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Abstract

Task performance is essential for organizations, so it continues to attract the atten-
tion of researchers, practitioners, and academics. Therefore, the purpose of this study 
is to explore the effect of boundary-spanning leadership and psychological empow-
erment on the task performance of employees in Indonesian companies through the 
mediation mechanism of proactive work behavior. Research data were obtained from 
455 employees of companies in the financial, trade, service, and investment sectors in 
Indonesia. The paper employed accidental sampling using a Likert-scale questionnaire 
and structural equation modeling. The results show that boundary-spanning leader-
ship, psychological empowerment, and proactive work behavior significantly affect 
task performance. Boundary-spanning leadership and psychological empowerment 
significantly affect proactive work behavior. Proactive work behavior mediated the 
causal relationship between boundary-spanning leadership and psychological empow-
erment with task performance. These findings encourage a new empirical model re-
garding the critical role of proactive work behavior in transmitting boundary-spanning 
leadership and psychological empowerment to task performance. This model can be 
used by scholars, researchers, and practitioners to investigate worker task performance 
more thoroughly and deeply from the perspectives of boundary-spanning leadership, 
psychological empowerment, and proactive work behavior. It can serve as a credo for 
corporate management professionals seeking to maximize proactive work behavior, 
psychological empowerment, and boundary-spanning leadership in order to enhance 
employee task performance. In the interim, scholars and researchers can utilize it as a 
guide for next task performance investigations. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Individual (employee) performance never recedes into an interesting 
hot issue because of its enormous contribution to the organization. 
Empirically, individual performance enhances competitive advan-
tage (Kauppila et al., 2018) and organizational performance (Nyathi 
& Kekwaletswe, 2023). It reflects the value of employee work behavior 
positively contributing to achieving organizational goals (Ivancevich 
et al., 2023; Colquitt et al., 2023), so it is crucial for organizations’ suc-
cess and sustainability. Moreover, employees should build career suc-
cess and improve welfare. Performance is a series of tasks dedicated 
to achieving organizational goals (Colquitt et al., 2023). Task perfor-
mance is one of the essential proxies of performance, which refers to 
how well and effectively workers complete their tasks according to 
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the company’s formal and informal requirements (Mom et al., 2015). It concerns the effectiveness and 
efficiency with which staff members carry out their duties (Aslan et al., 2022), reflects the effective-
ness of employees’ work in completing core work or fulfilling role-based responsibilities (Singh, 2019), 
and highlights how important performance is to organizational objectives (Kalia & Bhardwaj, 2019). 
Following organizational processes to meet formal job criteria is one example of in-role behavior that 
reflects task performance (Hussain et al., 2022). This can be seen from three factors: the amount of work, 
quality of work, and time limits (Adekiya, 2024). 

However, many employees are still unable to convert organizational resources into superior products 
or services, so they cannot optimally contribute to the effectiveness and efficiency of their organization. 

Empirically, task performance is affected by boundary-spanning leadership (Zhang et al., 2023a; Xue 
& Woo, 2022), psychological empowerment (Pacheco et al., 2023; Sahadev et al., 2024; Yao et al., 2024), 
and proactive work behavior (Saihood & Al-Jader, 2021). Additionally, proactive work behavior, which 
impacts task performance, is affected by boundary-spanning leadership (Kim et al., 2022) and psycho-
logical empowerment (Nwanzu & Babalola, 2024; Gerçek, 2023). Proactive work behavior can medi-
ate the effect of boundary-spanning leadership and psychological empowerment on task performance. 
However, scarce research has specifically investigated the mediating role of proactive work behavior in 
the causal relationship between boundary-spanning leadership and psychological empowerment with 
task performance. Therefore, it is an urgency that needs to be responded to through new research, main-
ly when other research is found with contradictory results. For instance, Matsuo (2024) demonstrated 
the effect of high-performance work systems on proactive behavior, while Gultom et al. (2022) proved 
the influence of proactive work behavior on psychological empowerment. Zhang et al. (2024) also found 
that performance pressure influences boundary-spanning leadership. These research discrepancies cre-
ate research gaps that scientific research needs to clarify.

