satisfaction is one of the important constructs for measuring
aspects of leadership in the organisation.

Further, Lee and coauthors (2011) believe that the job satisfaction of the leader,
a person who influences others in the organisation with his actions, is more
important than subordinates’ job satisfaction. On the other hand, satisfied em-
ployees are more devoted to their activities, and satisfied frontline employees
provide quality service to customers with empathy (Singh 2000). Ostroff (1992)
found that employee satisfaction was positively related to organisational perfor-
mance at the organisational level of analysis.

Manzoor (2012) found a positive relationship between employee motivation
and organisational effectiveness, keeping in mind that motivated and satisfied
employees will better perform their activities. Further, they suggest that employ-
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ee performance depends on factors such as employee motivation, satisfaction,
job security, and others. Joshi and coauthors (2009) found a positive relation-
ship between charismatic forms of leadership and employee motivation in geo-
graphically dispersed teams, and they suggest that this relationship could foster
team effectiveness. Research carried out by Lin and coauthors (2022) suggest
that certain leadership styles influence team performance. Finally, Ovidiu-Iliuta
(2013) pointed out that proper leadership could empower employee motivation.
Saeed and coauthors (2019) found that transformational leadership has a strong
positive relationship with employees' innovative and creative work behaviour
when they are highly motivated.

Banerjee and Mehta (2016) determined that employee stress leads to job
avoidance and job dissatisfaction, consequently decreasing job performance.
Motowidlo and coauthors (1986) have indicated that work-related stress is asso-
ciated with decreased organisational effectiveness and individual performance.
Research carried out by Steinhardt and coauthors (2003) suggests that supervisor
support and group cohesion are related to decreased job stress and that the
relationship between job stress and job satisfaction is inverse. Jacobs (2019)
indicated that ineffective leadership causes increased occupational stress for
employees (Westerlund et al. 2010) that leads to decreased organisational and
individual outcomes such as decreased job performance, decreased job satisfac-
tion, and diminished motivation (Skakon et al. 2010).

Safaria (2014) indicated that leadership practices are associated with job inse-
curity, which increases job stress. Westerlund and coauthors (2010) suggest
that leadership is associated with employee stress, which impacts employees'
negative behaviour (Yao/Fan/Guo/Li 2014). Schreurs and coauthors (2012) indi-
cated that employees will feel less job insecurity if they receive more support
from their supervisors. Research by Olaniyan and Hystad (2016) shows that
employees are more satisfied with their job and perceive less job insecurity
and intentions to leave the organisation if they perceive their leader as more
authentic.

In our research, we explore the employees’ motivation, job satisfaction, work
stress level, and job insecurity as outcomes related to the achievement of organ-
isational effectiveness. Thus, we defined the third hypothesis and the related
sub-hypotheses:

Hypothesis 3: Complexity leadership is positively related to individual out-
comes.

Hypothesis 3a: Operational leadership is positively related to individual out-
comes.
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Hypothesis 3b: Entrepreneurial leadership is positively related to individual
outcomes.

Hypothesis 3c: Enabling leadership is positively related to individual outcomes.

Proposed conceptual model

The proposed conceptual model is a set of unique attributes regarding complexi-
ty leadership roles that will enhance the relevant outcomes for achieving organi-
sational effectiveness.

Complexity leadership is a valuable determinant for modern organisations, and
this research highlights the necessity for analysing the complexity leadership
roles to achieve organisational effectiveness. In addition, some research on
leadership empirically and theoretically connects leadership and outcomes of the
organisation (Cole/Bedeian/Bruch 2011; Seah et al. 2014; Fong/Snape 2015).

Herein we propose a conceptual model based on the complexity perspective
to analyse the influence of leadership on organisational effectiveness, consider-
ing the three constructs of outcomes: business-related performance outcomes,
organisational unit outcomes, and individual outcomes. The model is given in
Figure 1.

Figure 1. Proposed leadership framework
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Research methodology
Measures
Complexity leadership

There is little empirical evidence on adopting complexity leadership theory in
practice (Rosenhead/Franco/Grint/Friedland 2019). It is no easy task to find
evidence of the application of CLT, namely, that the behaviour of managers
is influenced by complexity. However, relevant studies still apply complexity
to show how organisations respond to changing and demanding environments
(Plsek/Wilson 2001; Gerpott/Lehmann-Willenbrock/Voelpel/van Vugt 2019). In
our research, leadership roles were measured by a 36-item questionnaire. These
items were related to the core characteristics of complexity leadership reviewed
from the theoretical background (Plowman et al. 2007; Lichtenstein/Plowman
2009; Hazy/Uhl-Bien 2015; Uhl-Bien/Arena 2017; Horvat/Filipovic 2018). Uhl-
Bien (2021:2) acknowledges the process of “generative emergence, the process
through which new order is created in dynamic systems”, and that the CLT
adaptive process follows the phases of generative emergence. These phases are
“dis-equilibrium, amplificaying actions, recombination/self-organisation, and
stabilising feedback” (Lichtenstein/Plowman, 2009:619). So, in our question-
naire, we gave the statements from a complexity perspective, acknowledging
the process of generative emergence, regarding the behaviours of managers, on
how work processes are done in the organisation and statements regarding out-
comes related to organisational effectiveness. We used the existing questionnaire
given by Horvat and Filipovic (2018) and modified it in accordance with recent
and relevant questionnaires regarding the organisation's outcomes. At first, this
questionnaire was applied to health organisations, and now it has been modified
for business organisations. The aforementioned questionnaire was used for the
14 statements on operational leadership for conventional behaviour, representa-
tion of top-down communication and organisational power. A sample statement
is: “You adhere to procedures, rules and established practices.” Further, we
used 10 statements on entrepreneurial leadership for the involvement of people,
representation of down-top communication, personal power, and the impact of
people on one another. A sample statement in this construct is: “All employees
are actively involved in improving the work of the organisation.” Also, 12
statements were used to measure enabling leadership through interaction, iden-
tification of tasks, interdependence, internal tension, and external tension. A
sample statement within this construct is: “Employees must share information
with others in the organisation in order to perform activities related to their
work.”

The questions were in a form of rating, where the respondents indicated their
level of agreement with the defined statements. The initial scale was a four-point
Likert scale, ranging from [ strongly disagree to I strongly agree. Also, respon-
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dents had the option to mark the answer / do not have attitude. The answers
were later coded numerically from 1 to 5 in the following manner: 1 — Strongly
disagree, 2 — Disagree, 3 — No attitude, 4 — Agree, and 5 — Strongly agree.

Outcomes of the organisation reflecting organisational effectiveness

In this research, we wanted to determine whether there is an association between
leadership and organisational outcomes reflecting organisational effectiveness.
We limited our research to nine organisational outcomes reflecting organisa-
tional effectiveness taking into account the literature background. First, we
analysed business-related organisational outcomes: adaptability, innovation, and
product/service quality. Second, we explored the following organisational units’
outcomes: cooperation within and between organisational units. Ultimately, we
observed individual outcomes: employees’ motivation, job satisfaction, work
stress level, and job insecurity.

Three items regarding adaptability were defined using research carried out by
Seah and coauthors (2014), in which they refer to adaptability as the ability of
the organisation to cope with a changing external environment. A sample state-
ment is: “The organisation proactively identifies changes in its business environ-
ment and adapts to them.” The questionnaire given in the research carried out
by Pallas and coauthors (2013) was used for two statements on organisational
innovativeness. One of the statements from this construct is: “Innovativeness in
our organisation is at a satisfactory level compared to the industry's innovative-
ness.” Product/service quality was measured using a questionnaire developed by
Robert Cooke (1997). A sample statement is:” The quality of the organisation's
products/services meets customer requirements.

Four items regarding group outcomes were developed using research by Burn-
ingham and West (1995) and Tsai (2002). One of the statements within this
segment is: “There is good cooperation between organisational units in the
organisation.” The research carried out by Vander Elst and coauthors (2014)
was used for the two items considering job insecurity, which we defined as the
outcome on the individual level. A sample statement is: “I am sure I will keep
my job.” We measured motivation, job satisfaction, and stress levels using a
questionnaire developed by Robert Cooke (1997) for the purpose of assessing
individual-level outcomes. One of the statements was: “You are pleased to be a
member of this organisation”.