1. LITERATURE REVIEW  

AND HYPOTHESES

Empirically, boundary-spanning leadership in-
fluences task performance (Gunawan & Widodo, 
2023; Xue & Woo, 2022; Zhang et al., 2023a). 
Boundary-spanning activities can improve perfor-
mance (Ariwibowo et al., 2024; Zhang & Xie, 2024). 
Conceptually, boundary-spanning leadership re-
fers to the behaviors of managers/leaders who co-
operate and engage with people outside of their or-
ganizational (team) boundaries in order to uphold 
internal organizational solidarity and safeguard in-
ternal interests from outside uncertainty (Kwon & 
Woo, 2019). 

According to Nazarzadeh and Khorasgani (2022), 
boundary-spanning leadership is divided into mul-
tiple areas, including cognitive, relational, and pro-
fessional skills. Additionally, it includes ways to 
manage boundaries, establish common boundaries, 
and discover new boundaries. It can also mean hav-
ing the capacity to inspire commitment, direction, 
and alignment across national boundaries in order 

to realize business missions or goals (Ernst & Yip, 
2009; Ernst & Chrobot-Mason, 2010). Boundary-
spanning leadership helps the organization realize 
its goals by sharing knowledge (Takanashi & Lee, 
2019), plays a crucial role in the cooperative proce-
dures used to carry out public infrastructure proj-
ects (Satheesh et al., 2023), and fosters innovative 
behavior (Liu et al., 2022). The three indicators of 
boundary-spanning leadership are empowering 
employees, developing cross-organizational learn-
ing capabilities, and collaborating across functions 
(Yip et al., 2016). It addresses a nuanced leader be-
havior of cooperation and active involvement with 
people outside the organization’s boundaries to 
uphold the organization’s internal solidarity and 
solidity to safeguard internal interests from ex-
ternal pressures of uncertainty through employee 
empowerment, cross-functional collaboration, and 
the development of cross-organizational learning 
capabilities. This indicates that boundary-spanning 
leadership is a crucial factor in determining task 
performance; thus, if business leadership adopts 
boundary-spanning leadership more widely, it will 
promote employee task performance.
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Psychological empowerment, a concept that has 
gained significant attention in human resource 
management and organizational behavior, is a key 
factor influencing task performance (Juyumaya, 
2022; Messmann, 2023; Pacheco et al., 2023; Gao 
et al., 2023; Zhang et al., 2023b). This intrinsic mo-
tivation is a reflection of an individual’s orienta-
tion toward the job role and how well employees 
meet the needs of the position (Spreitzer, 1995). It 
also pertains to how much employees believe they 
have control over their work environment, skills, 
importance of their jobs, and perceived autonomy 
in their work (Robbins & Judge, 2022). According 
to Aiyer et al. (2015), the idea of empowerment 
originates from giving workers the skills, resourc-
es, power, chances, and incentives they need while 
simultaneously holding them responsible for the 
output of their labor. Consequently, the foundation 
of psychological empowerment is the development 
of personal ideas about the significance, autonomy, 
influence, and competency of work-related tasks, 
all of which are expected to boost creative perfor-
mance more (Sahadev et al., 2024). The enduring 
popularity of psychological empowerment is due 
to its far-reaching effects on individuals and orga-
nizations. It has been identified as a predictor of 
job satisfaction (Mathew & Nair, 2022), innovative 
work behavior (Rahmawati et al., 2024), well-being 
(Tran Pham, 2024), and organizational outcomes 
(Khattak et al., 2022). It also influences organiza-
tional commitment (Ibrahim et al., 2024), career 
satisfaction (Aziz et al., 2024), and organizational 
outcomes (Llorente-Alonso et al., 2024). 