The answering scale and coding procedure was the same as for the measurement
of complexity leadership.
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Statistical Analysis

We verified the proposed conceptual model using Structural Equation Modelling
(SEM) analysis to accept or reject the defined hypothesis. SEM analysis is a
statistical multivariate analysis which lies on the principles of factor analysis
and multiple linear regression (Kline 2023). Therefore, the analysis allows
the creation of latent variables and exploring the relationship between them.
SEM focuses on estimating a set of model parameters so that the difference
between the theoretical covariance matrix and the estimated covariance matrix is
minimised (Hair/Ringle/Sarstedt 2011). Having in mind the analysis properties,
it allows for testing complete theories, concepts, and conceptual models.

Besides being used to test the validity of conceptual models, the SEM analysis
is broadly used for analysing the impact of different factors on organisations'
outcomes, such as work stress, and turnover intention (Jovanovic/Ivanovic/Mari-
cic/Ivancevic 2022; Komazec/Maricic/Djuric 2023). As we investigated the
impacts of operational, entrepreneurial, and enabling leadership on the business-
related performance outcomes, organisational unit outcomes, and individual out-
comes, we also opted for the application of SEM analysis.

The SEM analysis was conducted using AMOS software after taking into ac-
count the model complexity (three latent variables), sample size, and the 5:1
ratio between the number of observations and the number of estimates (Kline
2023). Descriptive statistics of the sample was done in SPSS.

Conducted survey and sampling

The target population of this research were individuals employed in companies
operating in Serbia in the private sector. The sampling method that we applied
was convenience sampling. This type of sampling, often termed as haphazard
or accidental sampling, operates as a nonrandom and nonprobability sampling
method. This approach entails the inclusion of individuals from the target
population based on practical criteria, including factors like accessibility, geo-
graphical proximity, availability, or their willingness to participate in the study
(Dérnyei 2007). Convenience samples are occasionally labelled as 'accidental
samples' due to the possibility of elements being chosen based on their proxim-
ity, either spatially or administratively, to the location or network where the
researcher conducts data collection (Etikan/Musa/Alkassim 2016). Although this
sampling method is convenient for the researcher, an important disadvantage of
convenience sampling is that it is likely to be biased and may not accurately
reflect the broader population. Therefore, generalisations based on the results
striving from convenience sampling are not recommended (Emerson 2015).

The devised questionnaire was distributed online to members of the author’s
networks on the LinkedIn platform based on their current work positions and the
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company they work for. This sampling method was used to reach the employed
respondents who occupy managerial and non-managerial positions. Participation
was voluntary and anonymous. Also, respondents were informed that the data
would be used for research purposes only.

The questionnaire consisted of three parts. The first part included biographical
information about respondents, such as questions about gender, age and informa-
tion about the organisation where he/she works and management position held.
The second part consisted of questions regarding roles of complexity leadership,
and finally, the third group of questions regarded the respondents’ perception on
different organisational practices that could influence organisational outcomes.

The higher position of respondents in the hierarchy, whether they are in a man-
agerial position in the organisation or not, was a control variable that influenced
the respondent’s opinion. The respondents in management positions had to rate
their actions in the complex context and rate different organisational practices
that could influence outcomes. The rest of the respondents had to share their
perceptions of how their managers act in the complex context and rate different
practices in their organisations that could influence outcomes.

Results
Sample Characteristics

In total, we collected responses from 277 respondents, of which the percentage
of male respondents is 55.2%, while there are slightly fewer female respondents,
44.8%. The mean age of the respondents is 30.68, with a standard deviation
of 5.119. The youngest respondent was 21 years old, while the oldest was 56.
After analysis, it can be concluded that most of our respondents work in the IT
sector (11.48%), followed by those working in food production and distribution
insurance and banking (9.20%), and insurance and banking sector (7.40%).
Respondents came from different size organisations: micro-organisations — less
than 10 employees (12.6%), small organisations — between 11 and 50 employees
(14.4%), medium-sized organisations — between 51 and 249 employees (26.0%),
and large organisations — more than 250 employees (46.9%).

We further present the analysis of the mean values of three observed leadership
roles and three outcomes constructs (Table 1). Looking closely at the mean lead-
ership values, we observed that enabling leadership has the highest mean, 3.884.
The same leadership has the smallest standard deviation and interquartile range,
indicating that the responses are the most consistent regarding this leadership.
On the other hand, the agreement of the respondents regarding entrepreneurial
leadership is the lowest, as the standard variance is the highest, 0.768, indicating
some variability in the answers. Looking at the mean outcome values, the organ-
isational unit outcomes have the highest mean and median, thus indicating that
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agreement is the highest and most consistent with these statements. However,
the same does not apply to individual outcomes, as this construct had the small-
est mean, 3.641.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of mean values of three observed leadership styles and three

outcomes
Construct Mean Standard deviation Median Interquartile range
Operational leadership 3.065 0.554 3.071 0.860
Entrepreneurial leadership 3.691 0.768 3.900 1100
Enabling leadership 3.884 0.486 4.000 0.580

Business-related

3.894 0.847 4125 1130
performance outcomes
Organisational unit 4,001 0877 4333 1.000
outcomes
Individual outcomes 3.641 0.548 3750 0.630

We also asked the respondents if they were in a managerial position. Namely,
43.7% of them were in a managerial position.

Application of Structural Equation Modelling (SEM)

Before conducting the SEM analysis, we tested the internal consistency of the
proposed scales. The obtained metrics are provided in Table 2. To do so, we
used Cronbach’s alpha. This coefficient measures the extent to which all items
quantify the same concept (Tavakol/Dennick 2011). It takes values between
0 and 1, where 0 indicates no internal consistency and 1 indicates perfect
consistency. The internal consistency of constructs ranged from 0.577 individual
outcomes to 0.864 organisational outcomes. The internal consistency of two
constructs (enabling leadership and individual outcomes) is below the cut-off of
0.7 (Peterson 1994), which indicates that it should be more closely observed.
However, one should have in mind that Cronbach’s alpha is very sensitive
to the sample size, model complexity, and the number of items in the scale.
Therefore, the fewer items in the scale, the more sensitive Cronbach’s alpha is
(Gliem/Gliem 2003). We also obtained the Average Variance Extracted (AVE)
and Composite Reliability (CR) for the three latent constructs that we observed.
The closer these indices are to 1, the better the internal consistency is, thus
showing that the scale is more reliable. The threshold for the acceptable level for
AVE is above 0.5, while for Composite Reliability is above 0.7 (Fornell/Larcker
1981). All three constructs have values close to or above the threshold.

All presented reliability and validity results indicate that the data is suitable for
SEM analysis.
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Table 2. Cronbach alpha, AVE, CR and number of items in constructs

Leadership Outcomes
Operational | Entrepreneurial | Enabling BL:)sei?fzsrsr;]r::]acteed t?czﬁzrtijsr?i_t Individual
No. of items 14 10 12 8 3 8
Alpha 0.691 0.839 0.580 0.864 0710 0.577
AVE 0.520 0.636 0.414
CR 0.896 0.840 0.707

Herein our goal was to investigate the impacts of Mean operational, en-
trepreneurial, and enabling leadership on business-related performance out-
comes, organisational unit outcomes, and individual outcomes using the SEM
analysis. To measure leadership roles, we used mean values of variables which
are used to quantify each function. Such an approach to measuring leadership
roles was used by Horvat and Filipovic (2018). The initial model had a relatively
poor fit to the data (Chi-square=836.115, df=183, p<0.000, RMSEA=0.104,
CFI=0.750, TLI=0.713). The results indicated that Operational leadership has
no statistically significant impact on organisational unit outcomes (C.R.=-0.839,
p>0.05). Also, Mean enabling leadership proved not to impact on individual
outcomes (C.R.=1.187, p>0.05). Besides that, we redefined the model by ex-
cluding the non-significant variable, which referred to the individual outcomes
construct, more precisely on work stress, and we used the modification indices.
When the final model was estimated, the model had a better fit to the collect-
ed data (Chi-square=598.459, df=173, p<0.000, RMSEA=0.084, CFI=0.837,
TLI=0.803). The obtained coefficients alongside C.R. and R square are present-
ed in Table 3.