Spreitzer (1995) has conceptualized psychologi-
cal empowerment using four indicators: mean-
ing, self-determination, impact, and competency. 
Meaning refers to the employee’s perception of 
the job’s importance and meaningfulness, which 
involves a fit between the job’s requirements and 
the employee’s beliefs, values, and behavior. The 
concept of self-determination pertains to an em-
ployee’s sense of independence in beginning work-
related activities and making choices on work 
techniques, pace, and effort. Impact describes how 
much a person can affect operational, administra-
tive, or strategic outcomes at work. Competency 
reflects the employee’s belief in their capability to 
perform job activities with skills, also known as 
self-efficacy (Nguyen-Viet et al., 2024). If adequate 
and stable conditions exist, these indicators can 

stimulate employee task performance, which can 
have implications for achieving organizational 
goals. Therefore, psychological empowerment is 
crucial for employees and organizations.

Task performance is also affected by proactive 
work behavior. Saihood and Al-Jader (2021) indi-
cated that proactive work behavior significantly 
influences task performance. In practice, every or-
ganization requires proactive work behavior from 
employees, especially profit-oriented businesses 
that are faced with the challenges of competition 
and uncertainty in an increasingly unpredict-
able future. Empirical evidence also proves that 
employees’ proactive work behavior is critical in 
forming solid connections with individual, work-
related, and team outcomes (Pratama et al., 2023). 
It also stimulates career satisfaction (Smithikrai, 
2022) and increases motivation, competency, and 
performance (Ying et al., 2022; Bark et al., 2022; 
Gunawan & Widodo, 2023). Proactive work be-
havior is an individual’s proactive engagement 
in work, making necessary adjustments based on 
actual workplace conditions. This multifaceted 
phenomenon includes self-initiative, anticipatory 
actions, and proactive measures such as leading, 
voicing ideas, innovating independently, and prob-
lem prevention (Boonyarit, 2023). Proactive work 
behavior comprises workplace efforts and behav-
iors starting with an individual adopted by other 
staff members to overcome obstacles and achieve 
objectives (Hou & Huang, 2021). According to 
Li (2020), proactive work behavior includes two 
traits: consciously adjusting employees’ surround-
ings and engaging in deliberate action planning, 
consisting of deciding on, modifying, and achiev-
ing the intended outcome. Additionally, proactive 
work behavior comprises several indicators, such 
as problem prevention, individual innovation, 
taking charge, and voice (Parker & Collins, 2010). 
If in the highest conditions, it can drive employee 
task performance, which can help increase organi-
zations’ efficiency and effectiveness. Hence, proac-
tive work behavior is essential for employees and 
organizations and needs more attention. 

Empirically, proactive work behavior not only in-
fluences task performance but is also impacted by 
boundary-spanning leadership. Lee et al. (2023) 
and Kim et al. (2022) convincingly show that 
boundary-spanning leadership significantly con-
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tributes to proactive work behavior. Wang (2024) 
found that empowering leadership impacts pro-
active work behavior. This confirms that bound-
ary-spanning leadership is an effective predictor 
of proactive work behavior. Therefore, improv-
ing boundary-spanning leadership practices in 
companies can be a crucial stimulus for increas-
ing proactive work behavior. Collaboration across 
functions, for example, can prevent problems from 
arising. Apart from that, employee empowerment 
can encourage them to be more courageous in 
taking over neglected work or carrying out inno-
vations that benefit the company’s progress. 

Proactive work behavior is also influenced by psy-
chological empowerment. Scholars found that 
psychological empowerment links to innovative 
behavior as a proxy of proactive work behavior 
(Gerçek, 2023; Öztırak & Güney, 2022; Stanescu 
et al., 2021). Psychological empowerment is related 
to job crafting and knowledge sharing as a proxy 
of proactive behavior (Wang et al., 2024). This in-
dicates that psychological empowerment is a de-
terminant of proactive work behavior, so if the 
escalation of psychological empowerment is in-
creased, it has the opportunity to encourage an in-
crease in employee proactive work behavior. As an 
illustration, highly competent employees tend to 
anticipate the emergence of new problems and can 
even carry out innovative behavior that is benefi-
cial for the company’s development. 