Table 3. Final model on the impact of leadership roles of outcomes

Standardised

Latent Construct Determinant(s) Regression C.R. R?
Coefficient

Business-related Mean entrepreneurial leadership 0.685" 10.267
performance Mean operational leadership -0a73" -3.553 0.523
outcomes Mean enabling leadership 0.156 3.220
Organisational Mean entrepreneurial leadership 0.613" 8.061 0.482
unit outcomes Mean enabling leadership 0323”7 5106

Individual Mean entrepreneurial leadership 0703" 13.834 0537
outcomes Mean operational leadership -0.047" -4.007

Note: " p<0.01.

As can be observed, the obtained models are of medium quality. In the
business-related performance outcomes model, 52.3 percent of variability is
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explained through all three types of leadership. Next, the organisational unit
outcomes model explains 48.2% of its variability through entrepreneurial leader-
ship and enabling leadership. Regarding the individual outcomes, only Mean
entrepreneurial and operational leadership have a statistically significant impact
and create a model of medium quality as 53.7% of the variability is explained.

When proposed models are observed more closely, we can note that Mean
entrepreneurial leadership positively impacted all three outcomes models. If
the Mean entrepreneurial leadership function increases, the outcomes will also
increase. Contrarily, if the Mean operational leadership function increases, all in-
dividual and business-related performance outcomes will decrease. Accordingly,
when it comes to the relationship between Mean entrepreneurial and enabling
leadership, Mean enabling leadership has a statistically significant positive im-
pact on entreprencurial leadership. All described regression coefficients are
statistically significant at level 0.01.

Table 4. Final model on the impact of mean leadership roles of outcomes for respondents
on managerial positions

Standardised

Latent Construct Determinant(s) Regression C.R. R2
Coefficient

Business-related Mean entrepreneurial leadership 0.573" 5.879
performance . . . 0.468
outcomes Mean enabling leadership 0.360 4.201
Organisational Mean entrepreneurial leadership 0.489" 4.845 0461
unit outcomes Mean enabling leadership 0.467" 4.687 ’
Individual Mean entrepreneurial leadership 0.812" 10.573 0.662
outcomes

Note: " p<0.01.

We further wanted to explore the same models for respondents in managerial
and non-managerial positions. In the model for respondents in managerial pos-
itions, the initial model had a relatively poor fit to the data (Chi-square=466.179,
df=182, p<0.000, RMSEA=0.112, CFI=0.757, TLI=0.720). The results indicate
that Mean operational leadership has no statistically significant impact on either
outcome (p>0.05). Therefore, it was removed from the model. Also, Mean en-
abling leadership has no statistically significant impact on individual outcomes
(C.R.=0.142, p>0.05). Besides removing Mean operational leadership from the
model, we redefined the model using the modification indices. When the final
model was estimated, the model had a better fit to the collected data (Chi-
square=333.757, df=171, p<0.000, RMSEA=0.087, CFI=0.864, TLI=0.835).
Therefore, the proposed model can be regarded as acceptable as the RMSEA
is on the recommended cut-off criterion of 0.08, and CFI and TLI are close to
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0.9 (Kline 2023). The obtained coefficients alongside C.R. and R square are
presented in Table 4.

As can be observed, the models of individual outcomes are of medium qual-
ity, and indicates that 66.2% of its variability can be explained by mean en-
trepreneurial leadership. The other two models, of business-related performance
outcomes and organisational unit outcomes, are of somewhat lower quality as
around 46% of their variability can be explained. Also, it can also be concluded
that entrepreneurial leadership positively affects all three types of outcomes.
However, at the same time, the same does not account for enabling leadership,
as it does not affect individual outcomes.

In the model for respondents in non-managerial positions, the initial model
had a relatively poor fit to the data (Chi-square=600.520, df=183, p<0.000, RM-
SEA=0.112, CFI=0.712, TLI=0.700). The results indicate that Mean operational
leadership has no statistically significant impact on organisational unit outcomes
(C.R.=-1.163, p>0.05). Interestingly, in this model, Mean enabling leadership
has no statistically significant impact on either outcome: individual outcomes
(C.R.=0.383, p>0.05), organisational unit outcomes (C.R.=1.212, p>0.05), and
business-related performance outcomes (C.R.=-0.035, p>0.05). Therefore, mean
enabling leadership was removed from the model. Besides that, we redefined the
model by using the modification indices and removing insignificant variables.
The analysis indicated removing the variable which referred to the Individual
outcomes construct, more precisely, on work stress. When the final model was
estimated, the model had a better fit to the collected data (Chi-square=289.344,
df=151, p<0.000, RMSEA=0.077, CFI=0.897, TLI=0.870). Therefore, proposed
model can be regarded as acceptable (Kline 2023). The obtained coefficients
alongside C.R. and R square are presented in Table 5.

Table 5. Final model on the impact of mean leadership roles of outcomes for respondents
on non-managerial positions

Standardised

Latent Construct Determinant(s) Regression C.R. R?
Coefficient

Business-related Mean entrepreneurial leadership 0738" 8735

performance . . " 0.658

outcomes Mean operational leadership -0.167 -3.385

Organisational

: Mean entrepreneurial leadership 081" 7780 0.638
unit outcomes
Individual Mean entrepreneurial leadership 0.689" 9.846 0452
outcomes Mean operational leadership -0.203" -3.230 ’

Note: “ p<0.01.
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As observed, the business-related performance outcomes and organisational unit
outcomes models are of medium quality as the R2 is close to or above 0.6.
The latter model, model of Individual outcomes is of somewhat lower quality,
as Mean entrepreneurial and Mean operational leadership explain 45.2% of
its variability. Looking at the detected statistically significant impacts, it can
be concluded that entrepreneurial leadership positively affects all three types
of outcomes. However, the same does not account for operational leadership,
which negatively affects individual and business-related performance outcomes.

It is of interest to compare the two obtained models for different positions. In
both models, Mean entrepreneurial leadership has a positive statistically signifi-
cant effect on all three types of outcomes. In the model based on the perceptions
of managers, mean enabling leadership was a statistically significant element
in the model, while the same did not occur in the model based on opinions
of those in non-managerial positions. Another difference between the models
is the importance of Mean operational leadership. For those in non-managerial
positions, Mean operational leadership is a statistically significant predictor of
outcomes, while the same is not valid for those in managerial positions.

Table 6: Aggregated results of the conducted hypothesis testing

Hypothesis Mana_genal pos- Non-mgrjagerlal Overall
itions positions sample

Hypothesis 1a: Operational leadership is posi-
tively related to business-related performance Accepted Rejected Accepted

outcomes

Hypothesis 1b: Entrepreneurial leadership is
positively related to business-related perfor- Accepted Accepted Accepted
mance outcomes

Hypothesis 1c: Enabling leadership is positive-

ly related to business-related performance out- Rejected Accepted Accepted
comes

Hypothesis 2a: Operational leadership is posi- Reiected Reiected Reiected
tively related to organisational unit outcomes. ! ! !
Hypothesis 2b: Entrepreneurial leadership is

positively related to organisational unit out- Accepted Accepted Accepted
comes.

Hypothesis 2c: Enabling leadership is positively Reiected Accepted Accepted
related to organisational unit outcomes. ) P P
Hypothesis 3a: Operational leadership is posi- .

tively related to individual outcomes. Accepted Rejected Accepted
Hypothesis 3b: Entrepreneurial leadership is Accepted Accepted Accepted
positively related to individual outcomes. P P P
Hypothesis 3c: Enabling leadership is positively Rejected Rejected Rejected

related to individual outcomes.

Finally, the quality of models differs as well. Within the model for managers,
the individual outcomes are the construct which has been explained the most
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(66.2%), while in the model for non-managers, the construct business-related
performance outcomes is explained the most (65.8%).