Several previous findings show that boundary-
spanning leadership and psychological em-
powerment influence proactive work behavior 
(Kim et al., 2022; Lee et al., 2023; Gerçek, 2023; 
Öztırak & Güney, 2022), while proactive work 
behavior impacts task performance (Saihood & 
Al-Jader, 2021). This present empirical evidence 
demonstrates the mediating function of proac-
tive work behavior in the complex causal link-
ages that link psychological empowerment and 
boundary-spanning leadership with task perfor-
mance. However, finding research results that 
specifically investigate the influence of bound-
ary-spanning leadership and psychological em-
powerment on task performance with proactive 
work behavior mediation is still a challenge, so 
new research is essential and urgent to find nov-
elty beneficial for developing science and busi-
ness practice. 

Based on previous studies, boundary-spanning 
leadership, psychological empowerment, and 
proactive work behavior affect task performance, 
along with proactive work behavior that influ-
ences task performance. However, research results 
regarding the influence of boundary-spanning 
leadership and psychological empowerment on 
task performance via the proactive work behavior 
mediation still need to be found. 

Thus, this study aims to close the knowledge gap 
and provide new empirical evidence about the 
mediating role of proactive work behavior in the 
intricate causal links between boundary-spanning 
leadership and psychological empowerment with 
task performance. Several hypotheses can be pro-
posed to achieve this goal, as follows:

H1: Boundary-spanning leadership directly af-
fects employees’ task performance.

H2: Psychological empowerment directly affects 
employees’ task performance.

H3: Proactive work behavior directly affects em-
ployees’ task performance.

H4: Boundary-spanning leadership directly af-
fects employees’ proactive work behavior.

H5: Psychological empowerment directly affects 
employees’ proactive work behavior.

H6: Boundary-spanning leadership indirectly af-
fects employees’ task performance through 
proactive work behavior.

H7: Psychological empowerment indirectly af-
fects employees’ task performance through 
proactive work behavior.

2. METHOD

Participants are 455 companies’ employees in 
the trade, services, finance, and investment sec-
tors, providing diverse representation. These four 
business sectors are dominant and have large cap-
italization on Java Island, which is the center of 
Indonesian business and industry and is spread 
across six provinces: Jakarta, West, Central, East 
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Java, Banten, and Yogyakarta. Adopting an acci-
dental sampling approach, participants voluntari-
ly completed the questionnaire without compen-
sation (Widodo, 2021) and approved data for the 
material of research and publication. As present-
ed in Table 1, the majority were females (52.1%), 
56.5% were aged 20 to 25, 51.6% high school or its 
equivalent, 66.6% unmarried, 61.5% worked for 
less than five years, and 81.3% held staff positions.

Table 1. Profile of the research participants

Profile Amount Percentage

Gender

Male 218 47.9

Female 237 52.1

Age

20-25 years 257 56.5

26-35 years 132 29.0

36-45 years 35 7.7

46-55 years 25 5.5

> 56 years 6 1.3

Education
High School/Equivalent 234 51.6

Diploma (D3) 75 16.5

Bachelor (S1) 102 22.4

Postgraduate (S2) 41 9.0

Doctoral (S3) 3 0.6

Status

Married 152 33.4

Unmarried 303 66.6

Job Experience

< 5 years 280 61.5

6-10 years 123 27.2

11-15 years 33 7.2

> 16 years 19 4.1

Position
Staff 370 81.3

Supervisor 54 11.9

Manager 31 6.8

This paper adopted a survey method, which re-
quired the distribution of questionnaires among 
participants (sample), with responses measured 
on a Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree or 
never (score = 1) to strongly agree or always (score 
= 5). Google Forms were used to conduct the on-
line poll, and the results were shared through 
WhatsApp and email. The questionnaire develop-
ment was guided by using the theoretical indicator 
of experts. The indicators of boundary-spanning 
leadership included collaboration across functions, 
empowering employees at all levels, and develop-
ing cross-organizational learning capabilities (Yip 
et al., 2016). Psychological empowerment indica-

tors comprised four categories, namely mean-
ing, self-determination, impact, and competency 
(Spreitzer, 1995). The indicators of proactive work 
behavior were grouped into four categories, name-
ly taking charge, voice, problem prevention, and 
individual innovation (Parker & Collins, 2010). 
Task performance was measured using indicators 
grouped into three categories, such as transform-
ing raw materials into goods and services, helping 
organizational effectiveness, and encouraging or-
ganizational efficiency (Aguinis, 2024).

Before data collection, the questionnaire, as pre-
sented in Appendix A, was tested for validity 
and reliability using 30 trial samples. The valid-
ity and reliability were assessed using the Product 
Moment Pearson formula and Cronbach’s Alpha 
(Widodo, 2021). The data were processed using 
the SPSS version 26 application, and the results 
showed absolute reliability for the twelve items 
measuring boundary-spanning leadership, with 
an alpha coefficient of .909 and a corrected item-
total correlation coefficient ranging from .527 to 
.874. Similarly, the psychological empowerment 
test, consisting of twelve items, showed high reli-
ability with an alpha coefficient of .944 and cor-
rected item-total correlation values ranging from 
.451 to .885. The twelve items constituting proac-
tive work behavior measurement showed an alpha 
coefficient of .887, with corrected item-total cor-
relation values ranging from .379 to .778. Task 
performance measurement, comprising nine 
items, showed an alpha coefficient of .901, and the 
adjusted corrected item-total correlation ranged 
from .396 to .882. The results confirmed the ques-
tionnaire’s validity and reliability, as all variables 
had an alpha coefficient greater than .70 and an 
adjusted corrected item-total correlation that ex-
ceeded .361 (Widodo, 2021). It indicated that all 
questionnaires as research instruments are suit-
able for collecting data.

Additionally, this study employed statistical pro-
cesses, including the correlation matrix and the 
Harman single-factor test, to confirm the integ-
rity of the data through the common method bi-
as (CMB) test. The findings indicate that the total 
variance recovered by the Harman single-factor 
is 48.9%, which is less than the recommended 
threshold of 50%, and that the correlation coeffi-
cient between a construct (variable) is less than .90. 
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This suggests that the CMB phenomenon is not 
present in the research data (Tehseen et al., 2017; 
Kock, 2021; Widodo et al., 2023). The rigorous ap-
plication of these tests provides reassurance about 
the reliability of the data, enhancing the credibil-
ity of the research.

This study uses CMB, descriptive, and correlation-
al analysis to support structural equation model-
ing (SEM) analysis. The Sobel (Z) test was used to 
assess the significance of the indirect effect (me-
diation), while the Student test (t) was used to test 
the significance of the direct effect. CMB, descrip-
tive, and correlational analyses were carried out 
with SPSS version 26, while SEM analyses were 
employed by LISREL version 8.80.

3. RESULTS

The results of descriptive analysis show stan-
dard deviation values within the range of 1.739 
to 3.008, less than the mean values of 10.54 to 
13.35. It produced a distinctive data pattern that 
required further investigation. Additionally, the 
correlation coefficient values were in the range of 
.24 to .80. The significance of the results, compris-
ing all constructs (variables), was established at p 
< .01, depicting a mutual dependence among the 
constructs. Despite this mutual dependence, the 
correlation coefficient obtained was less than .8, 
showing the absence of features used to character-
ize multicollinearity.

The estimated measurement model uses confirma-
tory factor analysis (CFA), as presented in Table 2. 
CFA results offer valuable insights when evaluating 
the validity and reliability of measures. According 
to Hair et al. (2022), all indicators constitute latent 
variables, as shown by the factor loading values in 
the range of .42 to .91. However, only one indicator 
was below .60, indicating relatively strong validity. 
The reliability indicators, such as Cronbach’s alpha 
(CA), composite reliability (CR), and average vari-
ance extracted (AVE), were also considered. The 
acceptable values include AVE, CA, and CR great-
er than .50 and .70, respectively (Hair et al., 2022). 
The CFA results for CA and CR ranged from .887 
to .944 and .738 to .924, respectively, while AVE 
was within .502 to .754. The results showed ade-
quate convergence and strong reliability.