To summarise the obtained results, we present a summarised table of results
on the nine hypotheses which we have tested within our study. The aggregated
results are presented in Table 6.

Discussion

Our research analysis highlights that influence of leadership on the outcomes
of companies reflecting organisational effectiveness could be observed through
the lens of complexity leadership theory. The proposed leadership framework
indicates that different roles of complexity leadership could influence organisa-
tional outcomes. The proposed framework involves leadership that enables a
mechanism for creating context for ideas arising from the tension between ex-
ploitation and exploration to generate innovation, resulting from interrelation of
leaders and followers (Uhl-Bien 2021). Observation of achieving organisational
effectiveness through a complexity perspective recognises the importance of
enabling the adaptive process to achieve desired outcomes. Our findings align
with prior research on the influence of leadership on organisational effective-
ness (Yukl 2008; O’Reilly/Tushman 2013; Madanchian et al. 2017), viewing it
from perspective of complexity leadership's influence on outcomes regarding
effectiveness through recognising complexity mechanisms that emerge desired
outcomes. By acknowledging entrepreneurial leadership and enabling leadership
as potentially valuable for achieving organisational effectiveness, the proposed
framework underlines the need to analyse the adaptive process, dynamic capa-
bilities of organisations, and emergence to enable organisational effectiveness.

When we explored the proposed leadership framework for all respondents, the
results of our study suggested the positive and negative impacts of different
complexity leadership roles in achieving organisational effectiveness. Research
findings showed that entreprencurial leadership positively impacts business-re-
lated performance outcomes, organisational unit outcomes, and individual out-
comes. Additionally, if leaders in organisations increase their actions towards
the involvement of people, representation of down-top communication, personal
power, and the impact of people on one another, this could enable the con-
text for generating innovations and achieving increased organisational effective-
ness. When we compared the same framework for respondents on managerial
and non-managerial positions, the results also showed a positive impact of
entrepreneurial leadership on business-related performance outcomes, organisa-
tional unit outcomes, and individual outcomes.

In the final model for all respondents on the impact of leadership roles on
outcomes, the results suggested that enabling leadership has a positive impact
on business-related performance outcomes and organisational unit outcomes,
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so if leaders manage their actions in accordance with enabling the adaptive
process to emerge ideas, this could induct increasing of adaptability, innovation,
product/service quality, cooperation within organisational units and cooperation
between organisational units. However, when we explored the same framework
for respondents on managerial and non-managerial positions, we noticed the
difference in impact related to enabling leadership on outcomes. Namely, man-
agers, if they manage their actions to enable the adaptive responses of an orga-
nisation to the environment demands, such as innovation and product/service
quality, which can be applied as new adaptive order into operational routines,
they could facilitate organisational effectiveness. Also, these leaders’ actions
could encourage increased cooperation within and between organisational units.
Interestingly, this is not the case with respondents in non-managerial positions,
as they seem not to recognise this leader’s role as important for observed out-
comes.

Regarding operational leadership, which is organising and making decisions, in
the final framework, results suggest that there is a negative impact on analysed
business-related performance outcomes and individual outcomes, employees’
motivation, job satisfaction, work stress level, and job insecurity. When leaders
manage their activities to exploit operational routines and facilitate efficient
and effective use of resources, they could cause decreased business-related per-
formance outcomes and individual outcomes. Nevertheless, when we explored
the models for respondents on managerial and non-managerial positions, for
managers, there was no impact of operational leadership on either of the out-
comes. On the contrary, for respondents in non-managerial positions, operational
leadership negatively impacted both business-related performance outcomes and
individual outcomes. Namely, when it comes to operational routines, managers’
perception is that they successfully use the formal system in an organisation
to achieve results through exploitation. On the contrary, their subordinates saw
these formal structures and processes as an unmotivating factor that decreases
individual outcomes such as employee motivation, job satisfaction, work stress
level, and job insecurity and decreases the business-related performance out-
comes.