The results of the goodness-of-fit (GOF) test in-
dicated that nine of the eleven indices were con-
sidered good (GFI, RMSEA, PNFI, Normed chi-
square, RFI, CFI, AGFI, NNFI, and NFI). The oth-
er two, namely chi-square and sig. probability in-
dices did not meet the desired criteria. According 
to Hair et al. (2022), the chi-square test is very 
vulnerable (sensitive) to large sample sizes (>200), 
as in this study involving 455 employees, so the 
chi-square test value is invalid (poor). Since the 
other nine criteria that were looked at matched 
the necessary requirements, this model was ac-
cepted (fit). This indicates that, depending on the 
research sample, the theoretical model fits the em-
pirical facts. 

Table 2. Results of the measurement model

Variables Indicators Factor Loading CA CR AVE

Boundary-spanning 

leadership (X
1
)

Collaboration across functions .69

.909 .812 .591Empowering employees at all levels .81

Developing cross-organizational learning capabilities .80

Psychological 

empowerment (X
2
)

Meaning .68

.944 .880 .650
Self-determination .87

Impact .86

Competency .80

Proactive work  
behavior (Y

1
)

Taking charge .81

.887 .924 .754
Voice .86

Problem prevention .91

Individual innovation .89

Task  
performance (Y

2
)

Transforming raw materials into goods and services .84

.901 .738 .502Helping organizational effectiveness .79

Encouraging organizational efficiency .42
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The hypotheses testing results are summarized in 
Table 3 and displayed in Figures 1 and 2. All hy-
potheses, ranging from H

1
 to H

7
, showed signifi-

cant results (supported), with t-values above the t-
table at α = .05 and .01. Boundary-spanning lead-
ership directly affects task performance (γ = .20, 
p < .01), as well as psychological empowerment 
(γ = .17, p < .05) and proactive work behavior (β 
= .46, p < .01). Additionally, boundary-spanning 
leadership and psychological empowerment di-
rectly influence proactive work behavior, respec-
tively (γ = .33, γ = .34, p < .01). Finally, boundary-
spanning leadership and psychological empow-
erment indirectly influence task performance 
through proactive work behavior, with Z-values 
= 9.50 and 9.86, respectively, greater than Z-table 

(1.96). Specifically, boundary-spanning leader-
ship indirectly affects task performance through 
proactive work behavior with β = .16 and p < .01; 
meanwhile, psychological empowerment indi-
rectly influences task performance via proactive 
work behavior with β = .15 and p < .01. Proactive 
work behavior has the most decisive influence on 
task performance compared to the others, so it 
then plays a mediating role in the influence of 
boundary-spanning leadership and psychologi-
cal empowerment on task performance. However, 
boundary-spanning leadership has a slightly 
stronger influence (β = .16) than psychological 
empowerment (β = .15). This confirms that ex-
ternal factors tend to have a better influence than 
individual internal factors.

Table 3. Hypothesis testing results

Hypothesis γ/β T/Z-value Decision

H
1
: Boundary-spanning leadership (X

1
) on task performance (Y

2
) .20** 2.55 Supported

H
2
: Psychological empowerment (X

2
) on task performance (Y

2
) .17* 2.28 Supported

H
3
: Proactive work behavior (Y

1
) on task performance (Y

2
) .46** 7.56 Supported

H
4
: Boundary-spanning leadership (X

1
) on proactive work behavior (Y

1
) .33** 4.41 Supported

H
5
: Psychological empowerment (X

2
) on proactive work behavior (Y

1
) .34** 4.69 Supported

H
6
: Boundary-spanning leadership (X

1
) on task performance (Y

2
) through proactive work behavior (Y

1
) .16** 9.50 Supported

H
7
: Psychological empowerment (X

2
) on task performance (Y

2
) through proactive work behavior (Y

1
) .15** 9.86 Supported

Note: * p < .05, ** p < .01.

Note: Chi-Square = 228.87, df = 71, P-value = .00000, RMSEA = .070; X1 = Boundary-spanning leadership, X2 = Psychological 
empowerment, Y1 = Proactive work behavior, Y2 = Task performance.

Figure 1. Standardized structural model
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4. DISCUSSION

This study found that boundary-spanning lead-
ership, psychological empowerment, and proac-
tive work behavior had a significant effect on task 
performance; boundary-spanning leadership and 
psychological empowerment significantly affect 
proactive work behavior, and proactive work be-
havior mediates the effect of boundary-spanning 
leadership and psychological empowerment on 
task performance. In detail, the significant influ-
ence of boundary-spanning leadership on task 
performance shows that boundary-spanning 
leadership is an essential antecedent for task per-
formance. Consequently, if boundary-spanning 
leadership practices are improved intensively, task 
performance will increase. For example, cross-
functional collaboration can help organizational 
(company) effectiveness and efficiency. Likewise, 
employee empowerment at all levels can also en-
courage increased production or service qual-
ity. These results support and validate previous 
research, which proves a significant impact of 
boundary-spanning leadership on task perfor-
mance (Gunawan & Widodo, 2023; Xue & Woo, 
2022; Zhang et al., 2023a). Furthermore, the strong 
relationship between psychological empowerment 
and task performance shows empirical evidence 
that psychological empowerment is a crucial pre-

dictor of task performance. This implies that im-
proving psychological empowerment among staff 
members may lead to an improvement in their 
work performance. As an illustration, increasing 
employee competency can stimulate enhanced 
work production or the quality of company ser-
vices, which has implications for the effectiveness 
and efficiency of the organization. This empirical 
evidence affirms prior studies proving that psy-
chological empowerment affects task performance 
(Juyumaya, 2022; Messmann, 2023; Pacheco et al., 
2023; Gao et al., 2023).

Likewise, the significant impact of proactive work 
behavior on task performance confirms its strong 
tendency to be an essential antecedent of task per-
formance. This means that an increase in employ-
ee proactive work behavior will follow an enhance-
ment in their task performance. For example, em-
ployee courage to take over work that is delayed 
in completion can clearly help the effectiveness 
and efficiency of the organization. Likewise, em-
ployee innovation will help employees to be more 
alert and agile in turning raw materials into fin-
ished goods or turning organizational resources 
into excellent services. This empirical fact is con-
sistent with and supports previous studies, which 
revealed that proactive work behavior influenc-
es task performance (Saihood & Al-Jader, 2021) 

Note: Chi-Square = 228.87, df = 71, P-value = .00000, RMSEA=.070; X1 = Boundary-spanning leadership, X2 = Psychological 
empowerment, Y1 = Proactive work behavior, Y2 = Task performance.

Figure 2. T-value structural model
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and ignores conflicting research results (Matsuo, 
2024). Thus, there is no need to doubt the signif-
icant link between proactive work behavior and 
task performance. 

This study also highlights the positive influence 
of boundary-spanning leadership and psychologi-
cal empowerment on proactive work behavior. It 
confirms the empirical reality that boundary-
spanning leadership and psychological empower-
ment are two important components determining 
employee proactive work behavior. This finding 
has major implications for companies; as bound-
ary-spanning leadership and psychological em-
powerment are developed adequately and consis-
tently, their proactive work behavior can increase. 
Therefore, the development of boundary-spanning 
leadership and psychological empowerment is not 
just theoretical but a practical need for employees 
to increase their proactive work behavior. This 
empirical finding links and strengthens relevant 
previous research, which proves that boundary-
spanning leadership and psychological empower-
ment are positively correlated with proactive work 

behavior (Gerçek, 2023; Lee et al., 2023; Kim et al., 
2022) and negates the conflicting results of previ-
ous research (Gultom et al., 2022).

Finally, this paper presents novel empirical evi-
dence on how proactive work behavior mediates 
the effect of boundary-spanning leadership and 
psychological empowerment on employee task 
performance. These findings suggest that proac-
tive work behavior can transmit the functions of 
boundary-spanning leadership and psychological 
empowerment in influencing employee task per-
formance. It implies that high employee proactive 
work behavior has the mediating potential to link 
boundary-spanning leadership and psychologi-
cal empowerment with task performance. This 
empirical evidence not only refutes other con-
flicting research findings and validates the prior 
research’s results, which formed the basis for de-
veloping the theoretical model and hypotheses 
of this study, but also introduces a novelty of the 
model of boundary-spanning leadership and psy-
chological empowerment affecting task perfor-
mance through proactive work behavior.