Furthermore, when we analysed the results, in the case of all respondents togeth-
er, the respondents in managerial positions, and respondents in non-managerial
positions, in all these cases results suggested that entrepreneurial leadership has
a positive impact on outcomes which are related to organisational effectiveness.
Namely, leaders recognise the need to manage the tension between exploitation
and exploration to achieve effective outcomes in an organisation.
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Limitations and future research

While our study gives insights into the impacts of complexity leadership on
the organisations' outcomes, the research results should be interpreted in the
light of its limitations. First, we focused our research on defining the leader-
ship framework for organisational effectiveness on complexity leadership and
outcomes that refer to organisational effectiveness. However, other outcomes
could be integrated in the framework. Future research could study the impact
of complexity leadership roles on individual determinants of outcomes instead
of business-related performance outcomes, organisational unit outcomes, and
individual constructs of outcomes.

Second, the analysed sample consists of just 277 respondents. To provide more
generalisable results, the sample should be extended. The options for sample
extension are to conduct a large-scale survey in Serbia or even to extend the
research in the neighbouring countries (for example in Croatia, Bosnia, or Mon-
tenegro). Also, the current sample focuses only on respondents coming from
the private sector. It would be of interest to observe opinions and perceptions
of respondents coming from the public sector and even compare the impacts of
complexity leadership between public and private sector.

Besides taking into account the position of the respondent held, the size of the
companies where the respondents work could be taken into account. The com-
pany size impacts majorly the relations between managers and non-managers
and their perceptions (Psychogios/Garev 2012). Therefore, a future direction of
the work could be to examine in more detail are there statistically significant
differences in leadership effectiveness based on the company size.

A future direction of the study could include the application of Confirmatory
Factor Analysis on the leadership measures to additionally validate the scales
and add moderating variables to the model to increase its complexity. Further,
the future application of the study could be the application of agent-based
simulation (abs) as in the study of Zivojinovi¢ and Zorni¢ (2022). Also, lead-
ers could be segmented using clustering and biclustering algorithms (Nikolic/
Kostic-Stankovic/Jeremic 2022), and the differences in the achieved outcomes
between them could be analysed. Finally, the sampling method is a limitation
of the study that should be considered in future studies. Herein we used conve-
nience sampling through the LinkedIn network of authors. In future research,
stratified sampling could be employed to ensure that the sample will consist of a
percentage of respondents from different industries.

Conclusions

Leaders have a constant task of achieving organisational effectiveness and sus-
tainable business. This topic is relevant in an environment characterised by great
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competitiveness and dynamism. The aim of this research was to explore the po-
tential influence of complexity leadership roles on organisational effectiveness.
In particular, we investigated how operational, entreprencurial, and enabling
roles (complexity leadership roles — CLR) influence outcomes reflecting organ-
isational effectiveness. Also, we observed whether there is a difference in the
results analysed for respondents who are in management positions and those
who are not.

In the analysis, we used the SEM model to determine the impact. Findings have
shown that the entrepreneurial role influences all outcomes, while the enabling
and operational roles influence particular outcomes. The results indicate the
importance of integrating all three leadership roles into a single leadership
framework to achieve the organisation's effectiveness.

The operationalisation of the results of our research is in accordance with
previous relevant studies on CLT (Marion/Uhl-Bien 2001; Uhl-Bien/Marion
2009). Respondents in management positions, who are recognised as operational
leaders, should work on their mindset to establish structure and processes which
enable the development of enabling and entrepreneurial leadership to achieve
increased business-related performance outcomes. This mindset and actions de-
rived from it could lead to increased organisational effectiveness. Accordingly,
leaders could create an environment in which employees feel more satisfied and
have better motivation with a decreased feeling of insecurity and stress. Such
ambient leads to greater involvement and reduced resistance to changes at lower
hierarchical levels.

The knowledge gained from this research indicates the potential effects of the
appropriate complexity leadership role on the organisational outcomes reflect-
ing organisational effectiveness. Therefore, the proposed leadership framework
could have practical implications when used by leaders and help them cope
with the demanding and changing environment. Also, the proposed framework
provides some theoretical contribution by showing empirical evidence of the
complexity leadership roles on organisational effectiveness.
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