CONCLUSION 

This study aims to uncover employees’ task performance based on boundary-spanning leadership and 
psychological empowerment through proactive work behavior. The results show that boundary-span-
ning leadership and psychological empowerment impact task performance, both directly and indirectly, 
through proactive work behavior. These findings encourage a new empirical model of proactive work 
behavior in transmitting boundary-spanning leadership and psychological empowerment to task per-
formance. Therefore, researchers, academics, and practitioners can utilize this model to explore em-
ployee task performance more in-depth and comprehensively based on boundary-spanning leadership, 
psychological empowerment, and proactive work behavior perspectives. 

For company management practitioners, it can be used as “ammunition” to improve employee task perfor-
mance through boundary-spanning leadership, psychological empowerment, and proactive work behav-
ior perspectives, which, among other things, can be followed up through independent training, workshops, 
or literacy activities. For the record, proactive work behavior has a more dominant role in improving em-
ployee task performance compared to others, so its existence needs to receive more attention. Meanwhile, 
for researchers and academics, this model can be used as a reference in task performance studies. 

However, researchers should use the model carefully without ignoring research limitations. For exam-
ple, the analysis only covers a few dimensions/indicators of all the variables contained in the literature. 
The study only uses a quantitative approach, so it cannot reveal the qualitative facts behind the link be-
tween constructs. Moreover, the research participants were limited to employees of services, commerce, 
investment, and finance industrial firms on Java Island. Therefore, future research that adopts or modi-
fies this model needs to use indicators not involved in this paper, utilize a more comprehensive research 
approach (mixed methods), and expand the number of research samples outside Java Island.
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APPENDIX A

Table A1. Variables, indicators, and items

Variables Indicators Items

Boundary-spanning 

leadership

Collaboration 
across functions

Leaders actively coordinate across management functions (sections, divisions, 
departments).

Leadership facilitates the building of cross-unit work teams. 
Leaders encourage cross-functional strategic decision-making processes.

Empowering 

employees at all 

levels

Leaders utilize employee potential to the maximum.
Leadership facilitates the development of employee competencies (skills) through training 
programs and workshops. 
Leaders support employees in continuing their studies at a higher level.

Developing cross-

organizational 
learning 

capabilities

Leaders encourage employees to conduct comparative studies with other companies. 
Leaders help employees carry out strategic analyses by considering the company’s internal 

and external conditions.
Leadership encourages the company to become a modern learning organization that allows 
employees to learn from each other continuously.

Psychological 

empowerment 

Meaning 

My work is meaningful to my life.
My job is suitable for my educational background. 
My work is in harmony with the life values that I adhere to.

Self-determination
I determine how to work according to my own wishes.
I set the time to complete tasks independently.
I complete assignments independently.

Imp

My influence in the office is huge. 
I have strong control over the working atmosphere in the office. 
I have a high level of dominance over my colleagues at work.

Competency 

I am confident that I can complete the work according to the target.
My competence is sufficient to solve various work problems.
My capacity is sufficient to complete complex work.

Proactive work 
behavior

Taking charge
I introduce new work methods that are more effective for completing work.
I offer more efficient work procedures.
I use alternative solutions to solve problems at work.

Voice

I actively express views that differ from those of others.
I easily express disagreement with other people’s opinions.
I encourage colleagues to dare to put forward ideas that are useful for improving work.

Problem 

prevention 

I actively explore the causes of various problems in the office.
I develop effective work systems to mitigate the emergence of new problems.
I create unique strategies to prevent problems in the office from recurring.

Individual 

innovation

I actively provide new ideas to improve working conditions.
I actively find new ways that can help the company progress.
I actively advocate for original ideas to others.

Task performance

Transforming 
raw materials 

into goods and 

services

I use company resources to produce the best services

I use various tools to support the optimal implementation of work.

I make optimal use of company resources to produce quality output.

Helping 

organizational 
effectiveness

I actively help the realization of company goals more quickly.
I am actively completing hampered company work programs.
I am proactive in building the company’s competitiveness.

Encouraging 

organizational 
efficiency

I only use company facilities for work purposes.
I support the companies’ budget savings.

I support companies to work more time-saving.
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